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ABSTRACT
There are four texts in the corpus, Metaphysics E. 3, ©. 3, De
Interpretatione 9, and De Caelo A. 12, where Aristotle deals with
the related issues of modality and determinism. In this thesis I
do two things. First, I provide new interpretations for these texts
which resolve the many persistent difficulties that seem to riddle
them. And second, I show that contrary to what most modern
interpreters think these four texts are intricately connected to

each other.
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Introduction

The consensus among modern scholars is that Aristotle is no
stranger to the debate over what we now call 'determinism' or
‘necessitarianism'; namely, the thesis that whatever happens has all
along been necessary, that is, fixed or inevitable.! To be more
specific, it seems that the interpreters are in agreement about the
following:

(1) It is clear that in Metaphysics (Met.) E. 3 and De Interpretatione

(DI.) 9, the Stagirite’'s efforts are directed towards refuting arguments

for two different forms of necessitarianism.2

(2) In Metr. ©. 3 we get a discussion which is essentially an attempt to

rebut yet another argument for necessitarianism.3

(3) De Caelo (DC) A. 12 contains material which is inextricably

connected to Aristotle's drive to silence his necessitarian opponents.4
As is usually the case with Aristotle scholarship, however, what
divides the interpreters is the reconstruction of these texts.

Let us begin with Met. ©. 3, where Aristotle appears to be
concerned with the question of whether a man's fate, viz. whether
he will die by disease or violence, is now (causally) determined.5 To
the best of my knowledge, there are no dissenting voices to the

claim that Aristotle's quarrel here is with an opponent who

advocates some form of causal determinism; viz. a version of

I In this project I intend to use the terms 'determinism' and 'necessitarianism'
interchangeably.

2 See, for example, Gaskin, 1995, and Sorabji, 1980.

3 See Aquinas, 1961: 663-669, and Williams, 1986: 183.

4 See, for example, Hintikka, 1973: esp. ch. 5, van Rijen, 1989: ch. 5, and
Waterlow, 1982: ch. 4.

5 See Mer. 1027a32ff.
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necessitarianism based on causal considerations. In fact, there are
numerous pieces in the recent literature which purport to do two
things: (a) reconstruct the causal determinist's argument as this is
described in Met. 1027a32ff, and (b) show wus how Aristotle
responds to this argument.® What seems to pose a problem for
these interpretations, though, are the first few lines of Mer. E. 3. In
Me:r. 1027a27-32, the Stagirite states that:

m &' elolv dpxai kal aima yevvqra kal ¢BapTd dveu Tob ylyveo®ai kai

bdBeipecBal, davepdv. el yap pf ToUT ', &€ avdykns mavt ' &oTay, el Tol yiyvopévou
. ’ Y kS . v v ’ -
Kal &Berpopévou un kata cupBefnkds almov T avdykn elval.

The translation and interpretation of this short passage is a
notoriously messy affair.? Nevertheless, it seems clear that the
claim Aristotle is trying to make is something along these lines:
either we have to accept the existence of a certain kind of causes,
Viz. aiTia yevvnTa kal 68apTd, or else we have to grant that everything
will be of necessity (¢¢ avdykns mavt ' Eortar). That is to say, we either
have to accept the existence of a certain kind of causes, or else the
(causal) determinist can have his way with the future. There is no
doubt that the material in Mer. 1027a29-32 1is an integral part of
the discussion in the rest of the chapter, where Aristotle spells out
and then refutes his (causal) determinist opponent's position. As
one of the authorities on Mer. E. 3 has recently argued, however, the
interpreters have yet to provide us with a satisfactory reading of
Mer. 1027a29-32. Hence, 1t 1s not surprising to see that he
concludes that Met. E. 3 as a whole has 'yet to receive a satisfactory

interpretation’ (Kirwan, 1993: 196, 222).

6 See, for example, Gaskin, 1995: ch. 14, Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1, and Williams,
1986.
7 See Kirwan, 1993: 195-198, 222-225.
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DI. 9, the text where we get the famous future sea battle
argument, needs no introductions -- even for those who are
adversely predisposed to the study of the history of philosophy. It
is now common knowledge that in DI. 9 Aristotle attempts to rebut
an argument for logical fatalism. In particular, it appears that the
Stagirite's opponent in this text argues the following: the truth of a
statement 'Fp', where this is a statement bearing on the future,
entails that there is nothing one can do to affect the obtaining or
otherwise of the relevant state of affairs.® This much, however, is
all the interpreters seem to agree on. There is no agreement
whatsoever as to what exactly is the structure of the fatalist's
argument, or as to how Aristotle rebuts this form  of
necessitarianism.?

The third piece of text, Mer. ©. 3, is bit of an oddity. In it,
Aristotle argues against a thesis, ascribed to the Megarians, which
has it that ‘x has the capacity to ¢, if and only if x is actually ¢-ing'.!0
Mer. ©. 3 1s often cited in discussions pertaining to the treatment of
necessitarianism by Aristotle. There are also many interpreters
who openly claim that this is yet another text where the Stagirite
tries to answer a necessitarian opponent.!! And presumably, this
time around the thinkers Aristotle is trying to answer are the early
Megarians. The problem, though, is that there is nothing in the

existing literature which explains: (a) how the Megarian thesis is

8 See, for example, Gaskin, 1995: esp. part I, and Sorabji, 1980: chs 5-8.

9 For a sense of the chaotic state of the literature on this debate, see Gaskin,
1995: chs 2-7, 12.

10 See Mer. 1046b29-32.

Il See fn. 3.
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connected to determinism, and (b) what is Aristotle's

this putatively necessitarian thesis.

response

In the fourth text on our list, DC A. 12, Aristotle presents

argument which purports to show that

... everything that always is,

is ... indestructible’ (DC 281b25). As is well known, this argument

has acquired notoriety due to the work of J. Hintikka.

According to

Hintikka, there is textual evidence which indicates that Aristotle

espouses the Principle of Plenitude = 'If something is possible at a

time ¢j, then it is actual at tj for at least one

Furthermore, Hintikka argues that if this much is right then it is not

hard to show that the Stagirite is also committed to some form of

determinism.!>2 Nowadays, it is accepted that Aristotle explicitly

states that: (a) the Principle of Plenitude is applicable

to things

everlasting, e.g. the individuals in the realm of the heavenly bodies,

S

and (b) the realm of things everlasting 1is indeed

governed by

determinism. At the same time, though, it is widely accepted that

the Stagirite firmly asserts that the Principle of Plenitude does not

apply to the individuals in the sublunary realm,

indeterminism reigns supreme.!3 Although this debate seems to be

now settled in favour of Hintikka's opponents, there

lingering doubts arising out of DC A. 12. Hintikka's claim is that in

DC a. 12 (281a28-b25) Aristotle gives us a straightforward

argument for a variant of the Principle of Plenitude, namely,

thesis that 'what always is, is by necessity'.!* And what seems to

12 See Hintikka, 1973: esp. ch. 5. For his exposition of the argument
Principle of Plenitude entails determinism, see Hintikka, 1977: esp. pp. 32ff.

13 See, for example, Gaskin, 1995: ch. 7, and Sorabji, 1980: ch. 8.
14 See Hintikka, 1973: esp. pp. 96-105.
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divide the recent interpreters is the question of whether or not this
argument undermines Aristotle's efforts to preserve indeterminism
in some parts of the cosmos.!3

The purpose of this project, in the first instance, is to resolve
the persistent interpretive difficulties outlined above. To be more
specific, what I propose to do is this. In chapter 1, I will present
what I take to be the exegetically correct reading of Mer. 1027a29-
32, and I will explain how it can help us obtain a complete and
consistent interpretation of Mer. E. 3 as a whole. In chapter 2, I will
argue that the task of making sense of the material in D/. 9 is not as
difficult as has been repeatedly suggested by the modern
interpreters. I will show that if we restore DI. 9 to its rightful place
as part of the discussion of contradiction initiated in DI. 6, then we
can readily resolve the two standing problems with this text. First,
we can see what the structure of the fatalist's argument is. And
second, we can see what is the nature of Aristotle's response to his
fatalist opponent. In chapter 3, I will give a discussion which
aspires to show: (a) how the Megarian thesis is connected to
necessitarianism, and (b) what is Aristotle's answer to this form of
necessitarianism.  Finally, in chapter 4 I will argue that there is
good reason to think that the material in DC A. 12 spells trouble for
the Stagirite's drive to make a case for indeterminism.

What will emerge from the discussion in chapters 1-3 is a
picture of Aristotle as a thinker who is firmly committed to some

form of indeterminism in the natural world. As for chapter 4, it will

15 For one version of this debate, see Sorabji, 1980: 129-130, and Gaskin, 1995:
60-61.
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show that the Stagirite is committed, albeit inadvertently, to an
argument which seems to pose some difficulties for his work in Met.
E.3,9.3,and DI. 9.

To complete the discussion in this project, I will attempt to do
something which I believe has yet to be done. As was already
noted, our texts, viz. Met. E. 3,0.3,DI. 9, and DC. A. 12, form the core
of Aristotle's treatment of the related issues of determinism and
modality. The problem, however, is that the modern interpreters
treat these texts as if they were four disconnected discussions.!'6 In
chapter 5, I will argue that this is in fact far from the truth. To
anticipate briefly, I intend to argue that the discussion in chapters
1-3 shows that there is a common underlying theme in each one of
Aristotle's attempts to rebut determinism. In particular, I will show
that in Met. E. 3, ©. 3, and DI 9, the Stagirite's response to
necessitarianism is grounded in a thesis which occurs time and
again in his works on natural philosophy. Very briefly, this thesis

has it that:
(i) There are certain entities in nature, viz. the individuals in the
sublunary realm, which have double (passive) capacities.
(i1) There are also things in nature, such as the individuals in the
realm of the heavenly bodies, which have only single capacities that
they exercise sempiternally.
(iti) Due to their nature, the individuals in the sublunary realm are
such that their future is open. To use Aristotle's own terminology, the
events which involve this kind of entities do not happen ‘always' (ae()
or 'of necessity' (&€ avdyxns). Rather, they are events which: (a)
happen ‘for the most part' (@s &mi 15 moAy), or (b) happen neither
‘always' (de() nor for the most part; viz. they happen ‘accidentally’
(katd ocupBepnkds).
(iv) By contrast, the individuals in the realm of the heavenly bodies
are such that their future is fixed. As Aristotle puts it, the events
which involve this kind of entities happen ‘always' (de{) or ‘of
necessity’ (¢€ dvdyxns).!7

16 See, for example, Gaskin, 1995, Hintikka, 1973, and Sorabji, 1995.
I7  Aristotle presents this thesis, either in a complete or an abbreviated form,
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What I also intend to do in chapter 5 is to suggest that DC A. 12
poses problems for Aristotle's drive to neutralize determinism,
because it contains material that may be used to show that he

deviates from the thesis just outlined.

in a number of texts. See, for example, Mer. a. 30, E. 2, ©. 8. (1050b6ff), and De
Generatione et Corruptione (GC)B. 11. Some of these texts will be discussed in
chapters 1, 2, and 5.
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CHAPTER 1

Aristotle on Accidental Causation and Determinism

356 3k 3 sk 3§ sk sk e sk 3% ske st sk ke ke 3k sk st sk 3 3k sk sfe 3k 3 ok sk sk ke ok o sk ke s s ok ok s ok ok o ok ok ok st e ok ke ke ke sk sk e sk ke sk K R K
ke 3t sk st 3 sfe s i ok 3 s ok sfe 2 3k sk sk sfe ke ok 3k sk ofe sk 3 ok sk ok ok ok ok sk sfe ok e sfe sk ke sk 3k ok 3k oK 3k ok sk e ok Sk ke ke ke e sk e ke sk sk ke

I. Introduction:

In the opening sentence of Mer. E. 3, Aristotle indicates that he
is about to discuss an issue that pertains to causation. To be more
specific, he states that it is 'obvious' (¢avepdv) that there are
‘principles’ (&pxal) and 'causes' (oaiTia)! which are yevwnrd kal éBapra
dveuy Tol ylyveoBat kal ¢8elpecbar.2 And in the rest of the chapter, viz.
1027a30ff, he appears to be giving an argument which is intended
to suppert this claim.

The consensus among the scholars is that E. 3 is rife with
interpretive difficulties.3 As was just mentioned, in 1027a29-30
Aristotle makes a claim for the existence of a certain kind of causes.
What poses problems for the interpreter is the fact that there is no
place in Mer. E, or for that matter anywhere else in the corpus,
where the Stagirite makes an attempt to unpack the claim of
1027a29-30. That is, there is no text where Aristotle explains what

it means to say that a cause is yevvntdv and ¢BapTov dveu Tol ylyveoBat

! There is evidence which indicates that Aristotle does not use the terms apxatl
and aifTwa synonymously; see, for instance, Mer. A. 8. 989b21-24. This,
however, is a point which will not affect our present discussion. For further
details on this issue, see Bosley & Panayides, 2000.

2 Mer. E. 3. 1027a29-30.

3 See, for example, Kirwan, 1993: 198, and Ross, 1958: 362. As A. Madigan
reports, the many difficulties with E. 3 were also noticed by the earlier
commentators; see Madigan, 1984: esp. pp. 123-5.
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kal ¢8elpecbar. And what seems to complicate the interpretation of E.
3 even further is the material in 1027a30ff. The presence of the
postpositive conjunction ‘for' (ydp) at both 1027a30 and 1027a33,
suggests that the main body of text in E. 3 is meant to present an
argument for the assertion made at 1027a29-30. As C. Kirwan
points out, however, even though there are a number of suggested
readings for 1027a29-30, it is still hard to see how these lines are
ultimately connected to the material in 1027a30ff.4 In fact, Kirwan
has repeatedly declared that E. 3 as a whole has 'yet to receive a
satisfactory interpretation’ (Kirwan, 1993: 196, 222).

Whether Kirwan's assessment of the existing interpretations of
E. 3 is a fair one is something that remains to be seen. What seems
be clear at this point, though, is that the key to the resolution of the
puzzles that surround this difficult chapter is the reconstruction of
the sentence at 1027a29-30 -- the one I have deliberately omitted
to translate in the last two paragraphs. That is, it seems that an
exegetically sound interpretation of E. 3 is contingent on providing a
correct reading for Aristotle's claim that there are causes which are
YevvnTa kal $BapTa dveu Tol ylyveoBar kal ¢Belpecbar. Putatively, if this
goal is achieved, then we may: (a) determine the purpose of E. 3 --
which is announced in the first sentence of the chapter, and (b)
decipher the argument in 1027a30ff.

In this chapter, I propose to defend a reading of the first
sentence of E. 3 which has it that:

(1) In 1027a29-30, Aristotle announces that there are certain causes
which are accidental events.

4 See Kirwan, 1993: 222-5.
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(2) According to the Stagirite, these causes have a distinguishing
mark: they have the capacity to generate and to destroy, that is to say
they are yevvnrd and ¢6aptd, 'without going through a process of
coming to be and being destroyed' (dvev Toid yiyvecBar kal ¢8eipecbar).”
Furthermore, I will show that the rest of the material in E. 3 deals
with, or is relevant to, determinism.¢ To anticipate briefly, I intend
to do two things. First, I will show that in 1027a30-2 Aristotle
gives the outline of an argument for the claim made at 1027a29-30.
And second, I will argue that in 1027a32ff the Stagirite fleshes out
the argument of 1027a30-2. In particular, he spells out the details
of an argument which goes as follows: if the claim of 1027a29-30 is
false, then a form of causal determinism ensues; causal determinism

is a demonstrably untenable thesis; therefore, it should be clear that

there are i1ndeed causes which are accidental events.?

II. Therecentcommentators on Met. 1027a29-32:

As was noted above, the key to the successful interpretation

of E. 3 seems to be in the first two lines of the chapter. We will be

5 The reading of 1027a29-30 outlined above, viz. (1)-(2), is a modified version
of the one found in Kirwan, 1993: 195-8, 222-5; see also Ross, 1958: 361-6. I will
discuss the crucial modifications effected on this reading of 1027a29-30 in
parts IIl and V. Note also that the Kirwan/Ross interpretation of these lines
is implicitly assumed in most of the recent accounts of E. 3; see, for instance,
Gaskin, 1995: ch. 14, and Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1.

6 The standard view, with which I intend to side, has it that in 1027a32ff
Aristotle argues against causal determinism. See, for example, Gaskin, 1995:
ch. 14; Kirwan, 1993: notes on E. 3; Ross, 1958: notes on E. 3; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1;
Williams, 1986. For an interesting variation on this view, see Frede, 1985: 218
ff. and Freeland, 1991: esp. pp. 66-70. [Note also that G. Fine has, on a couple of
occasions, indicated her intention to show that Aristotle is a causal
determinist; see Fine, 1981; 1984: p. 41, fn. 2. Fine, however, is yet to provide
us with an argument for this claim.]

7 As it will soon become clear, the form of determinism with which Aristotle
is concerned is not quite the same as what we would call 'causal determinism’'.
I will not spend time here to spell out the differences between modern and
ancient causal determinism. For a useful introductory discussion of modern
causal determinism, see Weatherford, 1991: esp. chs 1-11.
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seeing shortly, however, that some of the recent Iinterpreters
maintain that to resolve the problem posed by 1027a29-30, we

need to consider the entire first paragraph of E. 38:
[1027a229] 61 8° €low dapyal kat aima yevvmTa kAl $Bacprd [30] dveu
Tol fylyveoBar kol ¢Beipecbon, davepdv. & yap pn [F1] TolT *, &
avdaykns mdvt ' €oTal, € Tol yiyvouévou kai dBerpopévou [32] ph kaTd
oupBefNKds alTov TU dvdykn elvat.

According to Kirwan, who is widely considered to be the most
prominent advocate of the interpretive orthodoxy?, this piece of text

is to be translated as follows:
[1027a29] It is obvious that there are origins and causes that are able
to come to be and to be destroyed [30] without [being in process of]
coming to be and being destroyed. For otherwise [31] everything will
be of necessity, if whatever is [in process of] coming to be and being

destroyed ([32] necessarily has some cause non-coincidemntally.
(Kirwan, 1993: 71)

Apparently, Kirwan's position is this. In 1027a29-30, the Stagirite
asserts that there are causes which are generable and destructible,
but which are never in process of being generated and destroyed.
What is this supposed to mean? Kirwan takes it that the thesis
Aristotle is trying to put forward in the opening sentence of E.3 is

the following:

(1) Besides causes which are non-accidental events, there are also

causes which are accidental comings-to-be.

(2) These latter causes have certain characteristics:
(a) Like the causes which are non-accidental evemts, they are
'able to come to be and to be destroyed'; viz. they are yewnrta xal
dBapTd.
(b) Unlike the causes which are non-accidental events, they are
able to come to be and to be destroyed ‘without beimag in process
of coming to be and being destroyed' (dvev Tob yiyveoBar «al
$8¢ipechar). That is to say, they are capable of comiang to be and
perishing instantaneously.!©

8 In particular, we will see that this is the view held by C.J.F. Williams; see
Williams, 1986: 181-4. See also Tweedale, 1997.

9 See, for example, Madigan, 1984: 125, and Williams, 1986: 181-3. See also fns 5
& 10.

10 See Kirwan, 1993: 197-8. Note that Kirwan's interpretation is based on the
one proposed by Ross; see Ross, 1958: esp. pp. 361-3. Furthermore, note that
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Naturally, the next question that arises here is this: 'Is the above,
viz. (1)-(2), a plausible reconstruction of 1027a29-307". In his notes
on E. 3, Kirwan candidly admits that this interpretation of the text is
not problem-free. He concedes that there are difficulties 1in
explaining how the claim for the existence of causes whose coming
to be does not take time, ties in with the rest of the material in the
chapter. More precisely, he notes that: (a) it is clear that 1027a30ff
is intended to provide support for the claim made at 1027a29-30;
and putatively, the claim is that there are causes which come to be
and cease to be instantaneously, but (b) it is not easy to see how
1027a30ff may be construed as arguing for the existence of such
causes.!!

Are there any alternative interpretations for 1027a29-307?
Apparently, there are a number of different readings for these two
lines. In the next few pages, I will examine three of them.!2

According to A. Madigan, there are two alternatives to the
Kirwan view -- which he refers to as the 'standard view'.!3 The first
one, the origins of which he traces back to the commentaries of
Jaeger and Aquinas, suggests that to capture the meaning of

1027a29-30 we need to do two things: (a) we ought to provide a

similar interpretations were suggested by Bonitz and Tricot. For more details
on this last point, see Madigan, 1984: esp. pp. 123-5.

Il See Kirwan, 1993: esp. pp. 196-8, 222-51. What we need to point out here is
that Ross expresses similar doubts concerning the reading of the text outlined
above; see Ross, 1958: 362. For other problems with this reading of 1027a29-
30, see Frede, 1985: 220, Tweedale, 1997: esp. pp. 3-4, and Williams, 1986: 181-
184.

I2 Besides the three readings about to be examined here, see Tweedale, 1997: 5-
8, and Bosley, 1998: esp. pp. 224-7. [Bosley's suggestions will be discussed in
part III & V.]

13 See Madigan, 1984: 124.
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subject for the infinitives y{yveo@ar and ¢8eipeabar at 1027230, and (b)
we ought to acknowledge that the most appropriate subject for
these two infinitives is 'the effects'.!4  Obviously if this much is
accepted, then 1027a29-30 has to be read as follows:

It is evident that there are principles and causes which are such as to

come to be and perish without the effects' coming to be and perishing.
As Madigan puts 1t, the reading just proposed has it that in
1027a29-30 Aristotle distinguishes ‘'the causes, which come to be
and perish, from the .. effects ... which fail, or may fail, to come to
be or perish' (Madigan, 1984: 125-6). In other words, the
interpretation at hand presents the Stagirite as saying that there are
causes which actually do come to be and perish, but which fail, or
may fail, to bring about their expected effects.

What remains to be seen, of course, is whether this
interpretation is a viable one.!5 Madigan's position is that there is
no conclusive evidence either for or against this reconstruction of
1027a229-30.16 It seems to me, though, that there is (at least) one
definite problem with it.

In the first few lines of Metr. E. 2, Aristotle distinguishes the
various senses of 'being' (td &v). He says, among other things, that:

. that which 1is (& &6v), when baldly so called, may be so called in

several ways. One of them was that [which is] accidentally (xata
oupBepnkds), another that [which is] as true (and that which is not, that

[which is] as falsehood).!”?
(Mer. E. 2. 1026a33-5)

14 See Madigan, 1984: 124-6. See also fn. 15.

I5 Note that this interpretation does not coincide with the views of either
Jaeger or Aquinas. It is, however, loosely based on their respective notes on
E. 3. 1027a29-30.

16 See Madigan, 1984: [31.

17 Kirwan's translation, slightly modified; see Kirwan, 1993: 68. Note that
‘accidentally' is not always the best rendering for xatda ouppeSnkds. For further
details on this point, see the discussion in part V, and especially fn. 69.
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And after stating this much, the Stagirite proceeds to do two things:
(1) He acknowledges the need for a discussion of the various senses of
'‘being’ -- including that which is 'accidentally’ (78 xavd ocuuBefnkds),
and that which is as true or false.!8
(2) He devotes the rest of E. 2 to a discussion of the accidental.

What is also important to note here is that in the closing sentence of

E. 2 Aristotle appears to be making a comment to the effect that the

discussion of the accidental has been completed.!? This has

prompted some of the commentators to claim that (a) the material
in E. 3 cannot be a mere continuation of the discussion in E. 2, and

(b) the idea that E. 3 is concerned with the accidental has to be

treated as a hypothesis and not as a datum.20 The first of these

claims, viz. (a), is certainly true; (b), however, needs to be
approached with caution.

As was just pointed out, in the main body of E. 2 Aristotle
conducts a discussion of the accidental -- a discussion which he
declares to be complete at the end of the chapter. What it is
imperative to note here, though, is that it is only in E. 4 that the
Stagirite begins his (preliminary) discussion of the next sense of
'being’; namely, the discussion of that '[which is] as true (and ... that
{which 1is] as falsehood)'.?! Furthermore, and perhaps most
importantly, before Aristotle begins his discussion of this issue in E.

4 he makes the following statement: 'So much for that which is

accidentally; for its nature has been sufficiently determined’ (mept

18 See Mer. E. 2. 1026b2-3.

19 See Met. E. 2. 1027226-8. In particular, Aristotle says that 'We have stated,
then, what the accidental is and the cause why it is, and that there is no
science that deals with it' (vi p&v olv &oTl T0 oupBefnkds kal && Tv' altiav xal
6TL émaoTHun ouk &oTww alrol, elpnTan).

20 See Madigan, 1984: 127-8, 132.

21 Aristotle gives his main treatment of these issues in Mer. o. 10.
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&y olv Tol kaTd oupBefnkds SvTos ddeloBw SidpioTar ydp ikavds).?22 This
much seems to suggest that E. 3, despite the comment at the end of
E. 2 (viz. 1027a26-8), is also concerned with the investigation of the
accidental. In fact, if we refuse to accept this point, then we will be
hard pressed to explain the purpose of the remark in the opening
sentence of E. 4. Thus, given the textual evidence it is natural to
assume that in 1027a29-30, where the subject matter of the
discussion 1n E. 3 is sketched out, Aristotle makes an assertion
concerning the accidental. Madigan's first alternative to the
standard view, however, seems to ignore all this. It construes
1027a29-30 as making a claim about what happens 'for the most
part’ (ws émt 76 moAv), and notr about that which happens rarely,
namely, the accidental.23 In particular, it construes these two lines
as saying that: there are causes which are wswually connected with
certain specific effects; these causes, though, sometimes fail to bring
about their expected effects.?* And obviously, if this is the claim
Aristotle is trying to make in 1027a29-30, and given that
1027a30ff is supposed to provide support for the claim made in
these two lines, then it is not quite clear how the material in E. 3
relates to the treatment of the accidental. Hence, I would like to
submit that to accept Madigan's first alternative to the standard

view, as it stands, is to place E. 3 out of context.

22 Mer. E. 4. 1027b17-8.

23 As was noted in the introductory chapter, in the corpus Aristotle defines
the accidental as that which happens neither always (ae() nor for the most
part (b5 émt 16 moAy); see, for example, Mer. A. 30, and E. 2. See also the
discussion in part IV.

24 As we will see later on, viz. part IV, this is (roughly) Aristotle's definition
of events which are 'for the most part’ (bs émi 786 mwoAd). See also fn. 23.
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The other alternative to the standard view that Madigan
identifies proposes that we should read 1027a29-30 as saying that:
‘there are causes which are capable of coming to be and perishing,
but which never actually come to be'. In other words, this second
view presents Aristotle as claiming that there are causes which
remain unrealized possibilities.25 And once more, Madigan contends
that this thesis, like the one considered above, is not subject to any
definitive objections.2® It seems, however, that it suffers from the
same problem that plagues the first alternative to the standard
view. That is, it is not clear how the existence of causes which are
capable of coming to be, but which never actually come to be,
relates to the discussion of the accidental. Thus, it appears that to
adopt Madigan's second reading of 1027a29-30, is to alienate E. 3
from its natural context.

In his notes on E. 3, Kirwan claims that the main rival of his
interpretation of 1027a29-30 is due to CJF. Williams.2?” The
remainder of this part of the chapter will be given to an analysis
and evaluation of this third alternative to the standard view.28

Williams launches his discussion of E. 3 by pointing out that
the advocates of the standard view concede that their reading of
1027a29-30 is problematic.2® Then he proceeds to do two things.

First, he argues that given its obvious problem(s), the traditional

25 See Madigan, 1984: 126. [Compare this reading of 1027a29-30, with the one
proposed by C.J.F. Williams -- a reading which is discussed in pp. 16-24.]

26 See Madigan, 1984: 132.

27 See Kirwan, 1993: 223-4.

28 See Williams, 1986.

29 As was noted earlier on, Kirwan admits that it is not easy to see how
1027a30ff may be construed as arguing for the claim that there are some
causes which are capable of coming to be and perishing instantaneously.
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reconstruction of 1027a29-30 ought be rejected. That is, he argues
that we should reject the view that in these lines Aristotle claims
that there are causes whose coming to be takes no time. And
second, he proposes a new translation for the opening paragraph of
E. 3:
That there are principles and causes which are capable of coming to be
and perishing without <actually> coming to be and perishing is clear.

For if this were not so, everything would be of necessity, given that
there must needs be a cause of what non-acidentally comes to be and

ceases to be.30
What exactly is the interpretation Williams is trying to put forward?
As was just noted, he thinks that it is important that we should not
impute to Aristotle the view that there are causes which come to be
instantaneously. And putatively, his reading of 1027a29-30
succeeds in doing just that. In particular, Williams argues that

under his reading of these lines Aristotle is saying that:
(1) Besides causes which are non-accidental events, there are also
causes which are accidental comings-to-be.3!
(2) The causes which are accidental events have this distinguishing
mark: they are capable of coming to be and perishing, without having
to actuallv come to be and perish.32

To spell things out a bit, Williams' position is this. The Stagirite
takes it that there exists a certain class of comings-to-be X, such
that: e qualifies as a member of Z, if and only if eis such that it is
possible for it to come to be (or perish), but it is not necessary for it
to actually come to be (or perish). And finally, Williams claims that
the members of class = which do actually come to be, are the causes

Aristotle describes in 1027a29-30.

30 See Williams, 1986: 181.

31 See Williams, 1986: 182-3. Note that this, viz. (1), is a point of agreement
between Williams and Kirwan.

32 See Williams, 1986: esp. pp. 183-4.
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What needs to be clarified here is that this is just the first step
in Williams' interpretation of 1027a29-32.33 He goes on to point out
that to accept the claim of 1027a29-30 is to reject a certain form of

determinism. More precisely, he notes that:
(1) To accept the claim of 1027a29-30, is to reject a certain modal thesis
M ="If possibly p, then actually p'34 In other words, to accept that
there are certain possible comings-to-be some of which are never to
be actualized, is in effect to reject 4f viz. the thesis that everything
which is possible is actual.
(2) Accepting the thesis #is tantamount to accepting the thesis M =
‘Anything not actual is impossible'.
(3) Accepting the thesis M 'is tantamount to admitting the determinist
thesis © = 'If actually p, then necessarily p°.
(4) There is textual evidence which shows that Aristotle considers D,

and its equivalents, to be evidently false.35

The above, viz. (1)-(4), seems to entitle Aristotle to the conclusion that:
there are events, which may serve as causes, that are capable of
coming to be (and perishing) without actually having to come to be (or

perish).
Williams readily acknowledges that there is a prima facie problem
with the story just recounted. As was indicated earlier on, E.3 as a
whole is concerned with the refutation of a form of determinism,

namely causal determinism, which appears to be distinct from

thesis ©. Williams' response 1is that the solution to this puzzle is to

be found in lines 1027a30-2. He urges us to note that:

(i) In lines 1027a30-1, we are told that if the thesis of 1027a29-30 is not
accepted, viz. if every cause is a necessary event, then everything will
be of necessity (el y&p un TolT ', &€ avdykns ndvt ' Eotan).

(ii) In lines 1027a31-2, the Stagirite goes on to justify the claim he has
just made. That is, he explains that if the thesis of 1027a29-30 is
rejected, then everything will be of necessity, ‘... given that there must
needs be a cause of what non-accidentally comes to be and ceases to be'
(el 7ol yvyvopévou kal $Berpopévou uf Katd ocupfefnkds alTidy Tu dvdykn elvail).

33 What follows in the next couple of paragraphs is a summary of Williams,

1986: 182-184.
34 Williams takes it that 4 is the Megarian thesis Aristotle argues against in

Met. ©. 3; see Williams, 1986: 183, and esp. fn. 5. For further discussion of this
issue, see chapter 3.
35 See fn. 34.
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The question that remains to be answered, of course, is how this
much relates to Aristotle's attempts to refute causal determinism.
Williams' view is that what the Stagirite 1is trying to say in
1027a30-2 is something along these lines. If the universe is such
that (a) every cause is a necessary event, and (b) every non-

accidental event has to have a cause, then causal determinism

ensues. Assume, for instance, that event E, is the cause of event E,
Given that E, is a necessary/non-accidental event, then it has to
have a cause of its own; viz. Ex Given the fact that every cause is a
necessary event, then two things seem to follow. First, the coming
about of E, is determined by the prior cause E; And second, E rhas

(to have) a determining cause of its own; viz. Eg To make a long

story short, if what we have at hand 1s a universe that satisfies
conditions (a) and (b), then every causal chain is such that each and
every one of its constituents 1is a necessary coming-to-be that is
determined by a prior cause. Now, Williams' suggestion is that what
worries Aristotle in E. 3 are causal chains like this, which come back
from a future event and terminate in a past or present event.36 To
be more specific, he takes it that the aim of the discussion in
1027a32ff is to show, in some detail, how this particular form of
causal determinism may be blocked. And, Williams argues, the
point of 1027a29-32 is to give us a preview of the material in

1027a32ff. That is, he claims that 1027a29-32 is to be

36 More precisely, what worries Aristotle is this. If every causal chain is like
the one described above, and if all of them reach a present(/past) event, then
every future event is now determined. This form of causal determinism,
which is clearly identified in 1027a32ff, will be discussed in detail in parts
III-IV.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



20

reconstructed as follows. If every cause is a necessary event, and if
every non-accidental event has to have a cause, then everything
will be of necessity (1027a30-2). To be more specific, if these two
conditions are satisfied, then a certain form of causal determinism
seems to follow. As it is explained in 1027a32ff, to rebut this
evidently absurd thesis, we need to show how the determinist's
causal chain may be stopped from reaching the past/present. In
this later stretch of text, Aristotle tells us that this may be done by
introducing in the chain a cause which is capable of coming to be,
but which does not have to actually come to be. Such an event is
not determined by any previous cause; in fact, this kind of event is
an uncaused cause. It is the role these events play in the rebuttal of
causal determinism, and (putatively) the argument against thesis D,
that motivates Aristotle to make the claim of 1027a29-30; viz. the
claim that the existence of such causes should be an evident fact.

To sum up, Williams' view is that the Stagirite's goal in
1027a29-32 is to indicate how causal determinism is to be blocked.
His contention is that Aristotle’'s full-blown argument against this
form of determinism comes only in 1027a32ff. As he notes, the role
of 1027a29-32 is to merely tell us that: if there are no causes which
are accidental events, and given that every non-accidental event
has to have a cause, then determinism ensues; in particular, what
seems to ensue is a form of causal determinism; the only way to
rebut the (causal) determinist's position, which is evidently absurd,

is to accept that there are causes which are accidental comings-to-
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be; hence, it ought to be clear that the existence of such causes is an
indisputable fact.

The next thing we need to do, is to consider whether this
reconstruction of 1027a29-32 is a viable one. It seems to me that
there are a number of difficulties for Williams' reading of these
lines. In what follows, though, I will review just two of them: the
ones which seem to me to be the most obvious.

It is true that if (a) every cause is a necessary/non-accidental
event, and (b) every non-accidental event must have a cause, then a
certain form of causal determinism ensues. To get this much out of
1027a30-2, however, Williams is forced to give us a very specific
reading of 1027a31-2. As we have seen, he translates & Tod
Yiyvopévou kol ¢Betpopévou N KaTd OoupBepnKds alTiov TU avdykm €lvol as
'‘eiven that there must needs be a cause of what non-accidentally
comes to be and ceases to be'. It is this translation which allows
Williams to construe 1027a31-2 as giving us the premise, viz. (b),
which along with (a), yields causal determinism. The problem with
it, is that it ignores two important facts. First, it construes 1027a31-
2, which is putatively a premise that forms an integral part of the
determinist’'s argument, as an after-thought to the line of reasoning
beginning at 1027a30. And second, 1027a31-2 is most naturally
read not as giving us such a premise, but as an epexegesis of e yap
pn robT '; namely, Williams' premise (a). That is to say, 1027a30-2 is
most naturally read as saying that: if the thesis of 1027a29-30 is
not accepted (1027a30-1), that is to say, if every event ehas a non-

accidental cause (1027a31-2), viz. a cause which non-accidentally
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generates (or destroys) e then everything will be of necessity
(1027a31).37 Furthermore, it will be shown in parts III-V that if
this reconstruction of the text is accepted, then we can make good
sense out of E. 3 as a whole. Yet, Williams may counter that even
though this reading of 1027a30-2 may be plausible, there is some
extra motivation for accepting his own reconstruction of these lines.
That is, if we admit his reading of 1027a31-2, then it seems that the
point Aristotle is trying to make is this: non-accidental comings-to-
be, as opposed to accidental ones, must have a cause of their own.
In fact, he explicitly states that the final clause in the opening
paragraph of E. 3 is intended to note that non-accidental events
must have a cause, whereas those ones which are accidental are
uncaused events.3%8 As Williams goes on to claim, this accords with
1027b11-14, where Aristotle seems to be saying that the cause
which breaks the determinist's causal chain is an uncaused cause.3?
We will see later on, however, that 1027bl1-14 need not be
interpreted this way. And what 1s even more important, is that
there is evidence which contradicts Williams' position. In Physics
(Phys.) B. 5, Aristotle tells us that the accidental event which brings
about the collection of the debt by the creditor, namely his meeting
with the debtor at the market-place, not only has a cause, but it can

have a number of alternative causes.40 If this much is right, then I

37 As we will see later on, viz. in part IV, Aristotle holds that if an event ehas
an accidental cause, viz. a cause which does not always/for the most part
generate the event e, then e is an accident.

38 See Williams, 1986: 182-183.

39 See Williams, 198: 183.

40 See Physics (Phys.) B. 5. 197a12-17. See also the discussion in parts IV-V.
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think that there 1is no motivation to accept Williams' reading of
1027a30-2, and that we ought to give the alternative (natural)
reading of the text, viz. the one identified above, a fair hearing.

The second problem with Williams' reconstruction of the
opening paragraph of E. 3 concerns also matters linguistic. He
contends that we need to translate 1027a29-30 as saying that there
are causes which are possible comings-to-be, but which do not have
to actually come to be. And the reason, he thinks, we ought to adopt
this reading of the text is that the alternative, viz. Kirwan's
translation, forces us to admit an implausible claim: that Aristotle
holds that there are causes which come to be (and perish)
instantaneously. More precisely, Williams takes it that if we
translate &veu ToU yiyveoBal ral ¢8elpecBar as 'without going through a
process of generation and corruption’, then there is no way to avoid
the absurdity of Kirwan's position. Thus, he goes on to advance his
own translation of this phrase. It should be clear, however, that the
natural translation of the contested phrase is the one suggested by
Kirwan. That is, it 1s natural to translate dvev + the articular
infinitives tod y{yveobat and tol ¢Belpecbar as 'without going through a
process of generation and corruption'. On the other hand, Williams'
reading requires that we provide the word ‘'actually’. In fact, to get
the meaning Williams wants out of 1027a29-30, we need to provide
the phrase ‘actually having to'. My proposal is that there is no
reason we should discard Kirwan's translation of &veu 7ol yi{yvestar
kal &Belpecban, provided we can supply a plausible analysis of it.

More specifically, my suggestion is this. If there is a way to defend
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the view that Aristotle’'s intended claim (in 1027a29-30) is that
there are causes which can generate and destroy without going
through a process of generation and destruction, and I will argue
that there is a way to do just this, then so much the worse for
Williams' reading of 1027a29-30.4!

What seems to follow from the discussion so far, is that none
of the four interpretations examined here is tenable. The issue that
remains to be addressed, though, is whether 1027a29-32, and
consequently the rest of E. 3, may still be provided with a
satisfactory interpretation. What I intend to do in what follows, is
to (a) propose a new reading for the opening paragraph of E. 3, and
(b) show that this new reading of 1027a29-30 can yield a viable

interpretation for E. 3 as a whole.

III. Onhowtoread Met. 1027a29-32:

In part II, we saw that modern interpreters take it that
where Aristotle says that 'there are causes which are yevvnrd and
éBaprd’, he means to say that 'there are causes which are capable of
coming to be and perishing'. It seems to me that there are three
things we ought to note at this point. First, it is clear enough that
the verbal adjective yevntd, spelled with a single v, ought to be
translated as ‘generable’. Second, in Mer. H. 1. 1042b5ff Aristotle
tells us that besides matter which admits of change of place, there is
also matter which is 'for generation and destruction' (yevvnmiv xai

oB8apriv). It seems, then, that in this context he does not use the

41 Note that my reading of 1027a29-30 does not coincide with that given by
Kirwan. [ discuss the all-important difference(s) in parts III and V.
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verbal adjectives yevvnrrv and ¢8aptiv to indicate that matter is itself
generable and destructible. That is, his claim is not that there is
matter which is generable and destructible, but that there is matter
for the generation and destruction of something else. And third, it
should be noted that the manuscript tradition allows for the
possibility that the first verbal adjective in Met. E. 3 is vyevvntd,
spelled with double v, and not yevntd. On the basis of the above
Bosley has recently urged us to note that the verbal adjectives
yevwnta and ¢Baptd in E. 3 have the same meaning as yevvnty and
¢8apty in H.l. That is, where Aristotle says that there causes which
are yevvntd and o¢8apta he means to say that there are causes which
are there for the generation and destruction of something else.
Thus, Bosley proceeds to claim that there are two possible readings
for the contested text:

Reading 1:1If we assume that the verbal adjectives in E.3 are yevntd

and ¢8aprd, then it is plausible to assume that 1027229 should read

‘there  are causes (and principles) which  are generable and

destructible’'.

Reading 2: If we assume that the verbal adjectives in E.3 are yevvntd

and ¢6apTd, then 1027229 should read 'there are causes (and principles)
for the generation and destruction of something else'.42

And Bosley's suggestion 1s that the verbal adjectives in E. 3 should
be taken to express the capacity of some causes to generate or to
destroy something else.43

What I would like to clarify at this point is that Bosley's

proposal does not seem to be subject to any kind of a priori

42 See Bosley, 1998: 224-226.

43 Note that Bosley gives at least one tentative reason as to why Reading 2 is
a viable option in the context of E. 3. In particular, he claims that: 'Since the
opening sentence of Chapter 3 ... concerns causes ..., the adjectives should be
translated as indicating a capacity for something else becoming or being
destroyed rather than a capacity for their own becoming or being destroyed’
(Bosley, 1998: 226).
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justification.4* I intend to show, however, that if we adopt his
reading of yevvnta and ¢8aprd, viz. Reading 2, then we can give a
viable interpretation for 1027a29-32.

In more detail, my proposal is that the correct translation for

the opening paragraph of E. 3 is this:
[1027a29] That there are principles and causes which can generate
and destroy [30] without going through a process of generation and
destruction is obvious. For if this is not [31] so, viz. if it is the case that
whatever is generated and destroyed [32] necessarily has some non-
accidental cause, then everything will be of necessity.

And, the interpretation I want to put forward is this:
(1) In 1027a29-30, Aristotle asserts that there are certain causes,
namely those causes which are accidental events, that can generate
and destroy [something else] without going through a process of
generation and destruction. As I will show in part V, if we accept this
reading of 1027a29-30, we can retain the natural translation of dveu Toi
yiyvesBar wai ¢Belpecbar, without having to saddle Aristotle with the
claim that there are causes whose coming to be and perishing takes no
time.
(2) In 1027a30-2, the Stagirite proceeds to say that if there are no such
causes, viz. if it is necessary that all comings-to-be have a non-
accidental cause, then everything will be of necessity. In other words,
[ take it, contra Williams, that the clause of 1027a31-2 (et To0 yiyvopévou
avdykn elvai) is a genuine conditional which repeats the content of
el yap un TolTo.

In this part of the chapter, I will provide support for the claim that
in 1027a29-32 Aristotle gives the sketch of an argument for the
existence of causes which are accidental events. In part IV, I will
show that if this much is right, then we can easily see what the
Stagirite is trying to do in 1027a32ff. And finally, in part V I will
explain how we are to deal with Aristotle's description of those
causes which are accidental events. That is, I will explain how we
are to deal with the claim that these are causes which can generate
and destroy without going through a process of generation and

destruction.

44 See Bosley, 1998: 226. See also fn. 43.
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As we have already seen, E. 2 and E. 4 contain a number of

clues which may help us understand the material in E. 3.

Aristotle launches an investigation of the accidental.

In E. 2,
More

precisely, he conducts an examination whose primary aim is to do

two things: (a) define what an accidental coming-to-be

1s, and (b)

explain why there is no science which is concerned with accidental

comings-to-be.45 What we have also seen, is that at the end of E. 2

Aristotle seems to declare this examination to be complete.

Then,

we get the stretch of text in E. 3 which lies between the study of the

accidental in E. 2, and the preliminary discussion of truth

and

falsehood in E. 4.46 And the question we are faced with is this:

"What is the role of E. 3 in Met. bk. E?. As was noted in part II, the

answer to this question appears to be in the first sentence of E. 4.

In 1027b17-8, Aristotle states that 'it is time to set the accidental

aside, as it has now been sufficiently dealt with'. Thus, I submit,

it

is only natural to assume that in E. 3 Aristotle is still concerned with

the discussion of some aspect of the accidental.

What precisely is the subject matter of E. 37 It is sufficiently

clear from 1027a29-30, that Aristotle's intention in this chapter

is

to talk about a certain kind of causes; viz. causes which he describes

as being able to generate and destroy, without going through

a

process of coming to be and perishing. Given that the collective

textual evidence indicates that E. 3 is still concerned with

accidental, it seems plausible to assume that in this chapter

45 For a useful discussion of the material in Met. E. 2, see Sorabji,

See also Gaskin, 1995: ch. 14.
46 See fn. 21.
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topic of discussion 1is that of causes which are accidental events.
What lends support to this claim is the evidence from E. 2. In this
chapter, Aristotle talks about comings-to-be which are deemed to
be accidental. He does not, however, provide a discussion of the
causes which bring about such comings-to-be. Regarding this
matter, he simply notes that '.. of things that are or come to be
accidentally the cause is also accidental' (tdv .. katd cupBefnkds JvTwv
I yuyvopévov kat T almdy é&om katd oupPepnkds).4’ That is to say, his
claim is that an accident has a cause which is also an accidental
event.*8 Given the absence of a treatment of these causes in E. 2,
and the remark in the opening sentence of E. 4, I think we have
good reason to think that (a) 1027a29-30 gives us a description of
those causes which are accidental comings-to-be, and (b) 1027a30ff
1s an extended argument which is intended to prove the existence of
causes which are accidental events. At this point, I have to concede
that there is no place in the corpus where Aristotle explicitly says
that a cause which is an accidental event, is 'able to generate and
destroy without going through a process of coming to be and
perishing’. I intend to show, however, that if this proposal is
accepted then we can make good sense of lines 1027a29-32 and

more.49

47T Mer. E. 2. 1027a7-8.

48 What I think is important to note here, is that the claim of Mer. 1027a7-8 is
to be distinguished from Aristotle's declaration at 1027al13-15 that 'matter ... is
the cause of the accidental’. The claim at 1027a7-8 is to the effect that every
accidental event has a cause which is also an accidental event. On the other
hand, the claim at 1027al13-15 is to the effect that the very existence of the
accidental is due to the nature of matter. I will come back to this issue in
chapter 5.

49 For a different argument in support of the claim that in 1027a29-30
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Given the discussion in the last couple of paragraphs, it turns

out that in 1027a29-30 Aristotle makes two claims:
(1) It is clear that there are causes which are able to generate (and
destroy), without going through a process of coming to be and

perishing.
(2) This description fits those of the causes which are accidental
events.

What should also be clear is that it is possible to translate 1027a30-
2 so as to accommodate (1)-(2). That is, under the translation I
suggested above, in 1027a30-2 Aristotle reasons as follows. Why is
it clear that there are causes which are accidental events; namely,
causes which fit the description given above [in (1)]? Because: if the
claim for the existence of such causes is not true, that is to say, if it
1s necessary that every coming-to-be has a non-accidental cause,
then everything will be of necessity.

Obviously, this reconstruction of the text leaves us with two
related questions. Why does Aristotle think that the rejection of the
claim made at 1027a29-30 leads to the conclusion that 'everything
will be of necessity' (& dvdyxns mavt ' &stal)? What exactly does the
Stagirite mean when he says that 'everything will be of necessity'?
It seems to me that the structure of the text plainly shows that the
answers to these questions are to be found in the rest of the
chapter, viz. 1027a32ff. That is, it seems to me that the text is to be
read as follows. In 1027a29-30, Aristotle asserts the existence of a

certain kind of causes. In 102730-32, he tells us that if we refuse

Aristotle gives the mark of those causes which are accidental events, see:
Gaskin, 1995: 193-5; Kirwan, 1993: 196; Ross, 1958: 362-3. These interpreters
find support for this claim in E. 2. 1026b22-4, where Aristotle says that of the
accidental there is no 'generation and destruction' (yéveois kal ¢8opd). This
argument, however, as it stands, faces a number of serious difficulties; see
Tweedale, 1997: 7; Williams, 1986: 184-192.
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to accept this assertion then everything will be of necessity. And,
my proposal is that the presence of 'for' (yap) at 1027a33 1is to be
understood as the signpost for a forthcoming argument which has a
specific aim: to explain in detail how failure to accept the claim of
1027a29-30 leads to the (presumably untenable) conclusion that
everything will be of necessity. In the next part of the paper, I will

turn to the analysis of this argument.

IV.Aristotle on causal determinism:

The piece of text we will need to consider here reads as

follows:

[1027a32/33] For will this be or not? It will be if this comes to be, but
not otherwise. [34] And that will come to be if something else does.
Thus, it is clear that as time is constantly subtracted [1027b1] from a
limited period of time, one will come to the present. This man, then,
will [2] die by violence, if he goes out; and he will do this if he gets
thirsty; [3] and he will get thirsty if something else happens. In this
way we will come to what holds good now, or to [4] something that has
come to be. For example, the man will go out, if he gets thirsty, and he
will get thirsty, if he is eating something [5] spicy, and this either
obtains or does not. Thus, it is of necessity that he will die [6] or not
die. Likewise, if one jumps over to [7/8] what has come to be, the same
argument applies. For that - I mean what has come to be - is already a
{8] constituent of something. So everything that will be [9] will be of
necessity (é€ avdyxkns dpa mdvra &otal T& éodpeva), like the death of what
is alive. For something has already come to be (#i6n yap T yéyovev); [10]
for example, opposite qualities in the same thing. But whether the
man will die by disease or by violence is [11] not yet [necessary], but it
will be if t/iis comes to be (&AM €l véow f Bla, olmw, &AA" &av ToSU yévnTar).
Hence, it is clear that it [12] runs back as far as some origin, but this
no further to anything else (6f4iov dpa 8rv péxpt Twods Badider apxis, alty
&' oukémt els dAro). And [13] the origin of whatever may chance will
therefore be this, and [13/14] nothing else is the cause of its coming to
be (éotar olv 1M Tol émdTep’ ETuxev alTtn, kal aiTiov Ths yevécews avTAs &Alo
oG 8EY).

The consensus among the interpreters is that what we have in this

passage is a reductio argument against a certain form of
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determinism.5¢ In the next few pages, I will explain what

various steps of this argument are.

In 1027a32-b8, Aristotle presents the position he wants

reject:
(1) Lines 1027a32-b5: Take any future event En you like.

we can construct a continuous causal chain which connects

31

the

to

It seems that
En to a

present event E1. Consider, for exampie, the case of this man here.

Will this man die by violence? He will die by violence,

if he goes out.

And he will go out, if he gets thirsty. And finally, he will get thirsty, if

he is now eating something spicy.

(2) Lines 1027b5-10: If what was stated above is true,
determinism ensues. Why is this so? Presumably, a causal

causal
chain

which begins from any arbitrarily selected future event En, may be
led all the way back to a present or past event E1. But both the present
and the past are necessary.’! Thus, given the necessity of the event in
the present or past, viz. E1, it follows that ‘everything that will be will

be of necessity’ (¢€ avdykns ndvra &oTar Ta éodpeva).

In short, it seems that in 1027a32-b10 Aristotle describes
To fully

argument for a certain form of causal determinism.

an

understand this argument, however, we will need to conduct a

rather cursory discussion of the Stagirite's views on the accidental.

In Mer. A. 30 and E. 2, Aristotle states that the accidental

is

that which happens 'neither always nor for the most part' (uijr’ &e

10 ' s émi Td moAv).>2 Furthermore, in Mez. A. 30 the Stagirite claims

that if a man digs a hole for a plant and in the process

treasure, then the finding of the treasure is clearly an accident.

be more specific, he says that:

This, viz. the finding of treasure, happens by accident to the
digs the hole; for neither does the one come of necessity
other or after the other, nor, if a man plants, does he for the
find treasure (toito Tolvuv oupfefnkds TG SpiTTOVTL TOV REOpov,

50 See, for example, Frede, 1985: 219, Gaskin, 1995: esp. pp. 201ff,

1997, and Williams, 1986: 183.

finds

To

man who

the

most part
TO eUpelv

Tweedale,

51 The textual evidence seems to suggest that Aristotle regards the present and
the past to be necessary because they are irrevocable. For a list of passages

which appear to support this claim, see Sorabji, 1980: 8.
discussion in chapter 2.

the

32 Mer. E. 2. 1026b32, and Metr. a. 30. 1025al14-15. See also Phys.B. 5. 196b10-13.
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oAU &v TM§ ¢uTedy Oncaupdv elpioker).

(Met. E. 2. 102516-9)

What I think is important to note here is that the material

32

WS ém TO

in this

passage, along with the fact that for Aristotle the category of

'necessary’ (& dvdykns) comings-to-be overlaps with the category of

things that happen ‘'always' (ae()33, warrant the

conclusions:

(i) If E is the cause of Ej, and E is such that it does not always
usually produce E i, then Ej1 may be said to be an accident.

(ii) If E is the cause of Ej, and E is such that it always
then E 1 occurs of necessity (or always).

(iii) If E is the cause of E1, and E is such that it usually produces

then E1 may be said to occur for the most part.

Furthermore, what we may distil from (i)-(iii) is that

position on accidental and non-accidental causation is this.

following

or
Eq,

Eq,

Aristotle's

A cause

E may be said to be the non-accidental cause of Ej, just in case E is

such that it always or usually produces Ej. And a cause E may be

said to be the accidental cauwse of Eq, just in case E is such that it

rarely produces Ej.5¢

The next thing we need to consider is the way Aristotle

construes the relation between accidental and non-accidental

comings-to-be. There are a number of places where the Stagirite

states that it is abundantly clear that there are: (a) some entities

which are always/of necessity in the same state, and (b) some

53 See, for example, Mer. E. 2. 1026b27ff.

54 This is certainly not an exhaustive discussion of Aristotle's

on

accidental and non-accidental causation. In Mer. E. 2 (1026b27ff), Aristotle
goes on to argue to the effect that: x may be said to be the non-accidental
cause of y, if and only if x as such causes y as such. See, also Mer. a. 30, and

Phys. B. 4-6. These issues, howewver, need not concern us here.
comprehensive discussion of Aristotle’s distinction between accidental
non-accidental causation, see Gaskin, 1995: 196-201. See also Freeland,

66-70, Judson, 1991, and Sorabji, 1980: 5-6.
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events which come to be of necessity/always.55 What we also need
to note at this point is that in E. 2 he claims that:
. since not everything 1is of necessity and always a thing-that-is or a
thing coming to be, most things being so for the most part, it is
necessary that there be that which 1is accidentally (émet ol mdvra éoTiv
&€ avdykns kai ael f| Svta | yuyvdpeva, GAAa Ta TAEIGTa s &M TO TOAU,
avdykn €lvar TS kata cupBepnkds &v).00
Apparently, what Aristotle is trying to say here 1is this. It is
obvious, presumably from the evidence of the senses, that most
things do not happen of necessity/always, but for the most part.
The question that remains to be addressed, of course, is that of how
this much makes it necessary that there exist comings-to-be which
are accidental. The Stagirite answers this question for us at the end
of E. 257 He tells us that the reason we have to admit that it is only
for the most part that honey-water benefits fever patients is the
simple fact that there are observed exceptions to the rule. That is,
there are some (exceptional) circumstances, which cannot be
determined in advance, where the dispensing of honey-water fails
to benefit fever patients. The exceptions to the rule, the cases
where the dispensing of honey-water brings about something other
than the curing of the fever patients, are deemed to be accidents.

In other words, it seems that Aristotle’s position on the relation

between the for the most part and accidental events is this. If there

55 See, for example, Mez. a. 30, and E. 2. 1026b27-9, 1027a8-9. The wording in
these passages clearly indicates that what Aristotle has in mind are the
entities and comings-to-be he considers in De Generatione et Corruptione
(GC) B. 11: (a) the entities in the realm of the non-transient things, (b) the
events which involve individuals in the realm of non-transient things, and
(c) the comings-to-be which involve the species in the realm of transient
things. I will come back to this issue in chapter 5.

56 Met. E. 2. 1027a8-11. Kirwan's translation, slightly modified; see Kirwan,
1993: 70.

57 What follows is an analysis of Mer. 1027a22-26.
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were no accidental events whatsoever, then there would not be any

exceptions to the rule. For instance, if there were no instances

where the dispensing of honey-water fails to bring about the curing

of fever patients, then it would follow that it is necessarily/always

the case that honey-water cures fever patients. That is to say, if

there were no accidents, then everything would be of necessity.

But, Aristotle tells us, it is undeniably true that not everything

comes to be of necessity. There are many (observed) cases where

we get exceptions to the rule. Hence, it follows that

indeed events which are accidental.

there are

Time now to return to 1027a32-bl10. In our initial analysis of

this passage, we saw that the determinist's argument goes like this:

(a) take an arbitrarily chosen future event En; (b) we can readily

construct a continuous causal chain which connects En to a past or

present event E1; (c) both the past and present are necessary;

(d)

therefore, it follows that what will happen, viz. En, will happen of

necessity. Apparently, the determinist's view is that the future

18

determined, because the necessity of the past/present is transferred

down the causal chain and to the future event.

determinist is to be allowed to make this claim, then he needs

if the

to

assume that every connection in the causal chain is also necessary.

In other words, he needs to assume that every cause in this chain is

such that it produces its effect of necessity. If he fails to make this

further claim, then he cannot assert that the necessity of E1 gets

transferred to En without committing a modal fallacy.

And given

the statement of 1027a31-2, I think it is reasonable to assume that
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Aristotle takes it that this is an omitted premise in the determinist's
argument. That is to say, it is plausible to assume that the Stagirite
takes it that premiss (b) in the argument outlined above is meant to
be qualified as follows: 'we can readily construct a continuous chain
of non-accidental causes, viz. causes that produce their effects of
necessity, which leads from Ento E1'.

What remains to be seen, of course, is how Aristotle responds

to the determinist's argument:
(3) Lines 1027b8-14°8: It is certainly true that there are things which
will happen of necessity. For example, it is necessary that a living
thing will eventually die. However, the manner in which a creature
will die is not yet (oUnw) determined. This becomes determined when
certain conditions are fulfilled (éav To8l yévnral). What this indicates 1is
that the determinist's causal chain can be traced back only to a certain
point and no further (6fiov 8T uéxpt Twds Babiler dpxiis, alitn 8 oUkéTL
els d&\o). That is, there is a certain event which stops this chain of
non-accidental causes from reaching the present or the past. This
event is the cause which renders the final (future) event accidental
(éotar olv f Tol o6méTep ' &rtuxev alivn). And apparently, there is no

further non-accidental cause for this end-stopping event (aitTov Tiis
).59

vevécews auTis dAlo oubév
To spell things out a bit, it seems that Aristotle’s position is
something along these lines. We should certainly concede that some
future events are (now) determined. For example, that this man
here will eventually die is now determined. According to the
Stagirite, however, it should also be plainly clear that there are
some future events which are not yet determined. To continue with

his own example, whether this man will die by disease or violence is

58 The following reconstruction of 1027b8-14 is based on the one suggested by
Gaskin; see Gaskin, 1995: 201-2.

59 We have already seen that Williams' view is that the claim in 1027b13-4 is
that the end-stopping event has no further cause whatsoever. [For a similar
view, see Sorabji, 1980: esp. pp. 8-10.] As it has already been noted, however,
the evidence from Phys. B. 5 clearly contradicts such an interpretation. We
will also see that the illustrative case described in 1027a32-b5, indicates that
we may read 1027bl3-4 nor as saying that the end-stopping event is an
uncaused cause, but as saying that it lucks a non-accidental cause.
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not yet determined (1027al0-11). What this shows, Aristotle tells
us, is that there are chains of non-accidental causes which start
from a future event En, but which cannot be led all the way back to
the past or the present (1027all-12). What is it that prevents the
necessity of E1, the present event in a causal chain L, from reaching
the future event En? Aristotle’s response is that £ contains a cause
Ex which stops the chain of non-accidental causation from reaching
the past or present, and thus renders En an accidental event
(1027al11-14).

Naturally, the issue we have to address here is this: 'How
exactly we are to understand this last claim?'. Aristotle agrees with
the determinist that: if we can construct a continuous chain of non-
accidental causes which may be led from any arbitrarily chosen
future event En ro a past/present event FE1, then, given the
necessity of E1 and the necessity of every causal step in the chain, it
follows that it is now necessary that En will come about. In other
words, the Stagirite concedes that if every causal chain is like the
one just described, viz. if every causal chain is made up exclusively
of non-accidental causes, then causal determinism ensues. The
underlying assumption in his response to this position is that it
ought to be evident that not all future events are now determined.
As we have seen, in E. 2 he argues that it is demonstrably false to
say that: every cause E is such that it always/of necessity brings
about a fixed effect E;; apparently, most causes are such that, in
certain circumstances, may bring about an unexpected/accidental

effect. What is most relevant in the context of E. 3, however, is a
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different point which we see being repeated time and again. There
are a number of texts, including Met. E, where Aristotle states that
when it comes to entities which have matter that is 'capable of
being otherwise than as it for the most part is', e.g. entities such as
cloaks and human beings, it is plainly a mistake to say that their
future is now fixed.60 Given that he takes this much to be a fact, it
is not surprising that he finds the determinist's thesis to be
untenable. The determinist argument, though, is useful in the sense
that it offers the opportunity to give a proof for the existence of
causes which are accidental events. Thus, in E. 3 we see Aristotle
reasoning as follows. It is evident that (at least) some future events
are not now determined; they happen by chance/accidentally.6! If
the future event En in a backward-stretching causal chain € is to
count as accidental, then a certain condition needs to be satisfied.
The chain of causation from FEn to the past/present must not be
made up exclusively of non-accidental causes.62 That is, En must be
part of a series of non-accidental causes which reaches a certain
point, other than the past or present, where we get a cause which
does not have a non-accidental cause of its own; viz. a cause which
is an accidental event. Such a break in the chain of non-accidental
causation, would mean that although £ may extend all the way back

to the past/present, the necessity of the past or present cannot be

60 See, Mer. E. 2. 1027al13-14. See also GCB. Il (esp. 337b3-9, 338bS5ff) and Mer.
©. 9. 1050b22-28. Aristotle does not justify this claim here, or in the other text
where it plays a decisive role; namely, in De Interpretatione (DI) 9. I discuss
this issue in chapter 5. For a discussion of DI. 9, see chapter 2.

61 See Mer. E. 3. 1027b12-13.

62 What we have to keep in mind here is that the determinist's position
requires that the causes in such a chain need to be non-accidental, in the
sense that they produce their effects of necessity.
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transferred to En. Thus, the final future event in L, viz. En, may be
deemed to be an accident.

To complete the discussion in this part of the paper, we need
to figure out how we are to reconstruct the illustrative case
described in 1027a32-b5; viz. the case which is supposed to show
us, in practice, how we may stop the determinist's causal chain from
reaching the past/present.63 Is it necessary that this man here, let
us call him Nicostratus, will meet a violent end? According to the
determinist, every causal chain is made up exclusively of non-
accidental causes. Thus, he continues to reason, since we can trace a
continuous chain of non-accidental causes from the future event,
viz. the death of Nicostratus at the hands of his enemies, 10 a
present event, then it follows that the future event 1is now
determined. In more detail, he holds that it is determined that
Nicostratus will die a violent death, because we can construct a
continuous chain of non-accidental causes as follows:

(E4) Nicostratus gets killed by his enemies (who happen to be at the
well).

T

(E3) Nicostratus goes to the well.
I

(E2) Nicostratus gets thirsty.

I

(E'1) Nicostratus is now eating spicy food.
How are we to establish, contra determinism, that E4 is an

accidental future event? As Aristotle tells us, we must show that

63 Note that Aristotle does not quite spell out his intended construal for the
case of 1027a32-b5. It is also suspected that in this passage, Aristotle has in
mind an actual historical example concerning one Nicostratus who left a
besieged city to get a drink of water at a well, and was there surprised by the
enemy, who killed him. For further details on this point, see Gaskin, 1995:
202.
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there is an event in this chain which does not have a non-accidental
cause. And my suggestion 1s that he would reconstruct the
Nicostratus case as follows:

Event 5: The enemies kill Nicostratus.

Event3: Nicostratus goes to the well. + Event 4: Nicostratus meets his
enemies, who happen to be at

the well.
T

Event 2: Nicostratus gets thirsty.

Event 1: Nicostratus is (now) eating some kimd of spicy food.

The event Aristotle wants to construe as an accidental future event
1s (5). Now, to prove it to be an accidental event he needs to show
that the chain of causation from (5) to ¢1) is not a continuous chain
of non-accidental causes. How is he going to do this? Well, the
story is not that complicated. @What 1is the cause of Nicostratus'
violent death (viz. event (5))? Apparently, it is event (4):
Nicostratus' meeting with the enemy. Is (4) an accidental cause of
(5)? We can safely assume that back then, when Aristotle was
writing E. 3, it was the case that if you were to meet your mortal
enemies at the well, then invariably something bad would happen
to you. So, (4) may be said to be the non-accidental cause of (5).
But what about (4)? Is it the case that (4) has a non-accidental
cause of its own?  Apparently not. (4) is an event which is

coincidental with (3); viz. going to the well. (2), however, cannot be
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said to be the non-accidental cause of (4); viz. one's getting thirsty is
not always followed by a meeting with one's enemies. To be more
specific, this is very much Ilike the case of the cook Aristotle
mentions at E. 2. 1027a2-5. The cook may be said to be the
accidental cause of health. Why? Because the cook non-accidentally
produces a great meal, and this meal is accidentally combined with
a healthy effect. So, it turns out that we may lead event (5) back to
an event (4), where (4) is the non-accidental cause of (§). However,
the chain of non-accidental causation cannot be led back to the
present; viz. event (1). Why is this so? Because (4) does not have a
non-accidental cause of its own. In other words, (4) is an accidental
event. And this much, Aristotle seems to be saying, is sufficient to
show that (5) is not now necessitated. That is, if the determinist is
to have his conclusion, then every link in the chain from (5) to (1)
has to be a necessary one. It seems, though, that (4) is not linked
by necessity to its cause; namely, (2). Therefore, the necessity of (1)
cannot be passed down to (5).

If my reconstruction of the argument in 1027a32-bl4 is
accepted, then we can readily see the connection between this piece
of the text and the material in 1027a29-32. Under the reading
proposed here, in 1027a32-b14 Aristotle develops the argument he
sketches out at 1027a30-32. That is, he fleshes out the argument
for the assertion made at 1027a29-30: the assertion that there are
causes which are accidental events. Very briefly, he reasons as
follows. If we accept that all causes are non-accidental events, then

we will have to assent to causal determinism. In other words, we
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will have to accept that every future event is now necessitated.

41

But

clearly this is not the case. Putatively, the future 1s not fixed for

things which have matter capable of opposites. What this means

1S

that the determinist ought to be mistaken about the nature of causal

chains. Apparently, there are some causes which are accidental

events; viz. they are events which have no non-accidental causes of

their own. These are the causes which end-stop a chain of non-

accidental causes, and thus prevent the necessity

present/past from being transferred down to a future event.

the
And

as was just explained, the case of Nicostratus seems to illustrate this

very point.

V.Onthe expression dveuv Tod v{yveohBal kal ¢$8elpeaBarl:

In part III, I suggested that, within the context of E. 3, we

ought to adopt Bosley's reading of the verbal adjectives yevvntd and

®Baptd; viz. Reading 2. What seems to provide immediate

support

for this suggestion is the fact that the alternative, Reading 1, gives

rise to serious difficulties. That is, if we retain Kirwan's reading of

these two terms, then, given the fact that the most

translation for 1027a30 is ‘without going through

generation and destruction’, we will be forced to accept

a process

natural

of

that

Aristotle's position is that there are causes which may be generated

and destroyed instantaneously. As was noted earlier on, however,

Kirwan himself concedes that it is not easy to see how the material

in 1027a32ff may be construed as arguing for the existence of such

causes. That is, it is not easy to see how 1027a32ff is intended to
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establish the thesis that there are causes which get generated (or
destroyed) without going through a process of generation (or
destruction). What is also important to note, is that the principle
of charity dictates that, if possible, we should avoid saddling the
Stagirite with such an evidently absurd claim.54 In the remainder of
this chapter, I will explain how Bosley's Reading 2 gives us a way
out of the difficulties that plague Kirwan's reconstruction of
1027a29-30.

In Phys. B. 5, Aristotle attempts to show that a coming-to-be
which is 'the outcome of luck' (amwd Tiyns), viz. an event which is
accidental, may serve as a cause.5 The case he uses to illustrate his
point is that of a creditor who gets to collect his money from his
debtor, as a result of an accidental meeting at the market-place. In
more detail, the story we get in Phys. B. S is this: suppose that the
creditor, let us call him Critias, goes to the market-place in order to
attend the afternoon performance of 'Lysistrata’; furthermore,
suppose that the debtor, let us call him Cebes, happens to be at the
market-place in order to collect some money; as a result, the two
men get to meet, and Critias gets to collect the debt from Cebes.
What we need to note here, is that Aristotle makes a number of

interesting remarks about this case:

64 See, however, the discussion in Katayama, 1999: 35-36, 127.

65 Strictly speaking, the discussion in Phys. B. 4-6 is about: (a) the distinction
between those events which are 'the outcome of luck’ (and Tixns), and those
which are 'an automatic outcome' (amd TaurTopudrtou), and (b) how such events
may be said to have causal power. What suffices to note here, though, is that
Aristotle considers luck and the automatic to be species of the accidental; see,
for example, Phys. B. 5. 196b17-29, B. 6. 198al-13. For a discussion of Phys. B.
4-6, see Charlton, 1970: 105-111.
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(1) Critias' meeting with Cebes at the market-place is the outcome of

luck. That is to say, it is an accidental coming-to-be.66

(2) The reason this is an accidental coming-to-be, is that:
'The end, the recovery of the debt, is not one of the causes in
him ... And in this case the man's coming 1is said to be the
outcome of luck, whereas if he had chosen and come for this
purpose, or used to come always or for the most part, it would not
be called the outcome of luck' (Eomv 8¢ 70 Télos, ©| ko8, ol Tav v
aliT® altlwv ... el 8& mpoeAdpevos kal TouToy €&veka, T ael PoTdOV § WS
&M TO oAV kopuldpevos, ovk amd Tuxns).97

In short, the meeting with the debtor at the market-place is an

accidental event because Critias did not, and does not usually or for the

most part, go to the market-place for the purpose of meeting Cebes.

(3) Clearly, Critias’ meeting with Cebes is the cause of the collection of

the debt. It ought to be noted, though, that the cause of the

(accidental) meeting could have been a number of different things;

e.g. Critias’ decision to go to the market-place to litigate as a plaintiff or

defendant, or Critias’ decision to go to the market-place in order to

meet someone.68
In other words, what Aristotle is trying to say in Phys. B. 5 is this.
Suppose that Critias' desire to attend the afternoon performance of
'Lysistrata’ causes him to go to the market-place. Furthermore,
suppose that Cebes happens to be at the market-place for the
purpose of collecting some money. According to the Stagirite,
Critias' going to the market-place 1is ‘concurrent’ (ouppefnkds) with
another event; namely, Critias' meeting with his debtor Cebes.69.70

This second (concurrent) event, is, Aristotle tells us, an accidental

66 See Phys.B. 5. 197al2ff. See also fn. 65.
67 Phys.B. 5. 197al-5. W. Charlton's translation; see Charlton, 1970: 34.

68 See Phys.B. 5. 197al4ff.

69 The translation of the terms oupBeBnxds/kard oupBenkds in the context of
Phys. B. 5 is not a straightforward matter. To make good sense of the text we
have to alternate between the renderings '‘accidental/accidentally’ and
‘concurrent/concurrently’.  In fact, this is the case in other contexts as well.
This. however, is a problem which need not concern us here, as it is clear
that, for Aristotle, a concurrent event is also an accidental event; see Phys. B.
S, and esp. 196b29ff. For a useful discussion of this point, see Sorabji, 1980: ch.
I, and esp. pp.- 4-6.

70 In fact, the meeting is also concurrent with Cebes' going to the market-
place. For our present purposes, however, we need only consider one of the
(two) causal chains involved in the case described in the text.
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event. And, it is this event which brings about the collection of the
debt.7!

There are two things we need to notice at this point. First,
Phys. B. 5 provides us with something that is sorely missing from E.
3: a treatment of the nature of causes which are accidental events.
And second, the material in Phys. B. 5 clearly indicates why
Aristotle thinks that an event such as Critias' meeting with Cebes is
accidental. As we have just seen, the Stagirite's view is this. Given
the fact that Critias did not go to the market-place for the purpose
of finding Cebes, the meeting ought to be declared accidental. In
other words, it seems that Aristotle’s view is that the meeting at the
market-place is accidental, because it was not brought about by the
relevant cause; namely, Critias' decision to take (specific) action
towards collecting the debt.

What I would like to submit here is that the material in Phys.
B. 5 provides us with the key to deciphering the expression d&veu ToG
yiyveoBar kai o¢8eipecfar in E. 3. To be more specific, I think that in
Phys. B. 5, as in E. 3, Aristotle's concern is with events which involve
rational activity. That is to say, his concern is with comings-to-be
which are the outcome of the rational activity of men.’2 As Aristotle

notes in Phys. B. 5, Critias may have the desire to attend a

7l Given the material in Met. E. 3, it would seem that, for Aristotle, the
collecting of the debt is also an accidental event. [What is badly missing from
the recent literature is some account of the connection between Mer. E. 2-3,
and Phys. B. 4-6. The discussion in this part of the paper indicates some of the
connections between these texts. It does not, however, offer anything
resembling an exhaustive treatment of this subject. This is a project in itself,
and it will have to await another opportunity.]

72 Tt ought to be clear enough that the case of Nicostratus is one where events
come to be as the result of rational activity. For example, Nicostratus' going to
the well is the outcome of his decision to satisfy his thirst.
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performance of 'Lysistrata’. In this case, Critias' going to the
market-place is a non-accidental event; it has come about as a result
of his decision to attend the performance of a certain play. Consider
now the situation where Critias goes to the market-place hoping to
see a play, and by doing so he gets to meet Cebes who also happens
to be there. In this situation, Critias' going to the market-place is
combined accidentally with his meeting the debtor, who happens to
be at the market-place in order to collect some money. According to
Aristotle, Critias' meeting with Cebes is an accidental event. In
particular, he takes it that this is an event which is concurrent with
Critias' going to the market-place. What 1is it that makes the
concurrent event an accidental event? The Stagirite is quite clear
on this point. It is an accidental event because it was not brought
about by the relevant cause; namely, Critias' decision to take action
towards collecting the debt. Rather, going to the market-place has
been brought about by his desire to see a play, and the going to the
market-place just happened to be combined with meeting the
debtor. The question which remains to be answered, of course, is
why Aristotle would want to describe an accidental event as
something which can generate (or destroy) ‘'without going through a
process of generation and destruction'/dvey  Tol  yilyveoBar kol
$Belpecbar.

To answer the question just posed, all we need to do is take a
closer look at Aristotle's account of accidental causation in Phys. B.
In Phys. B. 5, the Stagirite tells us that a cause which is an accidental

event is not the product of a relevant cause. Take for instance the
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case of Critias. Critias' meeting with Cebes is not the outcome of a

conscious decision to go to the market-place in order

debtor, and ultimately collect the debt. As Aristotle

to find the

explicitly

states, if it was the case that Critias went to the market-place for

the purpose of finding Cebes, then the meeting would be a non-

accidental event. Rather, Critias’ going to the market-place is caused

by his desire to see a play. And, this event along with the

(additional) fact that Cebes is also at the market-place, for a
other than meeting his creditor, bring it about that Critias
encounter his debtor. What we need to note at this point

Critias' meeting with Cebes is, so to speak, the by-product

purpose
gets to

is that

of two

distinct causal processes. That is, Critias' decision to go to the

theatre and Cebes' decision to go the market-place to collect some

money bring about two distinct events: Critias' going to the market-

place, and Cebes' going to the market-place. The coming to be of

these two events, is automatically combined with a third event,

namely, the meeting of the two men. What it is imperative to

understand here, is that this third concurrent event

product of any end-directed process. It is not brought

1S not the

about by a

conscious decision made by Critias, or, for that matter, by a decision

made by Cebes. That is to say, Critias' meeting with Cebes is not

generated by the former's decision to go to the market-place in

order to find the latter. Neither is it the case that the meeting is

generated by Cebes' decision to go to the market-place

with the

purpose of meeting his creditor. As was just noted, the meeting at

the market-place 1is the by-product of two different
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causal processes. And, it is for this reason, I would like to submit,
that Aristotle feels entitled to describe such events as capable of
capable of generating and destroying dveu Tol yiyveoBal kal ¢Belpecbar.
In other words, the Stagirite's thesis seems to be this. The
accidental event can generate and destroy 1In the sense that it has
causal power; viz. it brings about the collection of the debt. And the
accidental event may be said to be able to generate and destroy
without going through a process of generation and destruction, in
the sense that it is not the product of any one causal process. More
specifically, the accidental event is a coming-to-be which is
spontaneously produced when two distinct, but appropriately
related, causal processes intersect each other.

To sum up, it seems to me that Bosley's Reading 2, along with
the material in Phys. B. 5, give us the solution to the puzzle of
1027a29-30. As was explained above, if we adopt this reading of
vevvnta and ¢8aprd, then we don't have to accept that Aristotle
advocates the absurd position that something may get generated (or
destroyed), without being generated (or destroyed). Furthermore,
by considering the material In Phys. B. 5, we can see the rationale
behind Aristotle's description of those causes which are accidental
events. Apparently, these kind of causes have the power to bring
about certain other events. For example, the accidental meeting in
the market-place can bring about the collection of the debt. At the
same time, however, an accidental event cannot be said to be the
product of a generative process. As was explained above, those

causes which are accidental events are not brought about by any
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one causal process. In short, it seems that if the story recounted
here is accepted, then we may make good sense out of 1027a29-30.
Furthermore, if we accept that in 1027a32ff Aristotle does not
attempt to justify his description of those causes which are
accidents, then we we may reap another interpretive benefit. That
1s, if we accept that 1027a32ff is simply intended to establish the
existence of those causes which are accidental events, and that the
Stagirite takes it that the description of 1027a29-30 is adequately
justified elsewhere, viz. in the earlier work of Phys. B. 5, then we
can readily see that there is no incongruity between the opening

sentence of E. 3 and the rest of the material in the chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

Aristotle on the Problem of Logical Fatalism

s 3ie e 3 2 3ie s ke vie ke e v vfe sk ke ke ke 3 ske st ke e sk st e ofe ok ke sk sk sk sk ke ke ok sk ke sk sk ke sk ke sk sk e e sk ke sk sk e ke e sk ke ke sk sk sk ok

I. Introduction:

The consensus among the modern interpreters is that in DI. 9
Aristotle considers and rebuts two arguments for logical fatalism:
the thesis that the truth of a statement 'Fp', where this is a
statement bearing on the future!, entails that there is nothing one
can do to affect the obtaining or otherwise of the relevant state of
affairs.2 As is well known, however, this is the point where the
general agreement ends. One need only take a casual look at the
recent literature to see that there is an enormous diversity of

opinions when it comes to the key questions concerning DI.9: 'What

I In this paper I will take it that: (a) 'Fp' stands for the sentence/statement 'It
will be the case that p’, and (b) '~Fp’' stands for the sentence/statement 'It will
not be the case that p'. See also fn. 2.

2 The accepted view is that in DI., and esp. in chs 1-5, Aristotle fails to present
a satisfactory theory of language; see, for instance, Ackrill, 1966: esp. pp. 113-
115. 1 think it is a mistake to approach D/. 1-5 with the expectation of finding
in it a theory of language/meaning which  (roughly) anticipates any
particular modern theory in this field. It is not my intention, however, to
pursue these issues here; this would take us too far afield. What is sufficient
to note for our present purposes are the following related points: (a) it is not
clear  that Aristotle ever made the modern distinction between
sentences/statements and propositions [see DJ/. 1, esp. 16a3-4 and 16a9-11], (b)
the Stagirite maintains that both ’'statement-making sentences’  (Adyor
anodavtikol) and 'thoughts in the mind' (év v§ Yuxfi voruara) are truth bearers
[see DI. 1. 16a9ff, 4. 16b33ff], and (c) despite (a) and (b), it is fair to say that
Aristotle would not object to the «claim that, for example, the
sentence/statement ‘'Socrates is pale’ is used to assert that Socrates is pale [see,
e.g., DI. 4, 5, 7. 17b16ff 1. See also the discussion in part IIL.
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exactly is the structure of the fatalist's argument(s) in DI. 97, "What
is the Stagirite's response to these arguments?’.
As R. Gaskin has recently shown, there are (at least) four

different kinds of answer to the questions just posed3:
(1) The Anti-Realist Interpretation (AR)* The advocates of this
interpretation maintain that what is at play in D/. 9 are two familiar
principles:
(i) The Law of Excluded Middle (LEM): (as a matter of logical
necessity) 'p or not-p' holds for any substitution into the
position occupied by the letter 'p'.
(ii) The Principle of Bivalence (PB): it is necessary that every
meaningful, assertoric statement is either true or false.
How do these two principles feature in the context of DI. 9? Very
briefly, the proponents of AR answer this question as follows. In DI/. 9,
the fatalist infers the necessity of a statement about a purported future
contingency, a FCS, from its truth. Putatively, Aristotle accepts this
inference but avoids necessitarianism by claiming that: where 'Fp'is a
statement about a purported future contingency, viz. a FCS, LEM holds
whereas PB fails. In other words, the suggestion is that the Stagirite
maintains that whereas 'Fp or ~Fp' holds for any future statement 'Fp’,
'Fp' cannot be said to be (already) true or false.’
(2) The Realist Interpretation (R)%: According to this interpretation,
Aristotle does not restrict either PB or LEM. Rather, he rebuts fatalism
by distinguishing between the truth/falsity of a future statement and
its necessity, allowing the former but refusing the latter. To be more
specific, the proponents of R claim that Aristotle blocks fatalism by
banning the inference from the necessity of LEM to the several
necessities of the disjuncts.
(3) The Statistical Interpretation (S)7: This interpretation presupposes
the results of R. It goes on to add, however, that in DI. 9 Aristotle deals
not with temporally definite sentences, but with temporally indefinite
ones. More specifically, the advocates of S maintain that Aristotle
responds to the fatalist by pointing out that a temporally indefinite

3 The labeling and abbreviations given below are the ones suggested by
Gaskin; see Gaskin, 1995: 12-17. For a similar classification of the various
interpretations proposed for D/. 9, see Whitaker, 1996: 129-131.

4+ Versions of AR are defended by Kneale & Kneale, 1962: 45-54, Ross, 1924: vol.
[, p. Ixxxi, and Sorabji, 1980: ch. 5. This interpretation is also cautiously
endorsed by Ackrill; see Ackrill, 1963: esp. pp. 137-142. For a complete list of
the most recent advocates of this interpretation, see Gaskin, 1995: 12, fn. 1.

5 Apparently, this is a claim that has been ridiculed at least since Cicero. In
the recent literature, it has attracted the criticisms of W.V.O. Quine who has
labeled it 'Aristotle’'s Fantasy'; see Quine, 1966: 21.

6 Versions of R can be found in Anscombe, 1967, and Strang, 1960. For other
advocates of this interpretation, see the references in Gaskin, 1995: 14, fn. 5.
7 The most prominent advocate of S is J. Hintikka; see Hintikka, 1973: ch. 8.
For other versions of S, see Bosley, 1977, and Fine, 1984.
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sentence, such as 'There will be a sea battle tomorrow', is contingent in
the sense that it is sometimes true, and sometimes false.8
(4) The Commentators' Interpretation (C)°: The advocates of this
interpretation are in agreement with AR, with the exception of one
important detail. They claim that Aristotle does nor deny PB with
respect to future statements. Their position is that the Stagirite adapts
this principle in the sense that he asserts that a FCS, such as 'Fp’, is
either true or false, but it is not definitely one or the other.
The question that remains to be answered, of course, is this: '"Which
one of the above gives us an exegetically correct account of DI. 97'.
What I propose to do in this chapter is to defend a reading of
DI. 9 which is more or less in line with C. It is also my intention,
however, to show that the standard versions of C, and AR, give us
what i1s (at best) an incomplete account of what goes on in DI. 9. To
anticipate briefly, I will argue for two related points. First, the crux
of C and AR is the claim that in DI. 9 Aristotle denies or adapts PB
with respect to future singular statements.!© The critics point out,
though, that the textual evidence indicates that there is no point in
DI. 9 where the Stagirite questions the universal applicability of
PB.!!  What I would like to suggest here is that what lends
credibility to this objection is the failure of the proponents of Cand
AR to put DI. 9 in context. More precisely, I would like to suggest

that if we treat this chapter as part of the wider discussion of

8 The assumption made here by Hintikka (and his followers) is that necessity
is to be construed as truth at all times. See Hintikka, 1973: e.g. p. 151.

9 According to Gaskin, who espouses C, this interpretation is essentially the
one found in the commentaries on DI. 9 by Ammonius and Boethius: see
Gaskin, 1995: 15-16. Hence the label the 'Commentators’ Interpretation’. On
how Gaskin defends this claim, see Gaskin, 1995: ch. 12, esp. pp. 146-161.

At this point we should note that the issue of how Ammonius and Boethius
interpret DI. 9 is itself a source of scholarly debate. On this debate see the
essays in Kretzmann, 1998.

10 See Gaskin, 1995: 18-19, and Kneale & Kneale, 1962: esp. pp. 47-48.

Il See, for example, Whitaker, 1996: ch. 9, esp. pp. 109-112, 125-8, and van
Rijen, 1989: 104-6. Whitaker's objection will be examined in some detail in
part VL.
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contradiction initiated in DI. 6, then the critics' objection may be
shown to be innocuous. The second point I want to defend concerns
the nature of Aristotle’'s response to the fatalist. In 19al18-22, the
Stagirite brings up his familiar threefold distinction between: (a) the
things which happen 'of necessity’ (& avdyxns), (b) the things which
happen 'for the most part' (d4g &m Td moAd), and (c) the things which
happen 'by chance' (éndrep’ é&rtuxe).!? The standard versions of AR
and C have it that this distinction is irrelevant to the argument
contra fatalism presented in 19a7ff.!13 I intend to show, however,
that this distinction is at the very core of the Stagirite's response to
the threat of fatalism.!4

Before I proceed with the actual interpretation of DI. 9, [
would like to make a note concerning the methodology I will
employ in this chapter. My intention is to give an analysis of the
text which is pretty much in the form of a running commentary. In
this process I will consider a number of the views expressed in the
secondary literature, but I will not present a comprehensive
discussion of any of these positions. Relevant points will be brought
up only as they are needed to support the reading of the text

advanced here.!5

II.The firstdifficulties:

12 Aristotle makes this distinction in a number of places. See, for example,
Met. . 30, and E. 2. (1026b27ff). See also the discussion in chapter 1, esp. parts
[II-1V,

13 See, for example, Ackrill, 1963: 136, and Gaskin, 1995: 37-8.

14 A similar claim is made by Whitaker; see Whitaker, 1996: 120.

I5 A discussion of a sizable portion of the sea of secondary literature may be
found in Gaskin, 1995: esp. chs 2-7, 12.
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The interpretive difficulties with DI. 9, begin in the very first

paragraph of the chapter. In 18a28-33, the Stagirite states that:
[18a28] (1) With regard to things which are and those that have been
it is necessary for either the affirmation ([a29] or the negation to be
true or false (émi pév olv TGV Svtwr kal yevouévwv Gvdykn THv katddéaow i
™y anddacw &An8d N Yseudii elvar). (2) And with [a30] universals taken
universally it is always the case that one is true and the other false (kal
éni pé&v TOV kaBélou s kafblou del THY pEv &AnBRi Thv 8¢ Peudi elvar). [a31]
(3) And so too in the case of particulars, as we have said. (4) But with
[a32] universals not spoken universally it is not necessary. We have
talked [a33] about these as well. (5) But with particulars which are
going to be it is not the same (émi 6&¢ TGV wxab ' ExacTa kai pPeAASVTwY ouY
Spotws).16

[t is sufficiently clear that in the first sentence of this passage, (1),
Aristotle says that a certain principle holds of statements which are
concerned with what is and what has been. What seems to be also
clear is that in the last sentence, (5), the Stagirite says that the
principle in question does not apply (unqualifiedly) to future
singular statements, viz. statements such as 'There will be a sea
battle tomorrow’', and 'Socrates will go to the market-place in the
morning'. The issue that puzzles the interpreters is how we are
supposed to read (1). Apparently, the rest of DI. 9 is given to a
discussion of why future singulars violate the principle contained in
(1). Hence, it transpires that if we are to make any progress with
the interpretation of DI. 9, then we need to figure out what the
principle is that Aristotle states in 18a28-9.

In the classic version of R, the assumption is that in (1) we

have a deliberate ambiguity:
What Aristotle says in this sentence is ambiguous; that this is

deliberate can be seen by the contrast with the next sentence. The
ambiguity between necessarily having a truth-value, and having a
necessary truth value - is first sustained, and then resolved at the end

of the chapter.

I6 The translations from DI provided in this chapter are based on Ackrill's
translation of the work; see A.ckrill, 1963.
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(Anscombe, 1967: 15-16)
To spell things out a bit, E. Anscombe's claim is that the opening

sentence of DI. 9 is subject to two different readings:
(1) It is necessary that: 'p' (is true) or 'mot-p’' (is true).
(1'') Either it is necessary that 'p' (is true) or it is necessary that 'not-
p' (is true).l7?

And the crux of her position is that (1) is phrased in such a way as
to be deliberately ambiguous between (1') and (1'').!8 What is also
important to note here 1is that after stating this much Anscombe
goes on to make two more claims. First, she takes it that the
purpose of DI.9 is to clear up the ambiguity that (1) imports. And
second, she claims that this ambiguity is finally cleared up at the
end of the chapter; namely, at 19a23-36. In particular, she

maintains that in this passage Aristotle does two things:
(i) He makes the distinction between (1') and (1''), and he argues to
the effect that what we have in D/. 9. 18a28-9 is a statement of (1''). In
other words, he argues that 18a228-9 is meant to be read as follows:
Where ‘p' is a statement concerned with what is or what has
been, we may assert that either it is necessary that 'p' (is true),
or it is necessary that 'not-p' (is true).
(ii) He argues that the fatalist's argument fails, because it is based on
the problematic assumption that (1'') holds in the case of future
singular statements. In more detail, the Stagirite’s argument is this. It
is certainly the case that the principle "it is necessary that: either ‘p’
(is true), or 'not-p' (is true)”, viz. (1'), holds of all statements -- past,
present, and future. It is also the case that where 'p' is a statement
concerned with what is or what has been, we may divide and say that
either it is necessary that 'p' (is true), or it is necessary that 'not-p' (is
true). That is to say, (1'') holds of every 'p' where this is a statement
which bears on the past or the present. The fatalist, however, is wrong
to assume that from (1') we may infer that either it is necessary that
‘Fp' (is true), or it is necessary that '~Fp' (is true). In other words,
Aristotle’s objection to fatalism is that in the case of future singular
statements we cannot divide; that is, he maintains that (1') applies to

such statements, but (1'') does not.l9

17 What we need to keep in mind here is that in both (1') and (1''), 'p' is taken
to be a statement which is concerned with what is or what has been.

18 This same claim is also found in Strang, 1960: 447, 460-1.

19 For further details on (i) and (ii), see Anscombe, 1967: esp. pp. 23-25.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55

Finally, what we need to note at this point is that Anscombe’s
reading of (1) is also accepted by the advocates of S.20

Gaskin reports that the proponents of Cand AR find (at least)
one difficulty with this reconstruction of (1). As we have just seen,
Ancombe's suggestion 1is that in 18a28-9 we have a deliberate
ambiguity. According to Gaskin, however, this suggestion is
problematic. Given that in 19a39-b4 Aristotle summarizes the
results of the argument in 19a23-36, then it is rather strange that
he ‘again gives 'dvdykn' a syntactically initial position, formulating
the conclusion in an almost identical way to the introduction at
18a28ff (Gaskin, 1995: 20). In other words, Gaskin's objection is
this. In 18a28-9, a&vdyxn has a syntactically initial position which
suggests that it should be taken to have wide scope. Anscombe's
proposal is that in 18a28-9  Aristotle imports a deliberate
ambiguity. That is, he phrases (1) so that it may be read either as
(1') or (1'"). She also adds to this that the ambiguity is cleared up
at 19a23-36, where Aristotle explicitly makes the distinction
between (1') and (1''), and argues to the effect that (1) = (1'").
What seems to pose a problem for this position is the fact that in
19a39-b4, where Aristotle summarizes the results of the discussion
in DI. 9, he states the principle introduced in 18a28-9 in the
allegedly ambiguous form of (1). Thus, if one is to maintain that the
discussion in DI. 9 is aimed at disambiguating (1), then one will be
hard pressed to explain why in his concluding remarks Aristotle

states the principle in the same form it appears at 18a28-9.

20 See Hintikka, 1973: esp. pp. 164-169.
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The objection outlined above 1is certainly one that the
proponents of R (and S) need to address. The fact of the matter,
however, is that it is not a knock-down criticism of their reading of
(1).2!  Furthermore, it should be clear that this negative argument is
not sufficient to establish the alternative suggestion found in Cand
AR, namely, the suggestion that in 18a28-29 we get a statement of
PB.22 In the rest of this part of the chapter, I will present an
argument which shows that: (a) to obtain the intended reading for
(1) we need to place DI. 9 in context; in particular, we need to
restore this chapter to its rightful place as part of the discussion of
contradiction initiated in DI. 6, and (b) if this is done, then we can
readily see that neither of the proposed readings for 18a28-9 is
exegetically correct.

In DI. 6, Aristotle tells us that an 'affirmation is a statement
which asserts something of something' (katddacis & éomwv amnddavors
Twos kata Twds), whereas a 'negation is a statement which asserts
something away from something' (andpaos 8 éomw amdoavols Twds
amd Twds).23 And after stating this much, he goes on to talk about
‘contradiction' (avtidaois):

[L7a26] Now it is possible to [27] state of what does hold that it does not

hold, of what does not [28] hold that it does hold, of what does hold that

it does hold, and {29] of what does not hold that it does not hold.

Similarly for times outside [30] the present (xkai mept ToUs &xTdS Tob viv

xpévous doaiTws). So it must be possible to deny [31] whatever anyone

has affirmed, and to affirm whatever anyone has denied. Thus it is
clear that [32] for every affirmation there is an opposite (c¢vTikelpévn)

2l One response to this objection is to say that in 19a39-b4 Aristotle is being
careless in the presentation of his concluding remarks. This response may
sound unconvincing. Nevertheless, it would certainly be appealing to those
who find it hard to accept that in D/. 9 Aristotle denies or adapts PB. For some
further comments relating to this last point, see the discussion in part VI.

22 See Gaskin, 1995: e.g. pp. 19-23, and Kneale & Kneale, 1962: 47-48.

23 DI. 6. 17225-6.
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negation, and for every [33] negation an opposite (avrikerpévn)
affirmation. Let us call an affirmation and a negation [34] which are
opposite a contradiction (kal &otw duTidacts TolTo, katddaois kai anddagis
al  dvrikelpevar). [ speak of statements as opposite [35] when they affirm
and deny the same thing of the same thing (Aéyw 6&&¢ avmikelogBar THv ToU

s N T 24
avtol katd ToG avTol) ... .~

(DI. 6. 17a26-35)
Why is all this pertinent to the puzzle surrounding (1)? As we will
soon see, the material in DI. 6 sets the stage for a discussion which
begins in D/. 7 and culminates in DI. 9.
The first part of DI. 7, viz. 17a38-b26, 1is largely concerned

with:
(a) Defining two kinds of statements: statements which are about
‘universals taken universally’ (ka88iou ds kaBdrou), and statements
which are about ‘universals not taken universally’ (kaBérou  pun
kafdiou).23
(b) Figuring out what kinds of statements may qualify as the
contraries and contradictories of those two kinds of statements.26

What is imperative to note for our present purposes, though, is the

material in 17b26-33. In this passage, Aristotle states that:

[17b26] Of contradictory statements about a universal [27] taken
universally it is necessary for one or the other to be true or false (Soau
e obv dvTidpdoels TEv Kkaddlou elol kaBdrou, dvdyxn THv éTépav AAndfi elvar §
seudn); similarly [281 if they are about particulars, e.g. 'Socrates is
white’ and 'Socrates [29] is not white'. But if they are about a universal
not taken [30] universally it is not always the case that one is true and
the other false (Socav 6& émi vov wkaBdiou pév, ph kaBdAou &, oUk del 0 pév
axndhis N 8& Yeudns). For it is true to say at the same time [31] that a man
is white and that a man is not [32] white, or that a man is noble and a
man [33] is not noble. For if base, then not noble ... .

24 The italics are mine. As we will see, the italicized parts of this passage are
relevant to the reconstruction of DJ/. 9. 18a28-33.

25 For Aristotle, a statement which is about 'a universal taken universally' is a
statement that makes a claim about every item of which a universal term can
be truly predicated; e.g. 'Every man is white'. On the other hand, he holds
that a statement about a 'universal not taken wuniversally' 1is a statement
which makes a claim about a universal, such as man, without adding that it
holds of man universally; e.g. ‘Man is white’. For a more detailed discussion of
the nature of these two kinds of statements, see Whitaker, 1996: ch. 7, and esp.
pp. 83-4, 91-4.

26 For a useful discussion of the issues covered in DI. 7. 17a38-b26, see
Whitaker, 1996: ch. 7.
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Clearly, the statement in 17b26-7 bears a strong resemblance to the
one we get in 18a28-9. The Stagirite's claim in the former passage
is this: of a pair of contradictory statements, where these are
statements about universals taken universally, one or the other is
true or false. It appears that the obvious move to make here is to
assert that in 17b26-7 the Stagirite claims that the principle found
in 18a28-9 1is applicable to statements which are about universals
taken universally.2?” This much, of course, does not give us any
immediate help with the question at hand: '"What exactly is the
principle Aristotle states in these two passages?'.

C. Whitaker has recently argued that the principle we get in
17a26-7 and 18a28-9 is not any of the ones mentioned so far; viz.
(1'), (1'"), and PB .28 His position is that what we have in these two
passages 1s a statement of what he calls the 'Rule of Contradictory
Pairs' (RCP): 'Of every contradictory pair, one member is true and
the other false' (Whitaker, 1996: 79). What remains to be seen is
how he argues for this claim.

As we have seen, in 18a28-9 Aristotle states that 'With regard
to things which are and those that have been it is necessary for
either the affirmation or the negation to be true or false'. Whitaker

concedes that taken literally, this scarcely makes sense’

(Whitaker, 1996: 113). On the face of it, it could be taken to be an

27 Obviously, in 18a28-9 the principle in question is said to hold of a wider
class of statements; namely, the class of statements which bear on the past
and the present.

28 See Whitaker, 1996: chs. 6-9. Note that Whitaker does not explicitly mention
the first two options. His arguments are directed against the PB option.
These arguments, however, are equally effective against the claim that (1) is
to be construed as (1') or (1'").
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abbreviation of RCP, or an abbreviated form of PB. Whitaker,
however, goes on to claim that this issue can be settled through the
context of the discussion in DI. 7-8 and DI. 9. 18a29-33.29
In DI. 7. 17b26-29, Aristotle makes the following point:
There are statements which are about universals taken wuniversally;
e.g. 'Every man is white'. Where we have an antiphasis of such
statements, it is necessary that one or the other is true or false. This is
also the case where we get an antiphasis made up of statements which

are about particulars; viz. an antiphasis such as 'Socrates is white' -
'Socrates is not white'.

Whitaker's position is that in this passage Aristotle gives us a clear
statement of RCP.30 [t seems to me, though, that this is the wrong
assumption to make. I think it is fair to say that 17b26-29, when
taken on its own, is as problematic as 18a28-9. After all, the
phrasing of the principle in 17b26-7 is practically identical with the
one we get in 18a28-9. Nevertheless, in the case of the former
passage we get some helpful comments in 17b29ff. In 17b29-33,
the Stagirite is clearly trying to bring out the point that there is an
exception to the principle which was just said to be applicable to
singular statements, and statements which are about universals
taken universally. To be more specific, he claims that when it
comes to an antiphasis such as 'Man is white' - 'Man is not white’,
viz. an antiphasis of statements which are about universals not
taken universally, 'it is not always the case that one is true and the
other false’. As the Stagirite goes on to add, in such an antiphasis it
is possible for both statements to be true. In short, his claim at
17b29-33 is to the effect that although RCP applies to certain kinds

of antiphases, viz. the ones mentioned in 17b26-9, it does not apply

29 We will see how Whitaker argues for this claim in the next few paragraphs.
30 See Whitaker, 1996: 92.
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to those made up of statements which are about universals not
taken universally.3!

Given the above, it seems plausible to claim that what we get
in 17b29ff amounts to an elucidation of the material in 17b26-9.
Thus, it also appears plausible to assert, along with Whitaker, that:
(a) in 17b26-9 Aristotle states that RCP holds of antiphases whose
members are singular statements, or statements which are about
universals taken universally, and (b) in 17b29ff the Stagirite asserts
that there is an exception to RCP, namely, pairs of contradictories
where these are statements which are about universals not taken
universally.

According to Whitaker, what is also important to note is that
DI. 8 is given to a discussion of a second exception to RCP.32 In this
chapter, Aristotle brings up the issue of assertions where we have
one word which 'stands for two things taken together as if they
were one' (Whitaker, 1996: 105). Such assertions may be formed if,
for instance, we take 'cloak’ to stand for horse and man, and then
proceed to say that 'Cloak is white'. Apparently, in the case of an
antiphasis like 'Cloak is white' - 'Cloak is not white', the members do
not have to abide by RCP. For an affirmation of this kind to be true,
both of the concealed predications must hold, and for the megation
to be true, neither predication must hold. If it turns out that one

concealed predication holds and the other does not, then both

31 Remember that a statement about a universal not taken universally makes
a claim about a universal, e.g. man, without adding that it holds of man
universally. So, both 'Man is white' and 'Man is not white' may turn out to be
true, in the sense that some men are white and some are not.

32 See Whitaker, 1996: 95.
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members of the antiphasis will be false. Thus, at the end of DI. 8
Aristotle goes on claim that: 'Accordingly, it is not necessary, with
these statements either, for one contradictory to be true and the
other false' (oTe oUS’ év TalTtans dvdykn THv pév aAndfi TV 8& PYeudi clvar
avtidaociy).33.34

On the basis of the above, Whitaker proceeds to argue that
there 1s very good reason to think that the obscure statement of
18a28-9 is simply an abbreviated form of RCP. This passage is set
between a statement of RCP at the end of DI. 8, and a repetition of
the results concerning this principle discovered in DI. 7, viz. (2)-(4).
Thus, Whitaker argues, it should be clear that 18a28-9 refers to this
same principle. As he puts it, it is '... natural to abbreviate RCP,
which is already wunder discussion, but would be strange to
introduce PB, which is not the topic at hand, in so abbreviated a
form' (Whitaker, 1996: 113). In other words, his suggestion is that
the collective textual evidence suggests that: 'it is necessary for the
affirmation or the negation to be true or false' is short for 'in a
contradictory pair, it is necessary for the affirmation to be true and
the negation false, or for the affirmation to be false and the negation

true'.33

33 DI. 8. 18a26-7.

34 For a more detailed discussion of the material in DI. 8, see Whitaker, 1996:
ch. 8.

35 It should also be noted that Whitaker gives a second argument for the case
that the principle stated in 18a28-9 is RCP; see Whitaker, 1996: 114-6. Very
briefly, his second argument is this: in D/. 9 we are told that if the principle
of 18a28-9 holds of future singulars, then fatalism follows; it is clear,
however, that from PB alone it could not be deduced that anything is true
about the future -- which is what is required to establish the necessity of the
future; on the other hand, RCP seems to warrant such a deduction; therefore,
the principle introduced in 18a28-9 must be RCP and not PB. I will get back
to this argument in part III.
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What I think one needs to concede is that DI. 7 & 8 are indeed
concerned with RCP. The discussion in those two chapters is clearly
aimed at establishing two points: (a) RCP holds of antiphases whose
members are statements about universals taken universally, and
statements which are about particulars, and (b) there are two
exceptions to RCP, namely, statements which are about universals
not taken universally, and statements which appear to be simple
but contain concealed predications. Furthermore, I think that
Whitaker is correct to claim that 18a28-9 gives us an abbreviated
form of RCP. Yet, it seems to me that we may provide a stronger
argument for this last claim.36

As was already noted, 18a28-9, when taken on its own, is at
at best obscure. When the discussion in DI. 9 is put in context,
however, this passage becomes a whole lot clearer. In 18a28-9, the
Stagirite asserts that a certain principle applies to statements which
are about what is or what has been. What is this principle?
Whitaker is certainly right to claim that 18a28-9 follows
immediately after a statement of RCP at the end of DI. 8, and that it
precedes the repetition of the results concerning this principle
obtained through the discussion in DI. 7. As was explained above,
this evidence alone makes it very likely that (1) = RCP. It seems,
though, that there 1is more evidence in support of this claim.
Consider these two passages:

17b26-7: Of contradictory statements about a universal taken

universally it is necessary for one or the other to be true or false.

18a28-9: With regard to things which are and those that have been it is
necessary for either the affirmation or the negation to be true or false.

36 See also fn. 35.
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In the first we are told that a certain principle applies to statements
about universals taken universally, whereas in the second we are
told that a certain principle applies to statements about what is or
what has been. Are these two passages concerned with the same
principle? Apparently so. In 18a28-9, we are told that when it
comes to antiphases made up of statements which are about what is
or what has been, it turns out that 'it is necessary either for the
affirmation or the negation to be true or false'. And in 17b26-7, we
are told that when it comes to antiphases made up of statements
about universals taken universally, it turns out that 'it is necessary
that one or the other is true or false'. What we need to note here is
that in DI. 7. 17b26-8 Aristotle is not concerned with statements
about universals taken universally in general. He is concerned with
a sub-category of this kind of statements; namely, those that bear
on the present.3? Given what was just noted, it would seem that the
only difference between 18a28-9 and 17b26-8 is this: the former
passage tells us that a certain principle applies to a set of
statements X, whereas the latter tells us that this same principle
applies to a set of statements o, where o is a subset of =. Now, as
was shown earlier, the textual evidence in 17b29ff strongly
suggests that 17b26-9 is an abbreviated statement of RCP. Hence,
if this much is right, then it seems fair to say that 18a28-9 is also an
abbreviated statement of this same principle.

In DI. 6, the Stagirite has stated that: 'for every affirmation

there is an opposite negation, and for every negation an opposite

37 This is verified by the kinds of examples Aristotle uses throughout DI. 7-8;
they are exclusively examples of statements which bear on the present.
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affirmation’. Furthermore, he has noted that this is true not just for
statements which bear on the present.3®# What is also clear from the
discussion in DI. 7-8, is that in those two chapters Aristotle deals
with the question of the applicability of RCP to statements which
are concerned with the present.3® Given this much, the content of
18a28-33 should not come as a surprise. The statements made
immediately after (1), viz. (2)-(4), are essentially a summary of the
investigation in DI. 7. 17b26ff. Since the results of this investigation
were established for present singular and present wuniversal
statements, then we have good reason to think that (a) 18a28-9 is a
statement of RCP which says that it applies to the set of statements
Z, where this 1is the set of statements which are concerned with
what is or what has been, and (b) 18a29-33 1is meant to remind us
which subsets of = were found to be subject to RCP, and what sets
of statements were found to be exempt from it. If this much is
accepted, then we can also make good sense of (5). That is, we can
construe it as stating that despite the fact that present/past singular
statements fall under the purview of (1), where (1) = RCP, future
singular statements do not. To be more specific, we can take it that
the Stagirite's claim is that whereas in the case of antiphases
consisting of present/past singular statements one is true and the
other is false, in the case of antiphases consisting of future singulars
things are 'not the same' (ouyx dpolws).

To sum-up, it appears that the collective textual evidence

from DI. 6-8 and DI. 9. 18a28-33 indicates that DI. 9 as a whole is

38 See DI. 6. 17a29-30.
39 See fn. 37.
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nothing more than a continuation of the discussion in DI. 6-8. That
is, the textual evidence suggests that in DI. 9 Aristotle is to give a
discussion which 1is intended to establish that future singulars
constitute another exception to RCP. What remains to be seen, of
course, is why the Stagirite thinks that this principle is violated in

the case of future singulars.

IIl. Thetwo arguments for fatalism:
As was noted in parts I and II, in DI. 9. 18a34ff Aristotle

considers and rebuts two arguments for fatalism. These arguments
seem to work their way into the text like this. If one is to accept
that the principle stated in 18a28-9, viz. RCP, applies unqualifiedly
to future singulars, then one has to also accept the thesis that
‘everything that will be ... happens of necessity’ (dmavra .. T& éodupeva
avayxdlov yevéoBar).49 To be more specific, it seems that Aristotle
puts the matter as follows. It is clear that RCP applies to certain
kinds of statements. Take, for instance, an antiphasis of present
singulars. In such an antiphasis it is necessary that one member is
true and the other is false. In the case of future singulars, however,
things are different. And putatively, this is so because if RCP does
hold unqualifiedly in the case of future singulars, then we will have
to accept fatalism along with all the absurdities that emanate from
it.

What I intend to do in this part of the paper is to give an

analysis of the fatalist's arguments. That is to say, I will explain

40 pDr. 9. 18b14-5.
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how Aristotle thinks that the fatalist may get from the claim that
RCP applies unqualifiedly to future singulars o the claim that
everything that will be happens of necessity.

The first of the fatalist arguments comes in the passage

18a34-b9:

[18a34] For if every affirmation and negation is true or false, [35] it is
necessary for everything either to be the case or not to be the case (et
vap maca KaTaPacls kal anddacis aindis 1§ Peudns, xal dmav dvdykn Undpyxew
i uh dndpxew). For if one person [36] says that something will be and
another denies this same thing, it is clearly [37] necessary for one of
them to be saying what is true -- if every affirmation [38] and
negation 1is true or false; for both will not be the case [39] together
under such circumstances (dore el 6 pév oéroel €oecbar TL & 8§& uh drgel
TO auTd TolTo, Sffhov 8T avdykn ainfedew TOv ETepov auTdv, el Maoa KaTddaols
Kal anddaoits aindns N Peudns. audw yap oux UmdpEel dpa émi Tols TOlOUTOLS).
For if it is true to say that it is white or [18b1l] is not white, it is
necessary for it to be white or not white (el ydp ainbés eimelv &TL Aeuxdv
B oU Aeukdv &omw, avdykn elvat Aeukdov R ov Aeukdv); and if [2] it is white or
is not white, then it is true to either say or deny this (kai el &cTu Aeuxdv
A ol Aeukdv, dAnBEs R ddvar { amoddvar).4l If [3] it is not the case it is
false, if it is false it is not the case (kal el ph Undpyel, Peiberal, kal el
GeliSeTar, ouy unmdpyel). [4] So it is necessary for the affirmation or the
negation to [5] be true. It follows that nothing either 1is or is
happening, or [6] will be or will not be, by chance or as chance has it,
but everything of necessity [7] and not as chance has it (since either
he who says or he who denies is saying what is true) (ousiv dpa olTe
éoTwr oUTe yiyveTar olUTe and Tixns oUB ° ondTtep ° Evuxev, o8’ &oTar 1§ ouUK
oTar, @A\’ &€& avrdykns dmavta Kal oty OméTep ' éEruxev. | yap & das ainbever H
6 amodds). [8] For otherwise it might equally well happen or not
happen, since what is as chance has it [9] is no more thus than not
thus, nor will it be.

Like just about everything else in DI. 9, the passage just quoted is
the subject of intense debate among the commentators.42 What
gives rise to controversy in this case, is the following question:

'What exactly is the the fatalist's argument?'.

41 1 here deviate from Ackrill who reads this sentence, viz. 18bl-2, as follows:
'and if it is white or is not white, then it was true to say or deny this' (kai el
€oTu Aeukdv § oU Aeukdv, @AnBés Nv ¢dvar § amoddvar); see Ackrill, 1963: 50. I will
explain later on how this emendation of the text may be justified. On this
same issue, see Gaskin, 1995: 27. See also fn. 60.

42 Contrast, for example, Whitaker, 1996: 115-9 with Gaskin, 1995: 24-34. The
views of these two authors will be considered in what follows.
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Gaskin's position is that in 18a34-b9 the fatalist argues as
follows. In 18a34-5, we get a claim to the effect that unrestricted
PB leads to fatalism. That is to say, Gaskin takes it that the fatalist
is here saying that if (it is necessary that) every statement is true or
false, then everything must necessarily be the case or not be the
case. Furthermore, Gaskin adds that it is imperative to note that the
modal operator at 18a35, viz. avdyxn, 'must have narrow scope, since
this line gives us the fatalist's conclusion' (Gaskin, 1995: 25). After
stating this much, he proceeds to claim that the statement of 18a34-
5 1is supported by four steps:

1) If something is white or not white, then it is true to say or to deny

that it is white (18bl1-2); 2) But if someone asserts and another denies

that Fp, then (at least and at most) one of them must, given PB, be right

(18a35-9); 3) If one of them is right, then what he is right about - the

truth/falsity of Fp - must be (18a39-bl); 4) hence the members of the

purported FCA [= future contingent antiphasis] are in fact severally

necessary/impossible (18a34-5, 18b4).

(Gaskin, 1995: 25)

The prima facie evidence, however, indicates  that this
reconstruction of the argument in 18a34-b9 is problematic. As we
have seen, in 18a28-33 Aristotle tells us that in an antiphasis which
i1s made up of present/past singulars, or present/past statements
which are about universals taken universally, it is necessary that
one member is true and the other false (18a29-31), where we have
an antiphasis of future singulars, though, things are different
(18a33). Given the above, along with the fact that 18a34ff begins
with the postpositive conjunction ydp, it seems unlikely that the
argument in this passage takes its start from PB. What is natural to

assume is that ydp at 18a34 signals the beginning of an argument

which is meant to show that if we allow RCP to apply unqualifiedly
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to future singulars, then the fatalist can have his way with the
future.

Whitaker's suggestion is that the opening sentence in 18a34ff
is to be read as follows: 'if it is the case that in every pair of
contradictories one member is true and the other false, then it is
necessary for everything to be the case or not to be the case’. In
other words, he proposes that we take 18a34-5 to contain another
abbreviated form of RCP.43 What is also interesting to note here is
the argument he gives in support of his claim. As he points out, one
thing that is evident from 18a34ff is that the fatalist wants to argue
that if there are true future singular assertions, then the
corresponding events cannot fail to take place. Hence, what the
fatalist needs to establish, if his argument is to get off the ground, is
that there are true statements about the future. From PB alone,
however, one can only deduce that whatever assertion is true is not
false, and not that anything is true about the future. On the other
hand, from RCP it follows that 'there must be truths about the
future, since of any contradictory pair, either the affirmation or the
negation must be true' (Whitaker, 1996: 115). Thus, Whitaker
concludes, the principle which 1is at play in the fatalist's (first)
argument must be RCP and not PB .44

The question I want to consider here is whether the objections
raised against Gaskin's reading of 18a34-5 are fair. What we need
to acknowledge at this point is that the textual evidence seems to

support Gaskin's interpretation. In these two lines, Aristotle's

43 See Whitaker, 1996: 114-5.
44 For further details on Whitaker's argument, see Whitaker, 1996: 114-5.
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fatalist states that '... if every affirmation and negation is true or
false (et ... maéoca karddacis kal andpacts MBS 1§ Yeudis), it IS necessary
for everything either to be the case or not to be the case'
Obviously, the protasis in this conditional may be construed as a
statement of PB.%> In fact, the wording in it matches the wording of
Categories (Cat.) 4. 2a7-8, which 1is widely considered to be
Aristotle's clearest statement of this principle.46.47 If we accept that
18a34-5 states that unrestricted PB leads to fatalism, however, then
it seems that we will have to give up our reading of 18a28-33. As
was explained earlier on, if the Stagirite's concern in the opening
paragraph of DI. 9 is with RCP, then it is only natural to expect that
18a34ff contains an argument to the effect that if we accept that
RCP applies unqualifiedly to future singulars, then we will have to
also accept fatalism along with all its absurd consequences. [t
appears, though, that the textual evidence suggests that the fatalist's
(first) argument takes its starting point from PB and not RCP.

I think it is fair to concede that 18a34-5 contains a statement
of PB and not RCP. At the same time, however, I don't think that
we need to take this to suggest that (a) our reading of 18a28-33 is
problematic, and/or (b) the fatalist argument in 18a34ff has PB as
its starting point. If we take a look at 18a35-8, we will see that the
fatalist points out that:

Given that every affirmation and negation s true or false, then it
follows that if one states that something will be the case, and another

45 It is the presence of the conjunction «ai, instead of ¥, which allows us to
read the protasis in this conditional as a statement of PB.

46 Car. 2a7-8 reads as follows: dnaca vap Sokel kaTddacis kai anmddacis TiTol aAndis
N Peubns elvat.

47 See Sorabji, 1980: 95, and Whitaker, 1996: 126.
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denies this very same thing, then it is necessary for one of them to be
saying what is true.

What we need to note here 1s that 1n 18a35-7 we get an
abbreviated statement of RCP: if A asserts that Fp, and B asserts
that ~Fp, then one of them must be stating what is true (and the
other what is false). What is even more important to note, though,
is how the fatalist justifies this claim. He clearly states that we can
maintain that of A and B one must be saying what is true and the
other what is false, provided that we accept the principle stated at
18a34-5. That is, he states that we can maintain that RCP holds of
future singulars, provided we accept the principle which states that
every affirmation and negation is true or false (el maca xatddacis rar
anddacis anBhs N Peudis), viz. PB. Now, the question we need to
address is that of how we are to understand 18a35-8.

The proposal I would like to put forward is this. As was noted
in part II, Aristotle says that we have a contradictory pair where
we have a statement which affirms P of x, and a statement which
denies P of x.#8 Furthermore, we know that Aristotle upholds the
principle of contradiction (PC): ... the same attribute cannot at the
same time belong and not belong to the same subject in the same
respect’ (To6 yap auTd dua Undpxew Te kAl pn Umdpyxew addvatov TY alT
kKt kata TO auTd).*®  Now, the principle that we have seen the
Stagirite introduce in DI. 7, namely RCP, is a rule concerning the
way truth values are apportioned among the members of a

contradictory pair. But if Aristotle is to get from the definition of

48 See DI. 6. 17a31ff.
49 Metr. . 3. 1005b19-20.
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contradiction and PC to RCP, then an extra step is required. We
may accept that in a contradictory pair one member asserts that P
holds of x, and the other asserts that P does not hold of «x.
Furthermore, we may accept that a property P cannot at the same
time belong and not belong to the same entity x. Nevertheless, if we
are going to maintain that one member of a contradictory pair is
true and the other false, then we need to also accept that PB holds
of all statements. Thus, what I would like to suggest here is that in
18a35-8 the Stagirite expresses, on behalf of the fatalist, the point
Just noted. That is to say, he explicitly acknowledges that if we are
to pronounce that it is necessary that of a pair of future
contradictories one member is true and the other is false (RCP), we
have to also assume that every affirmation and negation is either
true or false (PB).

If the argument given above is adopted, then we may also
explain what is going on in 18a34-5. At the end of the first
paragraph of DI. 9, Aristotle asserts that RCP does not apply
unqualifiedly to future singulars. At the beginning of the next
paragraph, he states that from unrestricted PB there follows
fatalism (18a34-5). But, as Whitaker has pointed out, from PB
alone the fatalist cannot deduce what he needs for his argument;
namely, that there are truths about the future. It seems to me,
however, that if we accept the analysis of 18a35ff outlined above,
then we may easily resolve the difficulty at hand. We can take it
that Aristotle's intended claim at 18a34-5 is this: if we accept

unrestricted PB, which is what is required if we are to be able to
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assert that RCP applies (unqualifiedly) to future singulars, then
fatalism ensues. In more detail, the suggestion made here is this:
(a) in 18a28-33, Aristotle acknowledges that RCP cannot apply to
future singulars in the same way that it applies, for instance, to
present singulars; (b) in the main body of the argument in 18a34ff,
he explains that if this principle applies (unqualifiedly) to future
singulars then fatalism follows; (c) in 18a35-8, he states that if RCP
is to be said to hold of future singulars, which is what is required to
establish that everything that will be happens of necessity, we must
assume that PB holds universally; and (d) if (c) is correct, then
18a34-5 may be construed as saying that unrestricted PB leads to
fatalism, in the sense that it is a necessary condition for claiming
that RCP holds unqualifiedly of future singulars.

This much seems to be sufficient to establish the congruence
of the discussion theme in 18a28-33 and 18a34-b9. What we are
yet to settle, however, is the issue of how we are to reconstruct the
fatalist's first argument.

According to R. Sorabji, who endorses AR5, the key step in the
fatalist argument i1s this: "... of two contradictory predictions one is
true [18b7], is earlier true [18b10], has always been true [18b10-
11], and has been true for the whole of time [19al-2]' (Sorabji,
1980: 91). More specifically, Sorabji's position is that the fatalist of
DI. 9 argues along these lines: of two contradictory future singulars,
'Fp' - '~Fp', one is true; if 'Fp'is the statement that is true, then it is

fair to say that it was true earlier; the past is necessary in the sense

50 See Sorabji, 1980: 96.
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that it is irrevocable; given the past, and thus necessary, truth of
our prediction, it follows that there is nothing we can do to prevent
the coming to be of the relevant state of affairs.5! On the other
hand, Gaskin, who espouses C, suggests that the key premiss in the
fatalist's argument is that of the necessity of the present. Very
briefly, his position is that the fatalist argues as follows: if A asserts
and B denies that Fp, then (at least and at most) one of them must,
given PB, be right; suppose that the true statement is 'Fp'; the
present is necessary in the sense that it is irrevocable; if the
statement 'Fp'is now true, then, given the necessity of the present,
it follows that the relevant state of affairs is (now) unpreventable.52

What we ought to notice here is that both of the suggestions
outlined above are compatible with the spirit of both AR and C.
According to these two approaches to the interpretation of DI. 9, the
Stagirite finds his opponent's argument to be valid. That is, AR and
C have it that he concedes to the fatalist that if it is indeed the case
that there are true predictions, then it does follow that what is
predicted cannot fail to obtain. Putatively, this point creates no
exegetical difficulties for Sorabji and Gaskin, since there is textual
evidence which suggests that the Stagirite regards the present and
the past to be necessary -- in the sense that they are irrevocable.53
In other words, it seems that there is textual evidence which

suggests that Aristotle would not object to the move from the

5! For further details on this reconstruction of the fatalist argument, see
Sorabji, 1980: ch. 5, esp. pp. 91-92, 100-3.

52 See Gaskin, 1995: ch. 5, esp. pp. 47-8, and chs 8 & 9.

53 See the references in Sorabji, 1980: 8. See also the discussion in Gaskin,
1995: ch. 9.
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past/present truth of a future statement fo the necessity of the
relevant state of affairs.’* In what follows, however, I inten:d to
show that there is no indication in 18a34-b9 that either the
necessity of the present or the necessity of the past enter into the
fatalist's (first) argument.

As we have seen, in 18a34-5 Aristotle claims that, if PB kolds
universally, then everything will be of necessity. We have also seen
that the next few lines, viz. 18a35-9, are meant to elucidate part of
the claim in the first sentence of the paragraph. That is, in this
passage the Stagirite goes on to explain that if PB holds universally,
then we can proceed to claim that of two people, one of whom
asserts that Fp and the other that ~Fp, one must be saying what is
true (and the other what is faise). The crucial part of the argumment
for fatalism, though, comes in 18a39ff. Apparently, it is here that
Aristotle explains how unrestricted RCP leads to fatalism. In these
lines, the Stagirite presents a series of claims:

(1) If it is true to say that x is white, then it is necessary that x is wshite;

and, if it is true to say that x is not white, then it is necessary that x is

not white (18a39-bl).

(2) If (it is the case that) x is white or not white, then it is true to either
say or deny this (18bl-2).

(3) If it is not the case that, let us say, an entity y has the propertty P,
then it is false to say that y is P. And if it is false to say that y is P, then
it is not the case that y is P (18b2-3).

(4) In a pair of contradictories it is necessary that either the
affirmation or the negation is true (18b4-5).

(5) From (1)-(4) follows that: '... nothing either is or is happening., or
will be or will not be, by chance or as chance has it, but everything of
necessity and not as chance has it' (18b5-7).

What remains to be seen, of course, is why Aristotle thinks that the

above amounts to some kind of argument for fatalism.

54 As was indicated in part I, AR and C have it that Aristotle considers the
fatalist argument to be valid but not sound. To be more specific, they hawe it
that he rejects the claim that there are future truths.
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To understand how Aristotle sees the move from (1)-(4) to
(5), we need to consider what he has to say about truth and falsity

in Met. E. 4. 1027b18-2255:

[b18] That which is as true and that which is not as [19] falsehood are
concerned with composition and division and, taken together, [20]
with the apportionment of a contradiction (16 6& &s dAn8és &v, kal uh ov
a5 PelBos, émewdn mapa ovvBeolv &oTi xkal Swalpeow, TO 6& ouvolov Tepi
pepopdv avmiddoecws). For truth has the [21] affirmation in the case of
what is compounded and the denial in the case of [22] what is divided,
while a falsehood has the contradictory of the apportionment (1o pév
yap ainbés THv Katddaoww éEmM TP ouykerpévw €xer THY & amdpacity Eém TG
Supnuévw, TS 8& WeliSos TouTou Tol peplopod TRV avtidacw).56

In this passage Aristotle appears to assert RCP. To be more specific,

the claim in this passage is to the effect that if the statements 'p
and '~p'are the members of a contradictory pair, then one must be
true and the other false. What is also important to note here, is that

in 1027b20-22 the Stagirite clearly states that:
(1) A true affirmation corresponds to a combination of things in the
world. For example, if Socrates and tall are combined in a certain way,
then 'Socrates is tall' is true.
(ii) A false affirmation asserts the combination of things which are in
fact divided. For example, if Socrates and tall are divided, then
'Socrates is tall' is false.
(ii1) If things are divided, then a true statement about them will be a
negation. For example, if Socrates and tall are divided, then 'Socrates is
not tall' is true.
(iv) If things are combined, then a false statement about them will be a
negation. For example, if Socrates and tall are combined in a certain
way, then 'Socrates is not tall' is false.

In other words, it seems that what Aristotle is trying to say in Met.
1027b18-22 is this: (a) in a pair of contradictories (it is necessary
that) one member is true (and the other false), (b) in a contradictory

pair, the affirmation is true if it asserts the combination of things

55 This is not the only place where Aristotle discusses his theory of truth --
which is essentially a correspondence theory of truth. See also, DI. 1. 16a9ff,
Metr. . 7. 1011b25ff, and o. 10. 1051a34-b15. For a useful discussion of these
texts, see Whitaker, 1996: 25-34.

56 Kirwan's translation; see Kirwan, 1993: 72.
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which are in fact combined, and it is false if it asserts the
combination of things which are in fact divided, and (¢) in a
contradictory pair, the negation is true if it asserts the division of
things which are in fact divided, and it is false if it asserts the
division of things which are in fact combined.

To see how all this relates to the argument for fatalism, we
need to go back to 18a35-9. As we have seen, in this passage the
Stagirite's opponent claims that if A asserts that Fp, and B asserts
that ~Fp, then it is necessary that one of them is saying what is true.
In other words, the claim is this: given the fact that RCP holds of
future singulars, it follows that in a contradictory pair, such as 'Fp -
'~Fp', one member must be true (and the other false). What I would
like to suggest here 1is that the discussion in the next few lines, viz.
18bl-5, very much like the discussion in Mer. E. 4. 1027b18-2, is

designed to establish the following:
(1) RCP holds of statements which bear on the present. In other
words, of a pair of contradictories, where these are statements about
what 1is, it must be the case that one member is true (and the other
false) [18b4-5].
(2) Let us consider the pair of contradictories 'x is white' - 'x is not
white' -- both of which bear on the present. In a pair of
contradictories like this, the conditions for the apportionment of the
truth values, viz. True/False, have as follows:
(a) If it is true to say that x is white, then it must be the case that
x and white are somehow combined [18a39-bl].
(b) If it is true to say that x is not white, then it must be the case
that x and white are divided [18a39-bl].
(c) If it is false to say that x is white, then it must be the case
that x and white are divided [18b2-3].
(d) If it is false to say that x is not white, then it must be the case
that x and white are combined [18b2-3].

Furthermore, I would like to suggest that the argument which leads
from the above to the conclusion that everything happens of

necessity (18b5-7) contains a couple of omitted steps. First, the
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conditions for the apportionment of truth values among a pair of
future contradictories, are the same as the ones for present
contradictories. That is to say, future statements, like present
statements, fall under the purview of the correspondence theory of
truth outlined in DI. 9 and Met. E. 4. Second, if this much is right
then a future statement may be said to be true, provided that it
corresponds to a truth maker, namely, the combination or the
division of certain things in the world. Now, if it is indeed the case
that RCP holds of future singulars, then it follows that of a
contradictory pair such as 'Fp'and '~Fp' one member must be true
(and the other false). Let us suppose that 'Fp'is the member of the
contradiction which is true. What does it mean to say that a certain
statement is true? As was just noted, it means that it corresponds
to a certain fact. Obviously, in the case of 'Fp' the truth maker is
some future state of affairs. And clearly, what the requirements for
truth entail, is that the truth maker for 'Fp' cannot fail to obtain
once we are given the truth of 'Fp'.

To spell things out a bit, my proposal is that in 18a34-b9
Aristotle's opponent argues as follows. If RCP applies to future
singulars, then it must be the case that in a pair of contradictories
such as 'Fp' - '~Fp', one member is true and the other is false.
Future statements, like present statements fall under the purview
of the correspondence theory of truth described earlier on. This last
point has some serious implications concerning the nature of the
future. As was just indicated, if RCP holds of future singulars, then

one of the members of the pair 'Fp' - '~Fp' must be true. What this
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means is that there are future truths. In turn, this entails that if
‘Fp' is the member of the contradiction which is true, then it cannot
fail to correspond to a future fact. If we refuse to accept this much,
then we cannot plausibly maintain that 'Fp'is true. In other words,
the fatalist's view 1s this. The applicability of RCP to future
singulars guarantees that one of 'Fp'and '~Fp'is true. Suppose that
it is 'Fp' which is true. If we are to say that this statement is true,
then we have to accept that it must correspond to some future fact.
And to accept this is to accept that the truth maker for 'Fp' cannot
fail to obtain. Hence, the fatalist concludes, on the basis of the

L

above one may go ahead and assert that: '... nothing either is or is
happening, or will be or will not be, by chance or as chance has it,
but everything of necessity'.57

Before [ close the discussion of 18a34-b9, I need to deliver on
a promise made earlier on. That is, I have to show that the
interpretation of this passage suggested here is more plausible than
the ones put forward by Gaskin and Sorabji. Let us begin with

Gaskin. According to Gaskin, the key premiss in the fatalist's

argument is that of the necessity of the present. It seems, however,

37 Naturally, the issue that arises here is this. If the fatalist's conclusion is to
go through, viz. the claim that everything will be of necessity, then it must
be the case that: for every future event, there exists a relevant pair of
contradictory statements. But, is it plausible for one to assume that there are
(utterances of) such contradictories for every future state of affairs? The
fatalist's insistence that the applicability of RCP to future singulars
guarantees the fixity of all future events, see e.g. 18bl4-15, suggests that he
wants to answer this question in the affirmative. As we will see in part V,
though, his view is not that for every future event there is in existence a
relevant pair of future singular statements. Rather, his position is that the
applicability of RCP to such statements shows that if one were to examine a
pair of statements such as 'Fp' - '~Fp', then one would see that the relevant
state of affairs is now unpreventable.
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that there is nothing in 18a34-b9 which indicates that the fatalist

makes use of the claim that the present is necessary.

In fact, in his

account of DI. 9 Gaskin makes no attempt to find such a claim in

18a34-b9. The way he imports this premiss in his interpretation is

via construing 19a23-4 as giving us a statement of this thesis.58

Hence, given Gaskin's inability to find a statement of this thesis in

18a34-b9, I would like to submit that his suggestion

is (at best)

problematic. As far as Sorabji's suggestion is concerned, it seems to

me that there is no evidence whatsoever which may be cited in its

support. Putatively, the place where the past seems to creep into

the fatalist's first argument is 18bl-2: 'and if it is white or is not

white, then 1t was true to say or deny this'/kal € éom Aeuxdv [ ou

\eukdy, d\nfes NV odvar 1) amoddavar.’® However, as

earlier on, viz. fn. 41, the text should be emended to read:

L)

indicated

KAl €l éam

Aeukdr 1| oU Aeukdv, d\nB&s | davar 1) amoddvar. The reason I think the

second reading is the correct one, is the material in 18b2-3. As we

have seen, in these lines Aristotle states that: if it is not the case

that x is F, then it is false to say that x is F;and if it is false to say

that x is F, then it is not the case that x is F. Given that

content of 18b2-3, then it is reasonable to assume that

this is the

18a39-b2

states the parallel case for true statements: if it is true to say that x

is/is not F, then it must be the case that x is/is not F; and,

case that x is/is not F, then it is true to say that x is/not

get this out of 18a39-b2, we need to read 18bl-2

if it is the
F. But, to

suggested

above. That is, we need to read it as saying that: 'if it is [the case

58 See Gaskin 1995: ch. 4. I will come back to this point in part VI.

59 See, for example, Ackrill's translation in Ackrill, 1963: 50.
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that it is] white or not white, then it is either true to say or to deny
this'. In short, my position is that there is only one point where we
may say that the past enters into the fatalist's (first) argument;
namely, v at 18b2.60 As was just explained, though, the text makes
more sense if instead of nv at 18b2 we read 1. Obviously, if this
suggestion is adopted then 18a34-b9 does not seem to contain any
reference to the past. Hence, I would like to submit that Sorabji's

proposal lacks the required textual support.

Time now to turn to the fatalist's second argument which

comes in the passage 18b9-16:

[18b9] Again, if it is white [10] now it was true to say earlier that it
would be white; so that it was always true [11] to say of anything that
has happened that it would be so (ému el & mi Aeukdv viv, dAnéés nv eimeilv
mpérepor OTL €oTar Aeukdv, WoTe ael aAnBEs W elmelv o6Tolv TGV yevopévwv STL
éoTw N &ortar). But if it was always [12] true to say that it was so, or
would be so, it could not not be so, [13] or not be going to be so (el & act
aixnBés v elmelv 8m &otw 0 €oTal, oUX oldv Te TolTo uWh €lvar  oUuSE  uq
€gecBar). But if something cannot not happen it is impossible for it not
to (14] happen; and if it is impossible for something not to happen it is
necessary for it to happen (3 &8& uh oldv 7Te ph yevéobar, dddvartov i
vevéaBalr & 8& abivatov pun yevéobai, dvdyxn yevéoBair). Everything [15] that
will be, therefore, happens necessarily (dwavta olv Ta éodpeva dvaykaiov
yevéoBal). So nothing will come about as chance has it [16] or by
chance; for if by chance, not of necessity (oU8¢v dpa o6mdrtep ' ETuxev oUGE
and TUYNS' €L yap amd TUxns, OoUKk &£ avdykns).

The prima facie evidence indicates that in this passage the fatalist
does make use of the necessity of the past. In particular, the textual
evidence from 18b9-14 appears to indicate that the fatalist's
position is this: if x is now white, then it was true to say earlier that
x would be white; the past is necessary; given the past (and thus
necessary) truth of our prediction, it follows that x could not have

failed to be white.

60 It should be noted that #v at 18b2 has long been suspected of being a
corruption of 1. For further details on this point, see Gaskin, 1995: 27, and esp.
fn. 15.
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What seems to tell against this reconstruction of 18b9-14 is
the material in 18b14-6. Under the reading outlined above, 18b9-
14 turns out be an argument to the effect that the past (and thus
necessary) truth of a prediction which has already occurred, and
which relates to a state of affairs that obtains now, renders this
state of affairs necessary -- in the sense that it could not have failed
to obtain. The problem is that in 18b14-5 Aristotle goes on to state
that given what was just said, viz. 18b9-14, it follows that
'‘everything that will be ... happens necessarily’. It should be clear,
however, that if we accept the suggested reading of 18b9-14 then
the stated conclusion does not follow. Under the reconstruction
outlined here, all this passage can be said to establish is that the
present states of affairs are necessary -- again, in the sense that
their occurrence could not have been prevented.

Given what was noted above, I think that it is plausible to
assume that in 18b9ff we get an argument which picks things up
from where they were left off in 18a34-b9. What [ mean by this is
that the fatalist's intention in 18b9-16 1is to argue as follows: If a
prediction is true, regardless of whether this prediction relates to a
state of affairs that obtains now or to a still later state of affairs,
then the predicted event cannot fail to obtain. In other words, my
suggestion 1is that 18b9-16 1is a continuation of the discussion in
18a34-b9 which is intended to make the following point. If a
prediction is to be said to be true, then the predicted event cannot
fail to obtain, regardless of when, in relation to the absolute now,

either the prediction or that event occurs.
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If the suggestion made above is accepted, then we can see
that, despite appearances to the contrary, the necessity of the past
does not enter into the second fatalist argument. To be more
specific, my proposal is that in 18b9-14 Aristotle may be taken to
be saying that: of two contradictory predictions which have already
occurred, and which relate to a present state of affairs, one must
have been true and the other false (by RCP); given that one of these
predictions was indeed true, then its truth maker, which obtains
now, could not have failed to obtain; if it was possible for its truth
maker to fail to obtain, then we would not have been able to say
that the prediction was true. What we also need to keep in mind at
this point is that the fatalist has it that a parallel line of reasoning
applies to contradictory predictions which relate to a future state of
affairs (18a34-b9). It seems, then, that the fatalist's position is that
(a) the applicability of RCP to contradictory predictions concerning
present states of affairs shows that the present states of affairs
were (pre-)determined, and (b) the applicability of RCP to
predictions concerning future events shows that the future is also
fixed. On the basis of (a)-(b), I would like to submit, the fatalist

goes on to assert that '... nothing will come about as chance has it or
by chance’, because of any two contradictory predictions, regardless
of whether these relate to present or future states of affairs, one
is/was true and the other false.6!

What remains to be seen is how Aristotle responds to the

argument(s) for fatalism. Before we do this, however, we have to go

61 See fn. 57.
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over the Stagirite's discussion of a certain attempt to resolve this
problem (18b16-25), and some further comments on the fatalist

position (18b26-19a6).

IV.A firstattempttorebut fatalism:

In DI. 9. 18b17-25, Aristotle rejects one possible answer to
the threat of fatalism. To be more specific, in this passage he states
that:

[18b17] Nor, however, can we say that neither is true -- that it [18]

neither will be nor will not be so. For, firstly, though the affirmation

is [19] false the negation is not true, and though the negation is false
the [20] affirmation, on this view, is not true. Moreover, if it [21] is
true to say that something is white and large, both have to hold of it,
and if [22] true that they will hold tomorrow, they will have to hold
tomorrow; and if it neither will be [23] nor will not be the case
tomorrow, then there is no ‘'as chance has it'. Take [24] a sea battle: it
would /fiave neither to happen nor [25] not to happen.
What seems to be sufficiently clear is that in 18b17-18 Aristotle
proposes to consider the suggestion that the fatalist may be
answered if we assume that both members of an antiphasis of
future singulars are false. Putatively, if this suggestion is accepted,
then one may block the key premiss in the argument for fatalism,
namely, the claim that RCP holds of future singulars. As the
Stagirite goes on to point out, however, there are two problems with
this proposal. First, if the affirmation is false and the negation is
also false, then the objection at hand leads to contradiction (18b18-
20). Consider, for example, the contradictory pair [4 =] There will be
a sea battle tomorrow' - [B =] 'There will not be a sea battle
tomorrow'. If both A4 and B are false, then it follows that (a) it is
true that a sea battle will not take place tomorrow, and (b) it is also

true that a sea battle will take place tomorrow. This is clearly a
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contradiction. Second, if we go ahead and assume that both A4 and B
are false, then the fatalist's conclusion follows anyway (18b20-5).
That is to say, the 'argument from truth to necessity (falsity to
impossibility) would still hold, and it would be necessary for the
event both not to happen and not not to happen' (Ackrill, 1963:
137).62

To sum-up, it appears that Aristotle thinks that stipulating
that both members of an antiphasis of future singulars are false will
not do to rebut the argument(s) for fatalism. As we will see in what
follows, he will proceed to suggest a different objection to fatalism.
Before he does this, however, he will add a few more comments on

his opponent's thesis.

V. Moreon fatalism:

Perhaps the least commented on part of DI. 9 is the passage
18b26-19a6. In his notes on the chapter, Ackrill devotes only a few
lines to this passage. Similarly, in Whitaker's recent study of the
book 18b26-19a6 receives very little attention.63

In 18b26-19a6, Aristotle presents a discussion which is
intended to further elucidate the fatalist's thesis. Let us see how

this discussion goes:
[18b26] These and others like them are the absurdities that follow [27]
if it is necessary, for every affirmation and negation either about [28]
universals spoken of universally or about particulars, [29] that cne of
the opposites be true and the other false, and that nothing [30] of what
happens 1is as chance has it, but everything ([31] is and happens of
necessity. So there would be no need to deliberate [32] or to take
trouble (thinking that if we do this, this will happen, [33] but if we do

62 For further details on the analysis of 18b17-25 outlined above, see Ackrill,
1963: 135, 137. See also the discussion in Gaskin, 1995: 28-9, and esp. fn. 22.
63 See Ackrill, 1963: 137, and Whitaker, 1996: 118-9.
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not, it will not). For there is nothing to prevent someone’'s [34] having
said ten thousand years beforehand that this would be the case, and
another's having [35] denied it; so that whichever of the two was true
to [36] say then, will be the case of necessity. Nor, of course, does it
make any difference whether any people uttered {371 the
contradictory statements or not (aAxa pfiv old&¢ Tolto Guadéper, €l Twes
elmov Thv avridacww | un etmov). For clearly this is how the actual things
[38] are even if someone did not affirm it and another deny it (§qrov vyap
81t oltws €xer T& mpdypata, Kdv pf 6 pév katadron Tu & 8& amodroy). Foritis
not [39] because of the affirming or denying that it will be or will not
be the case, nor is it a question [19al] of ten thousand years
beforehand rather than any other time (oU6& y&ap 6& 16 kaTapaBivar T
amopaBivar €otat §| olx EoTay oU8 ' els puplooTOv &Tos HENOV 1| &v OTocwolv
xpovw). Hence, if in the whole [2] of time things were so that one or the
other was true, it was necessary [3] for this to happen, and for the state
of things always to be such [4] that everything that happens happens
of necessity (dor ' el év dnavm T xpdéve olTws cixev dote TO ETepov
ainbBedechar, avaykailov nv TolTo yevéoBai, Kal €kacTov TGV yevoulvwy ael olTws
E€xew dorte & avdykns yevécbar). For what anyone has truly said [5]
would be the case cannot not happen; and of what happens it was [6]

always true to say that it would be the case (8§ Te ydp aAnfés elné ms ST
oTar, oly olov Te phf yevéoBar kal To yevdpevov aindés nv elmelr ael §Tu
&oTar).

In the first few lines of this passage, viz. 18b26-31, Aristotle tells us
that from the universal applicability of RCP, and the ensuing
absence of contingency, there seem to follow certain 'absurdities'
(édToma).5* The rest of the passage, 18b31ff, elaborates on this claim
and in the process adds some new comments on fatalism.

The first new comment on fatalism comes in 18b31-6. In
these lines, the Stagirite explains that the fatalist's thesis has some
implications for human action. As he notes, if it is indeed the case
that everything happens of necessity, then there is no need to
deliberate about anything. To be more specific, the point Aristotle
is trying to make here is this. Deliberation is about what is in our

power, and it depends on the openness of alternative courses of

64 Apparently, Aristotle thinks that the absurdity that follows from the
fatalist position is that deliberation is futile. In other words, it seems that 'ra
pev &0 ocuvppalvovra droma Taita ...' refers to the material in 18b31ff and not to

some previous discussion. See also Ackrill, 1963: 137.
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action.> The fatalist, however, maintains that nothing prevents
someone having predicted ten thousand years ago that I will do
something, and someone else having predicted the opposite.
Putatively, if this is the case, and given that RCP applies
universally, then my action (or its opposite) cannot fail to come
about.66 Thus, Aristotle's fatalist goes on to claim, if it is indeed the
case that the future is not open then it follows that deliberation is
futile. And this conclusion, the Stagirite has already told us, is
patently absurd (18b26-31).

As we have just seen, the fatalist holds that of any pair of
contradictory predictions concerning human action one must be true
and the other false; given that this is the case, then it follows that all
human actions are necessary -- in the sense that they are
unpreventable.67 In 18b36-8, however, Aristotle goes on to add,
again propria voce, that the fatalist's position would not be
hampered even if nobody 'uttered’ (einov) the relevant statements.
That is to say, the claim is that the inevitability of my action, let us
say, going/not going to the swimming pool later on today, is not
dependent on whether some people have uttered the relevant

contradictory statements.

65 For more details on Aristotle's views on deliberation, see Nichomachean
Ethics (NE)T. 3, and esp. 1113b3-22.

66 The fatalist argument here is essentially the same as the one in 18a34-b9.
There is nothing which prevents A having predicted ten thousand years ago
that I will go swimming today, and B having predicted that I will not. Given
the fact that RCP applies unrestrictedly, it follows that one of them mustr be
right. Suppose that A is right. If this is the case, then my action cannot fail
to come about.

67 See fns 57 and 66.
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The question we need to consider here is how we are to
understand the material in 18b36-8. The discussion in 18a28-b36
shows that the fatalist's argument takes its start from certain facts
about language and truth: if RCP applies to future singulars, and
given the truth conditions for statements such as 'Fp' - '~Fp', then it
follows that the future is fixed. Nevertheless, in 18b36-8 Aristotle
tells us that the fatalist takes it that the future is fixed even if no
one has uttered the relevant statements. In other words, the
fatalist maintains that a future state of affairs 4 is (now)
determined, even if there are no relevant contradictory statements.
Does this tell against our reconstruction of 18a28-b36? In 18b38-
19a3, Aristotle tells us that the fatalist's position is roughly this.
Suppose that things in the world are and/or have been such that
make it so that one of 'Fp'- '~Fp'is true and the other false (19al-
2). Furthermore, suppose that these present/past conditions make
it necessary that 'Fp'is the member of the antiphasis which is true.
If this much is right, then it is necessary for the state of affairs 4,
which is described by 'Fp’, to come about (19a2-3). In other words,
it seems that the fatalist's view is this. There are certain present
and past state of affairs which necessitate the coming to be of a
future state of affairs A. Naturally, the puzzle we are faced with at
this point is whether the necessitarianist of DI. 9 is not really a
logical fatalist, but a causal determinist whose views are akin to
those examined in Mer. E. 3. More specifically, the question is
whether at 18b36ff Aristotle's opponent makes a sudden shift in his

line of argumentation. The answer, I think, is to be found in: (a) the
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claim of 18b36-8 that the future event A4 is fixed even if nobody has
uttered the relevant contradictory statements, and (b) the phrasing
of 19al-3 -- dote a & dmavmi TG xpdvw olTws €lxev dote TS ETepov
dAnBelecBan, avaykailov Wv TolTo vyevéoBar. It is clear enough that the
theorist of DI. 9 holds that what necessitates the future event A4 is
not the fact that some people uttered the statements 'Fp'- '~Fp', but
certain (present and/or) past causal conditions (olitws €lxev doTe ...).
Despite appearances to the contrary, though, this much does not
nullify the argument constructed in 18a28-b36. The evidence from
19a1-3 suggests that the point Aristotle’s opponent is trying to
make is this. The causal conditions which necessitate the coming to
be of the future event 4, make 1t also necessary that one of 'Fp' -
'~Fp' is true and the other false. And, although the fixity of the
future is not dependent on the existence of these statements, the
fact remains that: there are conditions in the world which make it
necessary that the future event 4 will come about; this much entails
that of the two statements 'Fp'- '~Fp'one is (of necessity) true and
the other false; hence, if we were to examine this pair of statements

we would see that the future is (now) fixed.s8

68 For another attempt to connect the argument of D/. 9 with the material
contra causal determinism in Met. E. 3, see White, 1981; esp. 236ff. [There are
two related points which I would like to note here. First, White finds support
for the claim that there is a connection between D/. 9 and Mer. E. 3 in 19a32-35
-- he never mentions the material in 18b36-38. It is not clear at all, though,
that at 19a32-35 Aristotle is trying to present an argument contra causal
determinism; see the discussion in the latter half of part VI. And second,
White takes it that the Stagirite makes no distinction between logical fatalism
and causal determinism. That is, he takes it that DI. 9 gives us another
argument against causal determinism. It is my intention, however, to show
that the discussion in 19a6ff is still focussed against the argument of 18a34-
b9; viz. an argument which takes its start from the claim that RCP applies to
future singulars, without any further consideration of the reasons that
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To sum up, the suggestion here is that Aristotle's opponent
acknowledges that the reason RCP holds of future singulars are
certain present and/or past causal conditions. This much, however,
does not upset the line of reasoning in 18a28-b36. As we have just
seen, the material in 18b36ff may be construed as follows. It is not
the fact that somebody has uttered 'Fp' and somebody else has
uttered '~Fp' that makes the future fixed. Rather, the fixity of the
future is the result of certain present/past causal conditions.
Nevertheless, this fact about reality makes it also necessary that
RCP holds of future singulars. Hence, the fatalist tells us, if one
were to consider a pair of future statements such as 'Fp'- '~Fp', then
one would readily see that the future is fixed. And, I would like to
suggest, the focus of Aristotle's discussion in DI. 9 is an argument
that takes its start from the claim that RCP applies universally, viz.
the argument of 18a34-b9, without any further consideration of the
reasons that putatively justify this claim.

With the remarks of 18b26-19a6, Aristotle also signals that it
is time to turn to the refutation of his opponent's views. In the last
part of the chapter, we will see how the Stagirite goes about this

task.

VI. The Refutation of Fatalism:

Aristotle's response to the fatalist comes in two stretches of

text. In 19a7-22, we get a kind of reductio argument against

(allegedly) justify this claim. To be more specific, in part VI I will argue that
the Stagirite undermines the fatalist's position without importing any
arguments directed against causal determinism. For further discussion of the
connection between D/. 9 and Met. E. 3, see chapter 5.]
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fatalism. And in 19a23-b4, the Stagirite finally explains what is the
correct view to hold on the issue that has given rise to fatalism; viz.
the apportionment of truth values among the members of
antiphases of future singulars. [ will examine these two passages in
turn.

In 19a7-22, the Stagirite launches his attack on fatalism as

follows:

(19a7] But what if this is impossible? For we see that what will be [8]
has an origin both in deliberation and in action, [9] and that, in
general, in things that are not ever-active there is the capacity [10] of
being and not being; here both possibilities are open, both being [11]
and not being, and, consequently, both coming to be and not coming to
be (6pdpev yap 61t &oTw dpxn TOV écopévwv kal amd Tol PouleVeoBar kai Amd
Tol mpafal T, kal OTL BAws éoTw &v Tolg uf del évepyolior TO Suvatdy elvat
Kal ph, &év ols dudw évdéyerar kal TO eclval kal TO i elvay, doTe Kai TO
yevéoBar kat TO uh yevéolar). [12] Many things are obviously like this
(kal moAAa fplv SfAd éoTw oltws &xovra). For example, this [13] cloak is
capable of being cut up, and yet it will not be cut up but [14] will wear
out first. But equally, its not being cut up [15] is also possible, for it
would not be the case that it wore out first [16] unless its not being cut
up were possible. So it is [17] the same with all other events that are
spoken of in terms of this [18] kind of capacity. Clearly, therefore, not
everything is or [19] happens of necessity: some things happen as
chance has it, and of [20] the affirmation and the negation neither is
true rather than the other; with other things it is one rather than the
other and [21] for the most part, but still it is possible for the [22] other
to happen instead (¢avepdv d&pa ETu oUx dmavra é&€ dvdykns oiT ' €oTw olTe
yiyveTar, aila Ta pév omndtep = ETuxe kai oU8&v pdMov 1| | kaTddbaclts [ 7
anddaots AGAndrs, T 8& paAov pEv Kal ws &m To TMOAU BdTepov, oU MY GAR '
évdéxeTar yevécBal kal Bdrepov, 8dTepov 6& pui).

As we have already seen, the fatalist maintains that (it is necessary
that) in every pair of contradictory future singulars one member is
true and the other false (RCP). Furthermore, we have seen that he
argues to the effect that (a) of two contradictory predictions one
must be true -- by RCP, and (b) given that this particular prediction
is true, then what is predicted cannot fail to come about. Putatively,

if this much is right then it follows that the future is fixed, and that
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there is no wuse in deliberating about anything (18b27ff).69
Aristotle's claim in the passage quoted above, however, is that the
future is not fixed, and thus deliberation is not futile (19a7-9). To
see how he reaches his conclusion we will need to pay close
attention to the text.

In 19a9-11, Aristotle introduces, in a rather abbreviated form,
a thesis which plays a key role in his discussions of the related
issues of modality and determinism. In particular, he introduces
the thesis that those entities which are 'not ever-active' (un aet
évepyoiior), as opposed to those which are ever-active, are capable of
both 'being and not being, and, consequently, both coming to be and
not coming to be'. As it is witnessed by other texts, what the
Stagirite is trying to say in 19a9ff is roughly this.’0 There are
certain entities, such as the sun and the other eternal bodies, which
have these characteristics: (a) they have single capacities which are
always actualized, and (b) it is impossible for them to ever stop
exercising these capacities of theirs. For example, the sun has the
capacity for only one kind of motion, viz. motion in a circle, and it is
impossible for it to ever stop exercising this capacity. On the other
hand, there are entities, like the transient individuals in the
sublunary realm, which have the following characteristics:

(1) They have double (passive) capacities. For example, this cloak here

has the capacity to be cut up this afternoon, or not be cut up this
afternoon.

(2) The entities in this category may end up exercising either of the
two options open to them.

(3) No matter which option these entities may end up exercising, they
cannot exercise it sempiternally.

69 See fn. 57.
70 See fn. 71.
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As Aristotle explains at several places, the main difference between
these two classes of entities is this. The future of all ever-active
entities is fixed. The sun has the capacity to move in its sphere, and
1t is not possible for it to ever cease doing so. Hence, it is safe to say
that of the statements 'The sun will move in a circle tomorrow' -
'The sun will not move in a circle tomorrow’, the former is now true
whereas the latter is now false. On the other hand, the future of
those entities which are not ever-active 1is open. Take the case of
this cloak here; it has the capacity to wear out, but it does not have
to do so -- it may be cut up before it wears out. And as we will
soon see, the Stagirite takes it that the very nature of entities such
as the cloak is what spells trouble for the fatalist's position.”!

What we need to note at this point is that Aristotle's
illustration of the claim that there are entities whose future is not
fixed, viz. the case of the cloak, is problematic. To be more specific,
in 19al2-6 the Stagirite says that there are many things which have
double (passive) capacities. Take, for instance, this cloak here.
According to Aristotle, it is possible for this cloak to be cut up, even
if it is never cut up, but wears out first. As should be clear from
19a216-22, the point he is trying to bring out here is this. In the
case of a transient thing, such as a cloak, it is not (metaphysically)
fixed that it will wear out, or that it will be cut up instead.
Putatively, in the case of the cloak both possibilities are now open.

That is to say, neither of the two available options is (now) fixed.

71 Aristotle spells out the details of the distinction summarized here in a
number of texts. See, for example, De Caelo (DC) A. 2-3, T. 1, GCB. 11, and Mez.
E.2, ©. 8. This issue will be discussed in some detail in chapter 5. See also the
discussion in chapter 1, esp. part IV.
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The problem with the presentation of the cloak example, though, is
that it is phrased in such a way that it does not do much to dispel
the threat of fatalism. What Aristotle needs to do to rebut fatalism
is to show that in the case of events which relate to things which are
not ever-active there are no anterior truths available. In 19al12-4,
however, he concedes to the fatalist one crucial point. He says that
... 1t is possible for this cloak to be cut up, and yet it will not be cut
up but wil/l wear out first. In other words, he concedes that it is
true that the cloak will wear out. Given this much, the fatalist can
easily go on to reason that: it is nor possible for this cloak to be cut
up; in fact, given the truth of the statement 'This cloak will wear
out', it follows that the relevant state of affairs is unpreventable.?2
The fact that (the phrasing of) Aristotle’'s cloak example is
problematic need not detain us here. What is important to note for
our present purposes is that in 19a7-22 the Stagirite argues that: (a)
fatalism has it that everyrhing happens of necessity?3; (b) if the
fatalist is right, then there i1s no need to deliberate about anything -
- deliberation requires that the future is open; (c) it should be
evident, however, that there are cases where the future cannot be
said to be fixed; namely, the cases where we have events relating to

things which are not ever-active; (d) given that (c) is true, then it

72 One suggestion which might explain the problems with the case of the
cloak, is that Aristotle is here confusing fatalism with determinism.
Obviously, the cloak example works quite well in showing that the principle
of plenitude does not apply in the case of transient things in the sublunary
realm. That is, it shows that in their case we have unactualized possibilities.
As was noted above, though, it is not clear at all how this example, as it is

phrased in 19al2-16, may show fatalism to be problematic. For further
discussion of the points brought up here, see Gaskin, 1995: ch. 7, and esp. pp.
54-61.

73 See fn. 57.
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follows that deliberation is not pointless. What is also important to
note here is that in 19a19-22 Aristotle states that the events which
relate to things that are not ever-active, are divided into two
categories:

(1) Events which happen 'by chance' (éndrtep ' &Tuxe).

(2) Events which happen 'for the most part' (bs é&émi 76 mwoAv).

In the final analysis, it seems that in 19a7-22 Aristotle takes it that
it is self-evident that fatalism 1is a problematic thesis. As he
repeatedly states in this passage, it is evident, presumably from
sensory observation (6pdpev .. dm), that there are certain future
events, viz. those that involve entities that are not ever-active,
which are not now determined.’# What remains to be seen, of
course, is how the Stagirite will employ the material in 19a7-22 to
address the issue which has given rise to the whole discussion in DI.
9; namely, the issue of what is the correct view to hold concerning
the apportionment of truth values among the members of
antiphases of future singulars.

Before I move on to the final passage of DI. 9, viz. 19a23-b4, 1
would like to make a note concerning Gaskin's approach to 19al8-
22. In his commentary on these lines, he expresses some concern
regarding the statistical notions Aristotle introduces here. As was
indicated above, in 19al8-22 the Stagirite states that (a) when it

]

comes to things that happen by chance, '... of the affirmation and the

(4

negation neither is true rather than the other' -- oU8&v upaaov H 4

Y ’

Katdoacts N M anddacis andis (19a19-20), and (b) with other things 'it

74 The situation here is quite similar to the one we get in Mer. E. 3. That is, the
Stagirite does not give us a full discussion of the claim that '(it is evident) that
there are certain entities whose future is not fixed'. See also the discussion in
chapter I, esp. part IV. I will come back to this issue in chapter 5.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



95

is one rather than the other and for the mnost part, but still it is
possible for the other to happen instead' -- T& 68& pé&Mov kal wg &mi To
TIOAU BdTepov, ol pnv AGAN ~ é&vdéxetar yevéoBar kal BdTtepov, BdTepov 8 pij
(19a20-2). Gaskin takes it that the proponents of C, and AR, may
assume that what is going on in 19al19-20 is this:

. 'm@xxov' (19al19) would mean 'rather than'; and the 'katddacrs' and

'‘andoaocts’ would have to be understood as FCSs, since in the case of an

antiphasis of the form 'A sea battle is taking place (has taken place) - a

sea battle is not taking place (has not taken place)’ one member is true

rather than the other.

(Gaskin, 1995: 37)

It seems to me, though, that no such reading of the text is needed.
It should be clear from the material in 19a7-18 that Aristotle's
concern here is with future statements concerning things which will
happen by chance. Thus, I submit that what the Stagirite is trying
to say here is that when it comes to such kinds of predictions it is
not the case that the affirmation rather than the negation is (now)
true (or false).’ What Gaskin finds to be problematic, however, is
19a20-2. As he points out, the material in these lines seems to
imply that Aristotle wants to say that there are some future
antiphases where one member is true more often than the other.

L}

Then, he goes on to add that this claim is ... of course irrelevant as a
move against the fatalist' (Gaskin, 1995: 38). In what follows, I will
show that the material in 19a23ff can do two things. It can justify
my reading of 19a19-20, and it can also show that 19a20-2 does not
make a claim which is irrelevant to the argument contra fatalism.

Let us now turn to Aristotle's discussion in the last passage of

DI. 9:

75 T will explain what this means when we get to the analysis of 19a23ff.
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[19a23] What is, necessarily is, when it is; and what is not, necessarily
is not, [24] when it is not (70 p&v olv elvar Td dv STav 0 Kal TO uh Sv uj
elvar Stav ph § avdykn). But not everything that is, necessarily is; and
not [25] everything that is not, necessarily is not. For to say that
everything that is, is of [26] necessity, when it is, is not the same as
saying unconditionally(/unqualifiedly) that it is of necessity (oU yap
TalTévy éoTL TOo Ov dnav elvar &£ avdykns &te EoTw, Kal TO ATMAGS e€lvar &£
avdykns). Similarly [27] with what is not. And the same account (6 auvTds
Adyos) holds for contradictories: [28] everything necessarily is or is
not, and will be [29] or will not be; but one cannot divide (8ierdvra) and
say that one or the other is necessary. I mean, [30] for example: it is
necessary for there to be or not to be a sea battle tomorrow; [31] but it
is not necessary for a sea battle to take place tomorrow, nor for [32]
one not to take place -- though it is necessary for one to take place or
not to take place. So, [33] since statements are true according to how
the actual things are, it is clear that [34] wherever these are such as to
allow of contraries as chance has it, [35] the same necessarily holds for
the contradictories also. This happens with [36] things that are not
always so or are not always not so (Smep ocupBalver émt Tols uh del olow §
pi ael pf olow). With these it is necessary for [37] one or the other of
the contradictories to be true or false -- not, [38] however, this one or
that one, but as chance has it; or for one to be true rather [39] than the
other, yet not already true or false (toltwv yap avdyxn piv 6drepov udprov
Ths dvTiddoews dAndés elvar § Yeldos, ol pévror T8¢ §| Td8e &AN ° omwéTep
ETuxev, kal Wa&Aov pév aindf Thv éTépav, ou pévror N8y aindf N Peudi).
Clearly, then, [19b1] it is not necessary that of every affirmation and
opposite negation [2] one should be true and the other false (dore &firov
OTL oUK avdyKn mdons xaTaddoews Kal AamoPdcews TOV AvTkelpévwy ThHy pév
aAn8fi Thv 8¢ weusi elvair). For what holds [3] for things that are does not
hold for things that are not but may possibly [4] be or not be; with
these it is as we have said (o0 yap domep &mi Tov SvTwv olTws &xel kal émni
TOV pR Svtwr, Suvatdr 88 elvar § un elval, & AN’ @omep €lpnTan).

According to G. Fine, who advocates a version of S76, the key to
understanding what Aristotle is trying to do in 19a23-b4 is to be
found in the first five lines of the passage.’?” She notes that in

19a23-7 the Stagirite considers four claims:
(1) It is necessary that what is, when it is, is.
(2) It is necessary that what is not, when it is not, is not.
(3) Of what is, it is necessary without qualification that it is.
(4) Of what is not, it is necessary without qualification that it is not.7 8

76 See Fine, 1984: esp. pp. 34-5.

77 What follows in the next few paragraphs is a summary of Fine, 1984: 24-37.
78 This, viz. (1)-(4), is how Fine analyses 19a23-7; see Fine, 1984: 24. At this
point, I would like to note that her analysis of the text is at best inaccurate. I
will explain what the correct reading of 19a23-7 is later on.
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Putatively, what Aristotle wants us to see here is that (1) is a
statement of necessitas consequentiae, whereas (3) is a statement of
necessitas consequentis. That is to say, he wants us to see that (1) is

to be read as
(5) Necessarily (if p then p).

whereas (3) is to be read as
(6) If p then necessarily p.79

To support the claim that this is what Aristotle is trying to do in
19a23-7 Fine goes on to point out two things. First, she notes that it
should be clear that the Stagirite considers (l) to be a statement
which expresses qualified necessity. To be more specific, she
contends that we can gather this much from 19a25-6, where
Aristotle plainly states that the necessity expressed by (1) is to be
contrasted with unconditional/unqualified necessity. And second,
she cites a couple of places in the corpus, where Aristotle seems to
indicate that: (a) the logical representation of qualified necessity is:
'Necessarily (f p then g), and (b) the logical representation of
unconditional necessity is: 'Necessarily p'.80

Naturally, the question that arises here is this: 'What does this
discussion concerning the logical form of modal statements have to
do with the problem of fatalism?'. Fine goes on to argue that what
we need to notice at this point is that in 19a23-7 Aristotle is
essentially trying to draw our attention to a logical mistake. To be

more specific, her thesis is this. In 19a23-7, the Stagirite tells us

79 Likewise, (2) is a statement of necessitas consequentiae and is to be read as
'Necessarily (if not-p then not-p), and (4) is a statement of necessitas
consequentis and is to be read as 'If not-p then necessarily not-p'.

80 The texts Fine uses to this purpose are Prior Analytics (APr.) A.10. 30b31-
40, and Phys. B. 9. 200a15-22. For further details on her discussion of these
texts, see Fine, 1984: 27-9.
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that many times we are faced with sentences of the form 'if p then

necessarily ¢g'. Apparently, this sentence may be

read in two

different ways; it can be read as a statement of necessitas

consequentiae, or as a statement of necessitas

consequentis.

Aristotle's warning is that if we read it as necessitas consequentiae

then, given p, one may infer that g, but nor that ¢

That is to say, his warning is that under this reading

is necessary.

of the first

premise, we cannot validly infer that q is

‘'unconditionally/unqualifiedly’ (anAds) necessary. In
Fine's claim is that the purpose of 19a23-7 is to warn u

forms of fallacious arguments:
(I) Necessarily (if p then p)
p

. Necessarily p

(IT) Necessarily (if not-p then not-p)
not-p

.-. Necessarily not-p

more detail,

S against two

What remains to be seen, of course, is how this much relates to the

material in 19a27ff and the problem of fatalism.

Fine points out that 19a27-32 begins with the claim that

‘there is the same argument (6 adTds Adyos) with the contradiction'.8!

Furthermore, she notes that in 19a28-32 Aristotle

consider statements of the form:
(7) Necessarily (p or not-p)

goes on to

Putatively, his contention in the passage under consideration is that

when it comes to statements like this we need to g

some illicit forms of inference. In particular, he warns

81 This is Fine's own translation of 19a27-8; see Fine, 1984: 29.
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cannot 'divide' (&wexdvrta) (7), and say that . one or the other is
necessary’ (19a29). According to Fine, what the Stagirite is trying to
say here is this. From (7) and the truth of ‘p' one may infer 'p', but
not 'necessarily p'. And similarly, from (7) and the truth of 'not-p’
one may infer 'not-p’, but not 'necessarily not-p'. More precisely,
Fine's proposal is that in 19a27-32 Aristotle is trying to warn us

that we should guard against the following forms of invalid

inference:
(IIT) Necessarily (p or not-p)
P

... Necessarily p

(IV) Necessarily (p or not-p)
not-p

.. Necessarily not-p

Finally, Fine adds to this that Aristotle is perfectly justified to say
that the argument we get in 19a27-32 is the same as the one we get
in 19a23-7. As she proceeds to claim, this is so because (a) the
second premisses and conclusions of (I) and (III), and of (II) and
(IV), are the same, and (b) if conditionals are equivalent to
disjunctions, then it is also the case that the first premiss of (I)
implies, or is equivalent to, the first premiss of (III), and the first
premiss of (II) implies, or is equivalent to, the first premiss of
(IV).82

After stating this much, Fine goes on to deal with 19a32-9.
She notes that in this passage Aristotle draws our attention to

statements of the form:
(8) Necessarily (p is true or not-p is true)

82 For further details on (a) and (b), see Fine, 1984: 30.
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Then, she goes on to claim that in 19a32-9 the Stagirite warns us
against two other forms of invalid inference:

(V) Necessarily (p is true or not-p is true)
p is true

. p is necessarily true

(VI) Necessarily (p is true or not-p is true)
not-p

-. not-p is necessarily true
In other words, her contention is that the point Aristotle is trying to
make in 19a32-9 is that (V) and (VI) ought to be rejected because
they commit the same kind of modal fallacy found in (I)-(VI). As
she puts it, the modal operator 'has again been illicitly transferred
from a disjunction to its individual disjuncts’ (Fine, 1984: 32).

The next question we need to consider is how Fine's analysis
of 19a23-39 relates to what Aristotle is supposed to be doing here.
That is, we need to see how this passage, under Fine's
interpretation, may be construed as a response to the fatalist. Fine
begins to address this issue by considering the following question:
'Why does Aristotle illustrate the same fallacy three times?'. Her
answer is that in 19a23-32 Aristotle is 'softening us up' (Fine, 1984:
32). As she points out, it is relatively easy to see that (I)-(IV) are
fallacious. (V) and (VI), however, may be mistaken for valid
inferences. As we have seen, (V) and (VI), unlike (I)-(IV), make

explicit mention of truth. Thus, one '... may be tempted - indeed,
many have been tempted - to suppose that considerations of truth
do have fatalistic implications, that one can move from truth to

necessity' (Fine, 1984: 32). In 19a32-39, Fine claims, Aristotle
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shows us that this temptation is to be resisted. In this passage he
argues that given the fact that (I)-(IV) are fallacious, then it follows
that (V) and (VI) are also fallacious. In short, Fine's thesis is this.
If one accepts that (V) and (VI) are valid inferences, then one is
only a short step away from fatalism. That is, if we substitute 'p' -
‘'not-p' in (V) and (VI) with 'Fp' - '~Fp', then these two inferences
seem to lead us from a disjunction of two future statements to the
necessary truth of one of these statements. And Aristotle's
response, according to Fine, is that to guard against the threat of
fatalism we need to be aware of the fact that (V)-(VI), like (I)-(IV),
are invalid inferences.33

Fine's reconstruction of 19a23-39 may appear to be quite
plausible. The fact of the matter, however, is that it faces a number
of problems. I will not attempt to rehearse all of these difficulties
here.8¢ I think that what is sufficient to point out is that her
reconstruction of 19a23-39 falls apart as soon as one attempts to
place it in the context of the discussion in DI. 7-9. The textual
evidence suggests that DI. 9 is a continuation of the discussion in DI
7-8. That is, the collective textual evidence suggests that in this
chapter Aristotle intends to show that there is one more exception
to RCP; viz. antiphases which are composed of future singular
statements. Furthermore, we have seen that the Stagirite clearly
states that he is to achieve his intended goal by showing that if we

do accept that RCP holds of future singulars, then we will be forced

83 For further details on the part of Fine's argument described in this
paragraph, see Fine, 1984: section V, and esp. pp. 32-3.

84 Quite a few of these difficulties are discussed in some detail in Gaskin, 1995:
ch. 4, esp. pp 32-3; ch. 5, esp. pp. 36-7, 44-6.
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to embrace fatalism along with all its absurd consequences. In
other words, all the indications are that Aristotle does not think that
the fatalist's argument is invalid. From the analysis of 18a28-
19a23, it should be evident that what he finds to be problematic is
the key premiss in the fatalist argument: the claim that RCP holds
unqualifiedly of future singulars. Hence, if this much is right then it
would seem that Fine's analysis cannot be right. That is, it seems to
fail to reconstruct the text in a way which conforms to the
announced purpose of the chapter in 18a28-35. In fact, it leaves
intact the one thing Aristotle explicitly says he is not willing to
grant the fatalist: The claim that RCP holds (unqualifiedly) of future
singulars.

How are we, then, to understand Aristotle's discussion in
19a23-b4? To make sense of what is going on in this last passage
of DI. 9, we need to remind ourselves of the elements of the
argument leading up to this point. In the opening paragraph of DI
9, viz. 18a28-33, the Stagirite tells us that RCP does not apply
unqualifiedly to future singulars. In 18a34-bl6, he proceeds to
explain that if one accepts that this rule does hold of future
singulars unqualifiedly, then one will also have to accept that the
future is fixed. What is particularly important to keep in mind,
though, is what Aristotle has to say in 18b26-19a22. In 18b26-33,
he presents us with a kind of lazy argument: if the fatalist is right,
viz. if the universal applicability of RCP entails that the future is
fixed, then there is no need to deliberate or take trouble over

anything. And in 19a7-22, he goes on to assert that deliberation is
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a genuine cause of future events. He claims that what shows us that
deliberation is not pointless is the fact that observation reveals that
there are many things in the world which will not happen of
necessity (19al18-9). To be more specific, Aristotle's argument in
18b26-19a22 is this. If the fatalist is right, that is to say if the
future is fixed, then there is no need to deliberate. Deliberation
requires that the future is open. But it is evident that the fatalist
cannot be right. Obviously, there are all sorts of things which will
not happen of necessity; viz. the events which involve entities that
are not ever-active. Hence, deliberation is not pointless.

To put things in slightly different terms, it would seem that by
19a22 Aristotle has provided us with a reductio argument against
fatalism. That is, the Stagirite appears to think that his audience
can see that (a) it is evident that there are many things which do
not happen of necessity, viz. the events which involve the transient
things in the sublunary realm, and (b) if (a) is true, then it should
be clear that the fatalist's thesis, that the future is fixed, is
untenable. Now, if the fatalist's thesis is untenable, then the basis
for his argument, viz. the claim that RCP holds of future singulars
unqualifiedly, must be problematic. Given this much, it is natural to
expect that in 19a23ff we will get an argument which explains what
is the correct way to apportion truth values among contradictory
future singulars.

What seems to be the greatest source of puzzlement for the
interpreters of DI. 9. 19a23-b4 are the lines 19a23-7. Gaskin

suggests that in this passage, and in particular in 19a23-4, Aristotle
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gives us his own statement of a claim which he accepts from the
fatalist: if it is now true that Fp, then it is now unpreventable that
Fp. That is to say, Gaskin suggests that the Stagirite is here
expressing his agreement with the fatalist on the claim that the
present is necessary.83 I do not intend to challenge Gaskin's
assertion that Aristotle does endorse the thesis that the present
(and the past) are necessary.86 At the same time, though, I am not
prepared to concede that this is what is at the core of the fatalist
argument in DJI. 9. As was explained earlier on, there is no point in
the presentation of the fatalist argument(s) in 18a34-bl16 where the
thesis of the necessity of the present (or the past) gets utilized.
Hence, I submit that it is a mistake to take the material in 19a23-4
to be Aristotle’s own statement of one of the premisses in the
fatalist argument.

What I think Aristotle is trying to say in 19a23-7 is this.
Where he states that 'what is, necessarily is, when it is' (19a23), I
propose that we read: if a state of affairs obtains now, then this
state of affairs 1is necessary in the sense that it is irrevocable.
Furthermore, I would like to suggest that the reason he brings up
the necessity of the present, is not so that he can give his own
version of a premiss in the fatalist argument. The reason he brings

up the issue of this kind of necessity, which (for our present

85 See Gaskin, 1995: 46-8, and chs 8 & 9.

86 Gaskin examines a number of places in the corpus, other than DI. 9
(19a23ff), where the Stagirite appears to express his commitment to the thesis
of the necessity of the present; see Gaskin, 1995: ch. 9. Although I don't think
that all of these texts succeed in advancing Gaskin's cause, I have to concede
that at least some of them, viz. Rhetoric (Rhet.) T. 17. 1418a4-5 and Met. E. 3,
show that Aristotle was indeed committed to this controversial thesis.
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purposes) we may label as 'qualified necessity’, is so that he can
contrast it with 'unconditional'/'unqualified’ (anAds) necessity. To be
more specific, in 19a23-7 the Stagirite explicitly states that the fact
that something is qualifiedly necessary does not mean that it is also
unconditionally necessary (19a25-6). The question that remains to
be addressed, of course, is this: 'What role does this point play in the
context of DI. 9. 19a23ff?".

To answer the question just posed, we need to return, for a
moment, to the discussion in 19a7-22. As we have already seen, in
this passage Aristotle makes his distinction between (a) things
which will happen of necessity, viz. future events which involve the
entities in the cosmos that are ever-active, and (b) things which will
not happen of necessity, viz. the events which involve the transient
entities in the sublunary realm.87 Furthermore, we have seen that
he divides the events which do not happen of necessity into those
which happen 'by chance' (émdérep’ &ruxe), and those which happen
'for the most part' (s ém T0 moiay). What I would like to submit
here is that the point the Stagirite is trying to make in 19a23-7 is
this. It is true to say that things which happen for the most part, or
by chance, when they do obtain, are necessary in the sense that
they are irrevocable. At the same time, though, we need to guard
against a serious mistake. The fact that a chance or for the most
part event may be said to be necessary when it does obtain does not
mean that that event is unconditionally necessary. To see what this

means, we have to briefly consider the nature of the events

87 See fn. 71.
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Aristotle classifies under the category of things which will happen
of necessity. Take, for example, the case of a heavenly body such as
the sun. Apparently, the Stagirite holds that it is now, and in fact at
all times, ‘'unconditionally necessary' that the sun will be &n
(circular) motion tomorrow morning. And as he points out xEn
Generatione et Corruptione (GC) B. 11, to say that it is now
unconditionally necessary that the sun will be in (circular) motion
tomorrow 1is to say that the aforementioned state of affairs is no w
unpreventable.88  On the other hand, however, it is not no w
unpreventable that there will be a sea battle tomorrow, or that this
cloak will be cut up later on today.

To spell things out a bit, my suggestion is that in 19a23-7
Aristotle advances the following thesis: chance and for the most
part events, viz. events which involve entities that are not ever-
active, can be said to be necessary in the sense that when they do
occur, they are irrevocable. These kinds of events, however, are not
unconditionally necessary. That is to say, they are not the kind of
events which may be said to be unpreventable. For example, it is
not now unpreventable that there will be a sea battle tomorrow. A_s
Aristotle points out elsewhere, e.g. in GC B. 11, this kind of necessity
i1s restricted to a specific kind of events; namely, events which relate

to things that are ever-active.89

88 It is quite clear from the discussion in GC.B. 11 that Aristotle considers th e
necessity/unpreventability of the sun's future motion to be a kind o f
unqualified/unconditional necessity; see esp. GC. 337b10-338b5. I will com e
back to this issue in chapter 5.

89 See fn. 88.
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If this is the distinction Aristotle has in mind in 19a23-7, then
what exactly does he mean when he says that 'the same account
holds for contradictories' (19a27-8)? As we have seen, Fine's
interpretation provides us with an answer to this question. The
standard versions of AR and C, however, have a problem with
accommodating the opening sentence of 19a27-32.90 That is, they
have a problem showing how the discussion in 19a23-7, which is
meant to be part of the answer to the fatalist, contains a line of
reasoning which is of the same kind as the one found in 19a27-32.
It seems to me, though, that we can readily provide a reading for
this last passage which makes sense of the remark at 19a27-8.
What I would like to propose is that the Stagirite's intention in
19a27-32 is to make the following point. It is certainly the case
that it is necessary that either a sea battle will take place tomorrow
or that a sea battle will not take place tomorrow. On the other hand,
it should be noted that it is not legitimate to 'divide' (&iwerdvTa) and
say that it is necessary that this state of affairs will obtain, or that it
is necessary that it will not obtain. Dividing will be tantamount to
attributing unconditional necessity to that state of affairs. In other
words, if we assume that it is now necessary that a sea battle will
take place tomorrow, or that it is necessary that it will not take
place, then we have to accept that the relevant event Iis

unconditionally necessary. That 1s, we have to accept that the

90 See Gaskin, 1995: 44-7. [Gaskin notes that the best the advocates of AR and
C can do with 19a23-32, is to say that: (a) in 19a23-7, Aristotle gives his own
statement of one of the fatalist's premisses, and (b) in 19a27-32, Aristotle is
yet to get to the solution of the problem of fatalism; in these lines, he merely
makes the distinction between LEM and PB, so that he can proceed later on to
accept the former and reject/restrict the latter.]
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(future) event in question is now unpreventable. As we have seen,
however, Aristotle 1s prepared to attribute this kind of necessity to
only one class of events, namely, events which involve entities that
are ever-active. And clearly, a sea battle is not an event which
belongs to this category.

To sum-up, my proposal 1is that the connection between
19a23-7 and 19a27-32 is this. In the first passage, Aristotle warns
us against the mistake of taking a chance or for the most part event
to be absolutely necessary. Such events are necessary only in the
sense that when they do occur they are irrevocable. In other words,
they can be said to be qualifiedly necessary, when they do occur,
but they cannot be said to be unpreventable and thus
unconditionally necessary. For Aristotle, this latter kind of
necessity belongs only to events which involve the ever-active
things in the cosmos. In 19a27-32, the Stagirite goes on to point out
that it is necessary that a state of affairs such as a sea battle will
either obtain or will fail to obtain. Furthermore, he warns us that it
is wrong to divide. In other words, he warns us that we should
guard against the mistake that the fatalist seems to commit, namely,
the mistake of taking it that it is necessary that the sea battle will
take place, or that it is necessary that it will not take place. To do
this is to ascribe to the relevant state of affairs a kind of necessity it
does not have, namely, unconditional necessity. For Aristotle, a sea
battle, and all other events which relate to entities which are not
ever-active, cannot be said to be unconditionally necessary. In

short, it is my suggestion that in both 19a23-7 and 19a27-32 the
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Stagirite's argument is intended to establish the same claim. We
should guard against the mistake that the fatalist seems to commit;
viz. the mistake of attributing unconditional necessity to events
which involve entities that are not ever-active.

Now that we have taken care of 19a27-32, it is time to turn to
19a32-9. What I think is important to note here is the first

sentence of the passage: '.. since statements are true according to

how the actual things are, it is clear that wherever these are such as
to allow of contraries as chance has it, the same necessarily holds
for the contradictories also' (19a33-5). The suggestion I would like

to put forward here is this. In 19a32-6, the Stagirite says that:
(1) A true statement matches the way things are. That is to say, a true
statement corresponds to a relevant state of affairs; viz. a division or
combination of things in the world.9!
(ii) As was explained earlier on, viz. 19a7-32 and 19a23-32, there are
many things which do not happen of necessity. That is, there are
many events which happen by chance or for the most part; viz. all the
events which relate to things which are 'not always so or ... not always
not so' (19a35-6).92 So, if a thing is such that its future is not fixed, that
is to say if it is such that both of two available possibilities are open for
it, then, given (i), this fact must be reflected in the apportionment of
truth values to the members of the antiphasis which relates to it.

Accordingly, in 19a35-9 Aristotle goes on make the following claim.
With these kinds of future contradictories, viz. the ones relating to
things which are not ever-active, ... it is necessary for one or the
other ... to be true or false -- not, however, this one or that one, but
as chance has it; or for one to be true rather than the other, yet not
already true or false' (19a36-9). What we need to do next is to

determine what Aristotle is trying to say in these lines.

o1 Essentially, this is an abbreviated statement of Aristotle's theory of truth.
This was discussed in the latter half of part III.

92 I take it that Aristotle intends this to be another description for things
which are not ever-active.
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In 19a36-7, Aristotle seems to be making the claim that when
it comes to a pair of future contradictory statements which deal
with things that are not ever-active, it is necessary that one is true
and the other false. Then, he goes on to make two further
statements.  First, if what we are faced with is an antiphasis of
future statements that relate to something that happens by chance,
then we cannot say that this particular member is true and this
particular member is false (19a37-8). Apparently, his claim here is
that in such an antiphasis it is not metaphysically fixed which
member 1s true and which one is false. Second, if what we are faced
with is a pair of future contradictories that relate to something that
happens for the most part, then we can say that one member is
more likely to be true than the other. The fact of the matter,
however, is that even 1in such an antiphasis it is not now
metaphysically fixed that one member is true and the other is false.
It might very well be the case that one member is more likely to be
true than the other, but it is not yet true (19a38-9). The kind of
event it describes may fail to obtain; we are, after all, talking about
an event which does not happen of necessity.

If this is what is going on in 19a36-9, then we need to explain
what Aristotle means by saying that with antiphases of the kind
described above it is necessary that one member is true and the
other is false (19a36-7). Obviously, he cannot possibly mean that it
is now the case that one member of such an antiphasis is true and
the other false. This would be to concede that RCP does hold of

future singulars, and that the fatalist's account of the shape of
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things future is correct. Furthermore, it should be clear that the
material in 19a37-9 1is an outright rejection of this. Thus, what I
would like to submit is that to make sense of 19a36-7 we need to
read it as part of the line of thought contained in 19a36-9. That is,
we need to read this passage as saying that: (a) of a pair of future
contradictories, where these are statements dealing with things
which are not ever-active, we may say that it is necessary that one
i1s true and the other false, in the sense that it is necessary that one
member will turn out to be true whereas the other will turn out to
be false; (b) at the same time, however, it should be noted that it is
not now metaphysically fixed which member of the antiphasis is
true and which one is false.

Given what was said above, it would seem that in the end
Aristotle does want to solve the problem of fatalism by curtailing
the applicability of PB. As we have just seen, in 19a36-9 he states
that some future statements are not now true or false. And
apparently, if this suggestion is accepted, then one may easily block
the key premiss in the fatalist's argument, viz. the claim that RCP
applies to future singulars unqualifiedly. In other words, the line of
reasoning I want to attribute to Aristotle is this:

(i) To block fatalism we need to adapt RCP with respect to future

statements which deal with entities which are not ever-active.

(ii) This can be achieved if we adapt PB with respect to such

statements. That is to say, it can be done if we assume that when it

comes to future singulars dealing with things which are not ever-
active, we cannot say they are now either true or false.

(iii) If we adapt PB as suggested above, then we can claim that RCP

applies to future singulars only in a qualified manner. That is,

although it is necessarily the case that of the pair 'Fp' - '~Fp' one will

turn out to be true and the other false, we cannot now apportion truth
values to them.
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It should be noted, however, that this thesis is strongly resisted by
one of the most recent commentators.93 In his study on DI. 9,
Whitaker gives an interpretation of 19a36-9 which is, in its main
points, in agreement with the reading of the text suggested here.
Most importantly, he maintains, as I do, that: in a pair of future
contradictories that deal with events which happen by chance or for
the most part, it is necessary that one will turn out true and the
other false; however, it is not (now) metaphysically fixed which
member of the antiphasis is true and which is false. Nevertheless,
Whitaker insists that this much has no implications whatsoever for
the applicability of PB to this kind of statements. I am at a loss,
however, to understand how he can possibly claim that in such an
antiphasis 1t is not metaphysically fixed which member is true and
which is false, without also having to say that these statements are
now such that neither of them is true or false.94

As Whitaker notes, the thesis that for Aristotle the members
of an antiphasis of future statements are not true or false, seems to
contradict what Aristotle says elsewhere about PB. As is well
known, there are a number of places where the Stagirite firmly
asserts that all statements are either true or false.> What we need
to keep in mind, however, is that the textual evidence in 19a36-9
seems to strongly suggest that Aristotle is prepared to curtail the

applicability of PB. That is to say, given the textual evidence in DI.

93 The material about to be discussed in the next two paragraphs is a summary
of Whitaker, 1995: 125-7.

94 A similar objection to Whitaker's claim may be found in Gaskin, 1995: 167-8,
fn. 80. See also Panayides, 1999b.

95 See the references in Whitaker, 1996: 126.
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9, we have no choice but to accept that the Stagirite is not willing to
uphold this principle for all statements. At the same time, though,
we need not saddle Aristotle with an outright contradiction. What
we need to assume here is that he only wants to adapt this principle
as follows: it is not the case that the members of the antiphasis 'Fp' -
'~Fp' lack truth values altogether; it is rather the case that neither of
them is now definitely true or false.?¢ And apparently, this is pretty
much in line with what Aristotle does say in the text; namely, that
in the kind of antiphasis we are concerned with, it is not yet
metaphysically fixed which member is true and which false.

What we need to point out here is that the suggestion just
made has had its fair share of critics. For example, both Whitaker
and Fine claim that it cannot be the case that Aristotle's intention in
19a36-9 is to say that future predictions, of the appropriate kind,
are not yet true or false. As they note, the advocates of C have
supported this claim by pointing out that the Stagirite explicitly
states so in 19a39. They urge us to notice, however, that the textual
evidence seems to actually tell against such an interpretation of
19a236-9. They argue that in the sentence where Aristotle is
supposed to be claiming that future statements are not yet true or
false, the focus is on only one of the two classes of statements which
deal with entities which are not ever-active, viz. those statements
which deal with things which happen for the most part. From this

much, Whitaker and Fine go on to conclude that there is good reason

96 This is essentially what is at the heart of the C interpretation of 19a36-9;
see Gaskin, 1995: ch. 12. I suspect that the claim that a future singular
statement 'Fp' is not definitely true or false, ought to be construed as a claim
to the effect that 'Fp' is potentially true or false.
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to think that this is not Aristotle's view on future singulars. To be
more specific, they claim that if he did want to say that future
singulars are not yet true or false, then he would have stated this
much for both kinds of future contingents.®7 It seems to me, though,
that this objection to C is a bit hasty. What we need to keep in mind
here is that in 19a37-8, where Aristotle refers to statements that
deal with things which happen by chance, he states that it is
necessary that one of them is true and the other false, but not 'this
one or that one'. In my view, there is only one way to understand
this comment. When it comes to statements dealing with things
which happen by chance, it is necessary that one member will turn
out to be true and the other false. It is not now determined,
however, which one is true and which one is false. If this much is
right, then I think that Aristotle's position is that in the case of both
kinds of future statements, the members of an antiphasis are not
yet true or false.

What we need to do to wrap up the discussion of DI. 9, is to
see what the Stagirite has to say in the closing lines of the chapter.
As he points out, it is not necessary that 'of every affirmation and
opposite negation one should be true and the other false' (19a39-
b2). In other words, he is here saying that RCP does not hold of all
statements. And finally, he proceeds to remind wus that this
principle does not apply unqualifiedly to future singulars, for

reasons which have just been explained (19b2-4).

97 For further details on the Fine/Whitaker objection to C just described, see
Fine, 1984: 33-4, and Whitaker, 1996: 123-4.
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CHAPTER 3

Aristotle and the Megarians

3¢ 3k ok ske ke oke ke o ok sk ke 2 vl ke e 3k o sk sk vk ke sk e e sk sk ok i ok o s sk ke sk ke skesie sk sie ke sk sk sk sk ke sk sk sk sk sk e sk sk e sk ke sk sk ke ok
36 e 3k sk e ok sk vk Sie sfe sl ok v ke o ke e sk s dde e sl ke d s e sk sl skosk sk sk ke sk sk sk sl sl ske sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk e sk sk sk sk ok ke

I. Introduction:

We have so far examined two texts, viz. Mer. E. 3 and DI. 9,
where Aristotle deals with the closely related issues of modality and
determinism. Putatively, the next major piece of text where the
Stagirite discusses these issues is Met. ©. 3. In Mer. 1046b29-32, he

tells us that:

[b29] There are some people, like the Megarians, who maintain that
something [30] has a capacity [to do something] only when it is acting,
and that when it is not acting it does not have this capacity (elot &¢
Twwes ol oacwy, olov ol Meyapwol, Srtav évepyi pdvov &dvacBal, &rav 8¢ uh
évepyi ou BSuvacdar). For example, the [31] man who is not building does
not have the capacity to build (olov 7Tév u) olkoSopolvra ou 6Suvacdar
olkoBopeiv). But it is only the man who is building, [32] when he does so,
that has the capacity to build (d\x& Tov oikoBopoivra &tav olkodond).
Likewise in the case of other things (épolws 8¢ kal énl Tdv &Ahwv).

Apparently, what Aristotle 1is trying to say here 1is that the
Megarians, whoever these are!, subscribe to the following thesis: 'x
has the capacity (8vvapis) to ¢, if and only if x is actually ¢-ing'.2 In
the remainder of Mer. ©. 3, the Stagirite goes on to do two things.

First, he claims that the Megarian thesis is untenable. And second,

he presents arguments in support of this claim.

! The Megarians of Met. ©. 3 are yet to be identified with any known school of
thought. I will make some suggestions towards resolving this puzzle in parts
II-III. For a general discussion of the Megarians, see Kneale & Kneale, 1988:
ch. 3, esp. pp. 113-128.

2 What I think we need to note at this point is that, for Aristotle, 'x has the
capacity (8uivauts) to ¢'is not equivalent to 'it is possible for x to ¢'. I will
discuss this point in some detail in part II. See also fn. 8.
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As some of the commentators have noted, the thesis
advocated by the Megarians seems to be (somehow) connected to
the issue of determinism. Thus, it is not uncommon to see claims in
the literature to the effect that Met. ©_ 3 is an attempt by Aristotle
to rebut yet another argument for determinism.3 Before we go on to
consider these claims, however, I think it is important to clarify
some things regarding the place of Met. ©. 3 in the corpus. To be
more specific, I think it is imperative that we say a word or two
concerning the role of this chapter in the context of Met. z-0.

As is well known, the discussion in the central books of the
Metaphysics revolves around the question of what is a substance.
In the process of this inquiry Aristotle suggests, among other things,
that (a) substance is form*, and (b) matter is potentiality/capacity
(8¥vapis)’, whereas form is actuality (¢vépyewa).6 The interpretation of
these claims, as well as that of the arguments Aristotle presents in
their support, is 2 notoriously difficult matter. Fortunately, all we
need to notice here is that the Stagirite introduces (a) and (b) in
Met. z-H without any prior treatment of the concepts of capacity
and actuality. Now, one of the few thirmags which is uncontroversial
about the reconstruction of Met. z-©, is that the material in © is
meant to fill this particular gap. That Es, it is meant to provide the

detailed discussion of actuality and capacity that is missing from

3 See, for example, Aquinas, 1961: 663-669, Bosley, 1998, Williams, 1986: 183.

4 See, for example, Mer. z. 17.

5 See, for example, Met. H. 2. 1042b9-10. Note that where Aristotle says that
this specific bit of matter x is 'potentially’ (8vvdper) 6, he means to say that x
has the 'capacity’ (6vvauis) to be ¢; or, if you prefer, x is in the state of having
the capacity to be ¢. Hence, I take it that 'x is potentially ¢'/'x has the
potentiality to be ¢' is equivalent to 'x has the capacity to be ¢°'.

6 See Met. H. 3. 1043229f.
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Metr. z-H. What seems to be also clear is that Met. © is intended to
resolve some of the difficulties that arise out of claims (a) and (b)
within the context of Met. Z-H.7

Given the above, it would appear that the discussion of the
Megarians in Met. ©. 3 is above all part of the treatment of
substance initiated in Mets. Z-H. And there are indeed a number of
pieces in the recent literature which attempt to show how Met. 0.3
fits into the extended treatment of substance in the central books of
the Metaphysics.8 Having said this much, however, I think we need
to acknowledge that there is merit to the claim that Mer. ©. 3 is also
designed to say something about the issue of determinism. It is, so
to speak, an attempt by Aristotle to take a stab at his determinist
opponents on his way to taking care of another matter.

This chapter will focus exclusively on the suggestion that
there are connections between Mer. ©. 3, as well as the surrounding
chapters, and the problem of determinism. To anticipate briefly,
what I propose to do is to address two closely related questions:

(1) What is the connection between determinism and the thesis of Mez:.

1046b29-327
(2) What exactly is Aristotle's quarrel with the Megarians of Mer. ©. 37

7 Apparently, one of the problems that (a) and (b) give rise to within the
context of Mer. Z-H is this. If substance/form is the actuality of a certain
capacity, then it will turn out to be the case that the musical Coriscus and (the
unmusical) Coriscus are different substances. As T.Irwin points out, one of
the aims of Met. © is to remove this difficulty by fully explaining capacity and
actuality, and by restricting them in the appropriate ways; see Irwin, 1988:
ch. 11. See also Gill, 1989: chs 5-6, and Witt, 1989.

8 One of the suggestions that I find to be plausible is that: (a) the discussion
of the Megarians is ultimately intended to highlight the claim that natural
capacity ought not to be identified with possibility, and (b) if it is indeed the
case that possibility is not capacity, then Aristotle can successfully defend the
thesis that form is the actuality of a certain capacity. For more details on this
suggestion, see Ide, 1990, and Irwin, 1988: esp. pp. 227-230. See also fns 7 & 2.
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There is also the question of how the discussion in Mer. ©. 3 relates
to the Stagirite's overall treatment of modality and determinism.
The discussion of this issue, however, will be postponed for the

concluding chapter of this project.?

II. On Megarian Determinism, part 1:

As WD. Ross points out, one of the difficulties with the
interpretation of Mer. ©. 3 is that apart from the reference at
1046b29-32 'we have no information about Megaric views earlier
than those of Diodorus Cronus' (Ross, 1958: 244). To be more
specific, it seems that: (a) there is no overlap between the work of
Diodorus and Aristotle; apparently, the former was active well after
the Stagirite's death!0, and (b) the only information we have about
the early, viz. pre-Diodorean, Megaric school is what we get at
1046b29-32. In short, all we have to go on in the attempt to
reconstruct the views of the early Megarians is the information in
Me:. ©. 3. And admittedly this is not much.

If we assume that in Mer. ©. 3 Aristotle makes an honest
effort to be an objective historian of philosophy, then what we have
at hand is the point outlined in part I. That is, the early Megarians
advocate the view that an entity x has the capacity to ¢ only if it is
actually ¢-ing; and, if x is actually &¢-ing then x has the relevant
capacity.  Aristotle's first comment on this thesis is that it is

obviously untenable.!! And a contemporary reader of the text is

9 See chapter 5.
10 This much has been established by D. Sedley; see Sedley, 1977.
' Met. ©. 3. 1046b32-3.
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very likely to have a similar reaction. Take, for instance, the case of
a native speaker of French such as Jean Chretien. The fact that
Chretien speaks French at time ¢ but is silent at a subsequent time
t', does not mean that at ¢' he lacks the capacity to speak French. If
we suppose that at ' Chretien loses his capacity to speak French,
then we will be faced with a couple of serious problems. First, we
will have to explain why he loses this capacity at ¢t'. And second, we
will have to explain how he re-acquires it at the subsequent time ¢",
viz. a later time at which he resumes speaking French. Thus, the
plausible thing to do is to assume that Chretien has the capacity to
speak French even when he does not exercise it. In fact, we take it
that what explains his speaking French at " is the fact that at ¢' he
retains the capacity to do so.!213 Hence, there arises the main puzzle
about the view advocated by the early Megarians. Why would they
maintain a thesis which, at first sight at least, appears to be rife
with difficulties?

In his commentary on Mer. ©. 3, Ross makes the following
suggestion:

The Megarian paradox was probably reached by a very simple piece of

reasoning, natural for followers of Parmenides, 'A thing is what it is,

and therefore cannot be-what-it-is-not.

(Ross, 1958: 244)

What Ross is trying to say here is something along the following

lines. According to Diogenes Laertius, the Megarians are followers

of Parmenides and Zeno.!4 If this much is right, then it is only

21 take this to mean that Chretien has the natural capacity to speak French,
and not that it is possible for him to speak French. For further discussion of
this point, see the material in the second half of part II.

13 As we will see later on, this is essentially one of the arguments Aristotle
deploys against the Megarians in Mer. 1046b32ff. See also fn. 22.

14 For further discussion of this point, see Kneale & Kneale, 1988: 113-114.
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natural to take it th.at they adopt the Parmenidean dictum that 'A
thing is what it is, amd therefore cannot be-what-it-is-not'. To spell
things out a bit, the suggestion 1is that the Megarians, like
Parmenides, hold that there are some serious philosophical
problems with the analysis of change. As a result, they proceed to
espouse one of the standard Eleatic conclusions: change, any kind of
change, is impossiblie.!5 Obviously, if one accepts this thesis then it
1s not hard to see hoow one may derive the further claim of Mez. ©. 3;
namely, capacity = actuality. That is, if one denies the possibility of
any kind of change then one has to concede the following: (a) a thing
i1s what it is, and it cannot become what it is not; (b) hence, that
which is said to be 'capable of ¢-ing' cannot be anything else but
that which is actually 6-ing.

Can this much help us boost the plausibility of the Megarian
thesis? One may argue that this is possible, provided one is
prepared to go beyorad what Ross actually states. What we need to
keep in mind 1is th.at the Eleatic thesis has a certain essential
corollary. The empimical evidence indicates that the world is subject
to change. Thus, the Eleatics contend, the evidence of the senses
must be rejected; it ms patently unreliable.!6 Now, if we assume that
the Megarians adopt this corollary of the Eleatic thesis, then their
position appears to gain in plausibility. As we have seen, the
objection raised against their view is that the empirical evidence

shows that, for exampple, Chretien stops speaking French at ¢' but he

I5 T take it that the reader is familiar with the fundamentals of
Parmenidean/Eleatic ont:ology. For a discussion of Parmenides’ metaphysics,
and in particular his tremtment of change, see Panayides, 1991: esp. part II.

16 See fn. 15.
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resumes doing so at a subsequent time ¢". Therefore, the argument
goes, to explain this phenomenon we need to assume that Chretien
retains the capacity to speak French even when he does not actually
exercise It. In other words, we need to assume that his
possession/retention of this capacity at ¢ is what explains his
speaking French at ¢". If we suppose that the Megarian thesis is
combined with a rejection of the empirical evidence, however, then
this argument seems to be innocuous. That is, let us suppose that
the Megarians concur with the Eleatics that: (a) there are
insuperable problems with all attempts to give a philosophical
analysis of change, (b) this clearly indicates that change 1is not
possible, and (c) we should place no trust in the evidence of the
senses, which suggests that the world is subject to change. Given
the above, it would seem to follow that we cannot appeal to the
evidence of the senses in order to point out difficulties for the
Megarian position. @ The Megarians may easily respond that the
evidence of the senses bears no relation to reality whatsoever.
They may argue that, contrary to what perception tells us, reality is
such that: (i) no kind of change 1s possible; (ii) hence, that which is
said to be capable of 4-ing, cannot be anything else but that which is
actually o¢-ing. In the final analysis, it would appear that under
these considerations the argument described earlier on cannot sink

the Megarians' ship.17.18

17 For a runaway development of the line of reasoning sketched out in the
last two paragraphs, see Rosen, 1979.

I8 As we will see in the next couple of pages, there is no good reason to assume
that the Megarian thesis takes its start from any of the Eleatic doctrines.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



122

What we need to note at this point is that although the
expanded version of Ross' proposal makes the thesis of 1046b29-32
more palatable, it cannot be the truth about the Megarians of Mer. ©.
3. As I will show, there are (at least) two problems with this
reconstruction of the Megarian position.

In Physics (Phys.) A. 2. 184b25-185al, the Stagirite states that
... the 1nvestigation of whether what  exists 1is one and
unchangeable’, viz. the Eleatics' doctrine, ‘does not belong to a
discussion of nature'. The natural scientist, he contends, should
simply assume that all natural things are subject to change.!® He
goes on to add, though, that the treatment of the Eleatic thesis falls
under the purview of philosophy.?0 In fact, he devotes Phys. A. 2,
and most of A. 3, to the presentation of an array of
(philosophical/dialectical) arguments which are intended to show
two things: (a) what exists is not one, and (b) things in the world are
indeed subject to change. Clearly, if these arguments are successful,
then it would seem to follow that the Eleatics are also mistaken to
claim that the evidence of the senses is unreliable.2!

As we have seen, the interpretation of Metr. ©. 3 (1046b29-32)
described earlier on has it that:

(1) The Megarians hold that x has the capacity to ¢ if and only if x is

actually ¢-ing.

(2) What prompts them to accept this thesis is the fact that they adopt

Parmenides' doctrine that no change is possible.

(3) It is not useful to cite the evidence of the senses as the basis of an

argument against the Megarians. The Megarians, like Parmenides,

maintain that we ought not to show any faith in the empirical

evidence. As was indicated above, they take it that this is an essential
corollary of the thesis that no change is possible.

19 See Phys. A. 2. 185al2ff.
20 See Phys. A. 2. 185al17-20.
21 Aristotle states this much at Phys. A. 2. 185al3-14.
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then

it is reasonable to expect that in Met. ©. 3 Aristotle would want to

discredit (1) by undermining (2) and (3) -- a task he has already

performed in Phys. A. 2-3. Instead of doing so, however, he begins

his attack by utilizing an anti-Megarian argument along the lines

described earlier on. That is, he deploys an argument which simply

assumes, without any justification or reference to the discussion in

Phys. A. 2-3, that the evidence of the semses is indeed reliable.22

Hence, I would like to suggest that to accept (1)-(3) is to accept that:

(a) Aristotle blatantly begs the question against the Megarians,

or

(b) the discussion in Mer. ©. 3 assumes that the reader knows, from

Phys. A. 2-3, that the Megarians are mistaken to doubt the evidence

of the senses. It seems to me, though, that both options
unacceptable. The first one is, to say the Ileast, uncharitable

Aristotle. As for the second one, I think it simply presupposes

are

to

too

much. That is, it presupposes that by simaply going over the lines

1046b29-32 the reader can automatically see that the Megarian

thesis has its foundations in Eleaticism, and that these foundations

have been thoroughly undermined elsewhere. Hence, I would like

to submit that it is very doubtful that (1)-(3) gives

exegetically correct account of the Megarian position.

an

What seems to also tell against (1)-(3) is the evidence from

Metr. ©. 3. 1047a10-14. In this stretch of text, Aristotle states that:
(i) The Megarians hold that that which lacks the capacity to ¢ cannot

{1047al0-11].

(ii) Given the Megarian thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32 and (i),

(4]

it follows

that: if x is not now ¢-ing, then it is incapable of ¢-ing (at any future

time) [1047al012].

22 See Metr. 1046b33-1047a10. See also the discussion at the end of part IIL.
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(ii) From (i)-(ii), it follows that he who says of that which is not now ¢-
ing that it is ¢-ing, or that it will be ¢-ing, says what is not true
[1047a12-14].

On the basis of (i)-(iii), the Stagirite goes on to claim that: 'Thus, it
follows that these arguments [of the Megarians] do away with both
motion and becoming' (dote olUtor ol Adyor é&fmpolior kal kivnow kal
yéveow).23 Aristotle's point here is that it is the Megarian thesis, viz.
‘actuality = potentiality’, that entails the impossibility of change and
not the other way round. Hence, I would like to submit that
although it is true that the Megarians of Mer. ©. 3 concur with
Parmenides on the point concerning change, their thesis does not
take its start from any doctrines of the latter. The textual evidence
from 1047al10-14 indicates, contra (1)-(3), that the Stagirite takes it
that the Eleatic claim that no change is possible is a consequence of
the Megarian thesis. Hence, it is plausible to assume that the
Megaric view also implies the corollary of the Eleatic doctrine,
namely, the claim that the empirical evidence is unreliable.24
Furthermore, what we need to note here is that in Metr. o. 3
Aristotle states explicitly that one of the reasons the Megarian
position is untenable is that it entails the absurdities propounded by
the Eleatics. To be more specific, he reasons as follows.25 The
Megarian position entails the Eleatics' claims. It should be clear,
though, that we cannot accept that things are static. For example, it
i1s ludicrous to maintain that that which is now seated will remain

seated for ever. Therefore, we ought to reject the claim that gives

23 Mer. ©. 3. 1047al4.

24 It should be noted, though, that Aristotle does not actually state so in Mer. O.
3.

25 What follows is a summary of the argument in Mer. 1047a15-20.
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rise to these kinds of absurdities; namely, the claim that capacity
and actuality are one and the same. In short, it seems that there is
plenty of evidence in Mer. ©. 3 (1047al0ff) which suggests that (1)-
(3) cannot be the correct reconstruction of the Megarian view. More
precisely, the textual evidence indicates that the Megaric view does
not take its start from Eleaticism, but rather that it leads to it.

What should be evident from the discussion in the last few
pages is that we are still confronted with the original question. Is
there anything we can do to make the Megarian view appear more
plausible? What I would like to suggest is that to answer this
question we will need to explain how the thesis presented at Me:.
1046b29-32 is connected to determinism. One line of interpretation
has it that the Megarian thesis entails determinism. And putatively,
the obvious way to show that the Megarian view generates some
form of necessitarianism is this:

(a) The Megarians hold that af ='a state of affairs S is possible, if and

only if S is an actual state of affairs’. In other words, they maintain

that ‘'possibility = actuality'.

(b) If M is true, then it is also true that there aren't any unactualized

possibilities. That is, if M is true then so is & ='if the state of affairs S

is not actual, then it is impossible’.
(c) What seems to follow from 44 and M'is that change is altogether

impossible. Hence, from X and M we may move to D ='if § actually
obtains, then § is a necessary state of affairs'.26

In short, the claim is that the Megarian position entails the thesis
that the world is a plenum of necessary states of affairs. Whether
this is the correct way to construe the connection of Mer. 1046b29-

32 to necessitarianism is something that remains to be seen.2?

26 As was noted in chapter 1, a reconstruction of the Megarian view along
these lines, viz. (a)-(c), is suggested by D.C. Williams; see Williams, 1986: 183.
As far as I know, this suggestion has never been challenged.

27 The rest of part II is essentially an argument against the suggestion just
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As was noted in part I, Aristotle states that the Megarian
position is this: 'something has a capacity (Suvac8ai) [to do something]
only when it is acting (évepyf), and ... when it is not acting it does not
have this capacity (oU &jdvac8ar). The suggestion we have just gone
through, however, takes it that the quarrel between Aristotle and
the Megarians is one concerning  possibility and not (natural)
capacity. That is to say, the assumption 1in (a)-(c) is that where
Aristotle and the Megarians say that 'x Stvac8ar ¢', they mean to say
that 'it is possible for x to ¢'. It seems to me, though, that the
textual evidence does not support such a claim.

In the corpus we find a number of different expressions which
are intended to denote modalities of one kind or another. Two such
terms are Suvatdv and évSexduevov. According to T. Waitz, the first of
these two terms indicates physical possibility whereas the second
one indicates logical possibility.28 This claim, however, has been
repeatedly challenged by a number of the modern scholars. Ross,
for example, urges us to note that there are several places, such as
Prior Analytics (APr.) 32al8ff and Posterior Analytics (APo.) 7T4b38,
where it is clear that Aristotle uses 6Suvatdv and é&vSexduevov as
synonyms. That is, he uses both of them to indicate the same kind
of possibility.2? The question that remains to be answered, of
course, is how this dispute relates to our present discussion. As we

will soon see, resolving this old interpretive problem is essential to

outlined; viz. (a)-(c).

28 See Waitz, 1844.

29 See Ross, 1958: 245. It is worth noting that Ross never specifies what kind
of possibility these two terms are meant to indicate. For other arguments
against Waitz's suggestion, see the references in Irwin, 1988: 564.
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determining the meaning of &jvac8ar and its derivatives in the
context of Met. ©. 3.

What we need to concede is that Ross Is correct to point out
that there are places, such as APo. 74b38, where Aristotle seems to
make no distinction between Suvatdv and évSexdpevov. Yet, I think one
ought to acknowledge that there are also places where the Stagirite
clearly indicates that the two terms are not interchangeable. And
one of these places is Metr. ©. 3.30  After he has disposed of the
Megarian view in this chapter, Aristotle proceeds to give us his own
view of the suvvardv. In particular, he tells us that a thing 'is Suvatdv
of something, if there is nothing impossible (a&8ivatov) in its having
the actuality (évépyera) of that of which it is said to have the svvauwv'.3!
And to illustrate his point, he gives us an example:

(I mean, for example,] if a thing is capable of sitting, and it is possible

for it to sit, then if it actualizes its capacity to sit nothing impossible

will result from it (A\éyw && olov, el Guvartdv xabiicBar kal é&vd8éxetar kabhiobat,

TouTw €av Umndpén TO kabiicbar, oudév EoTar adivarov).

(Mer. 1047a26-8)
There is a lot here which is of interest. For our present purposes.
though, all we need to note is this. If we refuse to accept this
translation of Mer. 1047a26-8, viz. if we construe both &uvatdv and
évdéxetar as indicating possibility, then we will have to impute to
Aristotle a pointless tautology. That is, we will have to read the text
as saying that: "... if it is possible for a thing to sit, and it is possible

for it to sit, then ...'.32 Thus, it makes more sense to render our

30 For a comprehensive list and discussion of such passages, see Bosley, 1999.
31 Mer. 1047a24-6. For a more detailed discussion of these lines, see Bosley,
1999a.

32 Even Ross cannot bring himself to do this. Instead, he attempts to evade the
difficulty for his view by rendering Metr. 1047a26-8 as follows: 'I mean for
instance, if a thing is capable of sitting and it is open to it sit, there will be
nothing impossible in its actually sitting'; see Barnes (ed.), 1985: 1653. It
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passage as It has just been suggested. In short, it seems
plausible that we give the two terms their usual translations;

Suvatdv = '(that which has a) capacity/power’, and é&vséxetar

possible’.33

128

more

it 1is

The evidence we have just considered gives us good reason to

think that within the context of Met. ©. 3 Suvatdv and évSexduevov are

not interchangeable. What we have yet to do, though,
precise meaning of these two terms in the texts which concern us.

In the process of discussing ‘rational capacities'

Suvdpers) in Met. ©. 534, Aristotle tells us that:

[1048a13] Necessarily, .. when any subject with a rational

[14] desires <to produce an effect> for which it has

(8¥vaurv), and in the way it has it, [15] it produces <the effect>.
the capacity to produce <the effect> when the patient is present

in [16] a certain state (&xer 6 mapdvtes Tol mabnTikoG

noteiv)33; otherwise it will not be capable of producing it

add [17] the condition 'if nothing external prevents it’;

1s fix the

(petad Adyou

capacity
the capacity
It has
and 1is
éxovTos
We need not
for it has the

[18] capacity in the way in which it is a capacity of producing, and it is

a capacity for producing not in all conditions, [19] but

in certain

conditions, which exclude the presence of external [20] hindrances,

should be clear, however, that this translation does not do anything

advance his cause.
33 See Scott & Liddell, 1989: 213, 259.

34 For a useful discussion of the Aristotelian distinction between

to

‘rational’

(neta Ndyou) and 'mon-rational’ (droyor) capacities, see Gill, 1989: ch. 6, and esp.

pp- 202-4. See also the discussion in part III.
35 Ross and OCT delete mnoweiv at 1048al6, making the presence

object necessary for the agent to have the capacity to act on it.
points out, though, there are good reasons not to delete moweiv at 1048al6.
example, if we accept Ross' reading of the text we will have to concede

of the passive
As T. Irwin
For
that

Aristotle's view is that a capacity is relatively transient. Take the case of a
doctor. Under Ross' reconstruction of 104813-21, the doctor has the capacity
to heal only if a patient is present. There is textual evidence, however, e.g. De

Anima B. 5. 417a2lff and Mer. ©. 7. 1048b37-1049a18, which clearly

shows that

this is not Aristotle's view. To be more specific, the texts indicate that for

Aristotle: (a) a capacity, such as the rational capacity to heal,

state of the entity that possesses it, and (b) the presence/absence

is a permanent
of the

passive object, and other external conditions, are merely factors which affect
the realization/non-realization of a rational capacity, and in no way do they
affect its possession by the active agent. For a more detailed discussion of this

point, see Irwin, 1988: 229, and 563, note 9. See also the discussion

couple of paragraphs.
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since these are excluded when some of the conditions mentioned in the
definition [21] are present.36

What Aristotle is trying to say in this passage 1is roughly the
following. Take the case of the rational agent 4 which has the
capacity (8vvauirs) for an objective ¢. The claim is that the agent can
produce the relevant effect, viz. 4 may actualize his capacity to ¢,
provided certain conditions are satisfied. That is, it must be the
case that the passive object is present, and it must also be the case
that no external factors hinder the realization of the relevant
capacity. If this is the point Aristotle is trying to make here, then
we may settle the issue concerning the meaning of évséyetan at Met.
1047a26. To be more specific, what [ would like to suggest is this.
As we have already seen, Suvatdv and év8éxertar in the context of Met.
©. 3 (1047a26-8) are not interchangeable. Now, in Me:. 1048al13-21
Aristotle draws a sharp distinction between: (a) possessing a
capacity, and (b) actually realizing a capacity. It may be true, he
urges us to note, that A4 has the capacity to ¢. But for 4 to realize its
capacity certain enabling conditions need to be satisfied. The
passive subject must be present, and there must be a complete
absence of external factors that may prevent A from realizing o.
Given that this is the case, then I think it is plausible to assume that
Metr. 1048a13-21 spells out the meaning of é&vséyetar at Mezr.
1047a26. In other words, I would like to submit that we need to
read Mer. 1047a26-8 as follows: 'if x has the capacity to ¢, and it is
possible for it to (actualize) ¢, viz. there aren't any factors that

]

hinder the realization of the aforementioned capacity, then

36 Irwin's translation, slightly amended; see Irwin, 1988: 228-229.
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What we have yet to settle, of course, is the key question
concerning the meaning of &ivaus. Mer. 1048al13-21 gives us some
clues towards resolving this puzzle. If we assume that this passage
fixes the meaning of é&vSexdpevov, in the way suggested in the last
paragraph, then certain things seem to follow. Consider the case of
Joseph who has the capacity to build furniture. As we have seen,
the discussion in Mer. 1048a13-21 urges us to note that there is a
distinction to be made between: (a) the possession of the relevant
capacity by Joseph, and (b) Joseph's ability to realize his capacity.
Furthermore, we have seen that in this passage Aristotle takes it
that Joseph has the capacity to build furniture, even when there are
factors which prevent him from exercising it. What all this seems to
imply is that a capacity is not a transient state. It is rather a
permanent state which an entity has even when certain factors
prevent its realization. To continue with our example, suppose that
Joseph has lost all his tools and cannot replace them for a week.
This much means that it will not be possible for him to build
furniture for that amount of time. But, it does not mean that he has
also lost the capacity to make furniture.

To sum up, it appears that, for Aristotle, to have the capacity
to ¢ is to be in a certain non-transient state. Fortunately, in
claiming so we need not depend exclusively on the circumstantial
evidence of Met. ©. 5. Further support for our point may be found,
among other places, in De Anima (DA) B.37 Consider, for example, DA

B. 5. 417a21-b2:

37 See also Met. ©. 7. 1048b37fF, and o©. 8. 1050b6ff. I think, however, that the
most convincing evidence for our point is provided by DA B. 5; see ensuing

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



131

[417a21] We must make some distinctions concerning capacity
(Suvdpews) and actuality (évrerexelas). For just now [22] we were talking
about them in an unqualified manner. For something is a knower [23]
in one sense, as we might say that a man is a knower [24] because man

is among the thmgs that know and have knowledge (&otu pév yap oltes
EMOTARSY TL s av elmolper davBpomov EmoThpova 6Tt 6 dvfpwmos TGOV

émoTnudvev kat éxdvtwv émothunv). But in [25] another sense, as we at
once call a knower the man who possesses grammatical knowledge.
[26] And each of these has a capacity but not in the same way: the [27]
one because his genus is such and his matter, the other because when
he wishes [28] he is able to contemplate, if nothing external interferes
(éxdTepos 8¢ TouTwy oU TOV alTOV Tpdmov Suvatds éoTw, GAN T 6 pév ST T
vévos TowolTov kal © UAn, & 8° 81U BoudnBeis Suvartds Bewpelv, v uAR TL KwAvoy
Taév €€wlBev). There is also the man who is already [29] contemplating;
the man who is actually and in the proper sense knowing this
particular A. [30] Thus, both the first two, being potential knowers
(kata Byvapr émoTripoves), become actual knowers (évepyeia yivovrar
émoTtrpoves), [31] but the one by being altered through Ilearning and
frequent [32] changes from an opposite state, the other by passing in
another way from the states of having arithmetical {b1/2] or
grammatical knowledge without exercising it to its exercise.38

This is a passage which is usually cited in efforts to explain the
distinction that Aristotle makes between first and second
actuality.3® It seems, however, that it can also settle the question
concerning the meaning of &évams. Clearly, the Stagirite's view is
that a man has the capacity to be a knower because a man is among
the things that know and have knowledge (417a22-24). Then, he
proceeds to unpack this claim as follows: a man has the capacity to
know because his genus and matter are of the appropriate sort
(417a27). It appears, then, that Aristotle's claim is that what
explains x's having the capacity to ¢ is the very nature of x. To be
more specific, he takes it that x has the capacity to ¢ because: (a) x
belongs to a certain kind of things K, and (b) all things which are of

kind K are things which, by nature, can ¢. In other words, the

discussion.

38 Hamlyn's translation, slightly amended; see Hamlyn, 1993: 23.

39 For a discussion of this issue, see Gill, 1989: ch. 6, esp. pp. 175-183. See also
Hamlyn's notes on DA B. 5; Hamlyn, 1993: esp. pp. 101-105.
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evidence in DA B. 5 suggests that Aristotle's view is this: if x is to
have the capacity to ¢, then x has to be an entity with a certain kind
of nature.

To sum up, what I would like to suggest is that within the
context of Met. ©. 3, where Aristotle says that 'x &ivarar ¢' he means
to say that 'x has the natural capacity to ¢'. That is to say, x is an
entity whose very nature is such that it can ¢ -- under certain
conditions. On the other hand, we have seen that where he says
that 'x évééxeTar ¢', he means to say that the conditions other than x's
possession of the capacity to ¢ are such that it is possible for it to
actualize ¢.40

It is clear enough that (a) within Met. ©. 3 Aristotle uses
SuvaTtdv to signify natural capacity, and évs€xeTtar to signify the narrow
sense of possibility identified earlier on, and (b) the Stagirite
indicates that the kind of narrow possibility signified by évséxerar is
not to be conflated with natural capacity. However, if we are to
discredit the analysis of Megarian determinism sketched out earlier
on, we have to do one more thing. That is, we need to show that
Aristotle denies the claim that to say that x has the (natural)
capacity to ¢, is to say that it is (logically/physically) possible for x

to ¢.41

40 T hope that the discussion in the last few pages makes it clear that Waitz is
mistaken about the meaning of év8dxerar. That is, it should be clear that Waitz
is mistaken to claim that within the context of Mer. ©. 3 évSexdpevov/évséyerar
indicates logical possibility. In what follows we are going to see that both
Ross and Waitz are also mistaken to claim that &Suvardv indicates some kind of
possibility.

4l The discussion in the next couple of paragraphs is focussed on this point.
To be more specific, it is intended to show that Aristotle does not identify
capacity with logical/physical possibility. Thus, the word ‘'possibility’, as it is
used in the remainder of part II, is to be understood in this more general
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There is certainly evidence which can be construed as showing
that Aristotle is willing to admit that capacity implies possibility.
That is to say, there is textual evidence which seems to show that he
subscribes to the claim that if x has the natural capacity to ¢, then
the situation where x actually ¢'s is a possible one.42 [t is
imperative to note, however, that the Stagirite does not accept the
claim that possibility implies capacity. For example, in Me:r. 0. 5.
1047b31-34 he tells us that:

As all capacities are either innate, like the senses, or come by practice,

like the capacity of playing the flute, or by learning, like that of the

arts, those which come by practice or by rational formula we must
acquire only when we have first exercised them (anmacdv 6&¢ 7T&v Suvdpewv

oUCBY TAV P&V CUYYEVAV olov TaV alofiocewv, TGV 8& &Ber olov ThAs Tol aUlelv,

TGr 8¢ pabiicel olov TS TAV Texvdv, TAs W&V avdykn TpoevepyncavTas éExelv,

Soalr &8el kal Adyw).
Aristotle's wording here is a bit careless. His intended point is not
that x acquires the capacity to ¢ by previously exercising ir. As he
indicates elsewhere, the correct way to formulate the claim in this
passage 1s this: x acquires the capacity to ¢ by doing some of the
kinds of actions that it will do once it has acquired the capacity to
.43 Take, for instance, the case of Paul who has just decided to
undergo training to become a pianist. According to Aristotle, Paul
will acquire the capacity to play the piano only after he has actually
played the piano (at least once). What this shows, of course, is that

the Stagirite is committed to the claim that it is possible for x to ¢,

even though x does not have the capacity to ¢.44 Furthermore, what

sense.
42 See De Interpretatione 12. 21b10-19. See also the discussion of this passage
in Ide, 1990: 6-10.

43 See, for example, Nicomachean Ethics B. 4. 1105b1ff, z. 12. 1144al2ff.

44 What we need to clarify here is this. Aristotle's position is that at the time
of his training, Paul does not have the capacity to play the piano; this he will
acquire only after he has actually played the piano. The evidence from the
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we need to note here is that the overall point is not merely that
possibility is a wider notion than capacity. Given what a capacity is,
it should also be clear that there are very specific reasons for
maintaining that, for Aristotle, capacity 1is not possibility. In
particular, it seems that capacity requires a whole lot more than
mere possibility.4> As we have seen, for Paul to have the capacity to
play the piano is for Paul to be a certain kind of entity with a
certain kind of matter. In other words, to have the capacity in
question, Paul needs to have a specific kind of nature. And it is this
nature of his that explains why he has just played one of Scarlatti's
sonatas. By contrast, a very smart chimpanzee may eventually
learn how to play the scales on the piano. Nevertheless, it is
doubtful that Aristotle would want to say that the chimpanzee can
ever have the capacity to play the piano. He would very likely say
that the reason for this is that the chimpanzee simply lacks the
relevant kind of nature. On the other hand, though, he would have
to agree with us that the experiment shows that it is possible for a
chimpanzee to play the piano, even though it does not have the
relevant capacity. In short, it seems that Aristotle's view is that: (a)
to have a capacity requires having a certain kind of nature, and (b)
the mere fact that a state of affairs is possible is not a sufficient
condition for the entity involved to have a capacity.

What the discussion in the last couple of paragraphs claims to

have shown is that Aristotle holds that: (a) if x has the natural

De Anima B. 5. 417a21-b2, however, suggests that the Stagirite's position is
that at the time of his training Paul has a more general capacity. That is, he
has the capacity to learn an art -- including the art of playing the piano.

45 See fn. 41.
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capacity to ¢, then the situation where x actually o¢'s is
logically/physically possible, but (b) the mere (logical/physical)
possibility of a state of affairs does not amount to the possession of
a natural capacity by the entity involved. In other words, it
appears that, for Aristotle, 'x has the capacity to o' and 'it is
(logically/physically) possible for x to ¢' are not equivalent. If this
much is right, then I think we are justified to reject the analysis of
Megarian determinism presented earlier on. That is, the crux of the
matter 1is that what is purported to have a connection to
determinism, viz. the position of the Megarians, is a thesis
concerning natural capacities and not one concerning possibility.
Now, my suggestion is still that if we manage to determine how the
Megarians' thesis is tied to necessitarianism, then we will also be
able to give their view some semblance of plausibility. In the next
part of the chapter, I will explain how we are to go about these two

related tasks.

III. On Megarian Determinism, part 2:

St. Thomas Agquinas' commentary on Met. ©. 3. 1046b29-32

reads as follows:

He [viz. Aristotle] ... says ... that some said that a thing is in a state of
potency or capability only when it is acting; for example, a man who is
not actually building is incapable of building, but he is capable of
building only when he is actually building; and they speak in a similar
way about other things. The reason for this position seems to be that
they thought that all things come about necessarily because of some
connection between causes. Thus if all things come about necessarily,
it follows that those things which do not, are impossible 46

46 Aquinas, 1961: 665.
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There are two things which we need to note here. First, Aquinas
seems to think that the position advocated by the Megarians is the
outcome of their commitment to a certain determinist thesis. To be
more specific, his suggestion is this:

(1) The Megarians hold that there is a certain kind of connection

between every cause and effect. As a result of this, they proceed to

claim, the coming about of every event is pre-determined.

(2) It is their commitment to this determinist thesis which prompts the

Megarians to make the claim of Mer. 1046b29-32.

The next thing we need to note is that Aquinas never spells out the
details of his suggestion. That is, he never spells out the details of
the determinist thesis putatively advocated by the Megarians. And
most importantly, he never explains how he thinks the Megarians
move from this determinist thesis to the positicn presented at Me:.
1046b29-32.

As we have already seen, we have no information about the
early Megarians besides what we get in Mer. ©. 3. Thus, any
attempt to reconstruct the view that leads to the claim of Me:.
1046b29-32 has to rely in large measure on conjecture. What I
would like to propose here is that we need to seriously consider the
conjecture Aquinas puts forward. That is, we need to consider his
suggestion that (a) the Megarians advocate a theory which has it
that 'all things come about nécessarily because of some connection
between causes', and (b) it is this form of necessitarianism that
leads them to the thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32. Before we get on with
this task, however, I think it is essential to clarify one point about
Aquinas’ commentary. In part II, we saw that the Megarian thesis

is one which concerns natural capacities. To be more specific, we

saw that their view is this: x has the capacity (&Vvapis) to ¢, if and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

only if x is actually ¢ -ing. Given that this is the case, then it seems
that Aquinas' concluding remarks on Mer. 1046b29-32 need to be
carefully considered. It appears that the form of determinism
ascribed to the Megaxians does lead to the conclusion identified by
Aquinas; namely, that it is impossible to have events which do not
come about of necessity.47 We need to keep in mind, though, that
our ultimate goal is not to establish this last point. What we need to
do for our present purposes is to show how the form of determinism
purportedly advocated by the Megarians leads to the conclusion
that an entity x has the capacity to ¢, if and only if x is actually ¢-
ing.48

To sum up, my proposal is this. If we fill out the details of
Aquinas' conjecture ¢that the Megarians hold that every event is
pre-determined, due to some universal fact concerning causation,
then we may see how they reach the thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32.
And if we manage to do this much, then I think we can also make

this thesis appear a little bit more plausible.

47 Very briefly, if it is the case that every event is pre-determined, due to
some facts concerning <ausation, then the conclusion Aquinas draws our
attention to seems to immediately follow. That is, it follows that any said event
that does not fall in the category of things that come about of necessity is
simply an impossibility.

48 I do not hereby claim that Aquinas' analysis of the Megarian view commits
the same mistake as the one presented in part II. I take it, quite charitably,
that the first few lines of his commentary on Mer. 1046b29-32 indicate that he
appreciates that the issue in question is one concerning capacity and not
possibility. It should be clear, though, that the last couple of lines of his
commentary, as they stand, may prompt one to think that he assumes that
Aristotle’s dispute with the Megarians is one concerning possibility. Hence
the clarification noted above.
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In Mer. ©. 2, Aristotle introduces the distinction between
(active) rational and (active) non-rational capacities.4® Rather
briefly, he argues that:

(1) Some 'principles’ (dpxat) reside in soulless things, whereas others
are present in things which possess a soul. And it is for this reason

that 'some capacities will be non-rational and some will be
accompanied by reason' (vév Suvdpewv at pév Egovrar d&loyor al 6& pera
Adyou).50

(2) A rational capacity is directed towards a pair of contrary ends. That
is to say, a rational capacity is a double capacity. Take, for instance,
medical art. Apparently, the doctor, given his art, is in a position to
produce both health and disease.

(3) A non-rational capacity is directed towards a single end. For
example, the active capacity of fire, its power to heat, is for a single
result; namely, the production of heat.5!

What is important to notice here 1is that Aristotle resumes the

discussion of this distinction in Met. ©. 5. In Metr. 1048a5-13, he

tells us that:

[1048a5] ... with regard to non-rational capacities, [6] when the agent
and the patient meet in the way appropriate to the capacity in
question, [7] the one must act and the other be acted on, but with
rational capacities this is not [8] necessary (... Tas pév Towaitas Suvdpers
avdykn, Otav s SuvavTalr TO TONTWOV kal TO TabnTkOv mwAncldlwol, TO pév
moely 1O && mndoxew, éxelvas 8 ' olk dvdykn). For the non-rational
capacities are all productive of one effect each, whereas the rational
ones [9] produce contrary effects, so that they would produce contrary
effects at the same time. This, however, is [10] impossible. Necessarily,
then, that which is the deciding factor is something different (dvdykn
dpa é&rtepov Tu elvar TO kupwov). I mean [11] by this, desire or choice (Aéyw
8¢ TolTo &pefwr [ mpoalpeow). For whichever of two things the subject
desires [12] decisively, it will do, when the enabling conditions for the
realization of the capacity are present, and it meets [13] the passive
object (6morépouv yap dv SpéynTar wuplws, TolTo Tmowioe, JSTav s SdvaTtar
Umdpxn Kati mAnowdly TG TMABNTIKG).

49 T think it is important to emphasize the point that in Mer. ©. 2, and in Mer.
©. 5, Aristotle is primarily interested in making the distinction between
active rational and active non-rational capacities. In these two chapters, the
Stagirite has very little to say about passive capacities. See also the discussion
in chapter 5.

50 See Mer. 1046a36-b2. For a more detailed discussion of this passage, see Gill,
1989: 202-204.

51 Points (2) & (3) are a summary of Mezr. 1046b4ff. For further discussion of
this material, see Gill, 1989: 202-204.
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In the next few pages, [ intend to argue that this passage gives us
the clues we need to (a) follow up on Aquinas' suggestion, and (b)
resolve the puzzle surrounding the Megarian view of Mer. 1046b29-
32.

As we can see, in our passage Aristotle elaborates on the
discussion of Met. ©. 2. He claims that in the case of non-rational
capacities, the sheer physical contact of the agent and the patient
with corresponding capacities necessitates the activation of the
agent's active and the patient's passive capacities (1048a5-7). Take
the case of fire, which has the non-rational active capacity to heat.
and a piece of wood, which has the passive capacity to be heated.52
The Stagirite's position is that if fire and wood come into physical
contact, then it is necessary that the fire will act, viz. it will heat,
and the wood will be acted on, viz. it will be heated. What is by far
more interesting to note, however, is what he has to say about
rational capacities at Mer. 1048a7-13. To begin with, he tells us
that in the case of rational capacities the physical contact between
agent and patient is not sufficient to produce the actualization of a
capacity (1048a7-8). Then, he re-iterates the point made in Met. ©.
2. He reminds us that rational capacities, as opposed to non-rational
ones, are double capacities. That is to say, they are directed
towards a pair of contrary ends. As he notes, however, this does not
mean that a rational capacity may produce contrary effects at the

same time; this is simply impossible (1048a8-10). And finally, he

R ) . ) . .
52 To spell things out a bit, the point here is that both the fire and the wood
have non-rational capacities. Fire has the single active capacity (0 produce
heat. On the other hand, the piece of wood has a passive capacity in relation
to fire; that is, it may be heated.
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goes on to further discuss the claims he has just made. It is true, he
tells us, that an active agent who has a rational capacity may
produce either of two contrary effects. The active agent, however,
cannot produce both of these effects at the same time. When it
comes to rational capacities we don't have just an active agent and a
passive subject. The Stagirite's view is that in such cases we have:
(a) the active agent, who has a double capacity, (b) the passive
subject which may be affected by the agent, and (c) the 'deciding
factor' (v6 wipwov). Apparently, at each given time the active agent
can produce only one of the two available alternatives. And, the
deciding factor, viz. the choice of the agent, is the element that
determines which result it is that the agent will eventually bring
about (1048al0-13).

What was recounted in the last paragraph gives us a rough
outline of Aristotle's theory of rational capacities.53 To proceed with
our task, though, which is to resolve the puzzle of Mer. 1046b29-32,
we will need a clearer picture of the position presented in Mer.
1048a7-13. To this end, I propose that we utilize one of Aristotle's
favorite examples of an agent with a double (rational) capacity: the
case of the doctor.5¢ If Callias has the art of health then he may be
said to have a double capacity. To explain why this is so, consider
the situation where Callias is at the bedside of Socrates who suffers
from high fever. Given his art, Callias knows that health is the

balance of the elements in the human body. By examining Socrates

53 See fn. 49.
54 It is one of the examples Aristotle uses time and again in his discussions of
capacity and actuality. See, for example, Mer. Z. 7. 1032b6ff and ©.2. 1046b4-7.
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Callias can determine that to restore his patient's health he needs to
cool him to reduce the fever. At the same time, though, it is clear
that he also recognizes that he can increase the patient's fever, thus
making his condition even worse, by inducing more heat. In other
words, it appears that the doctor, given his art, can recognize both
the positive and the negative end. What this means is that Callias is
in a position to either heal or harm Socrates. The mere fact that he
is now at the bedside of Socrates, however, is not sufficient to bring
about either of the two alternative ends. For one of them to
materialize Callias must make a choice. In fact, Aristotle holds that
if Callias has decided on one of the two possible plans of action, and
provided that the patient is present and that nothing interferes,
then the outcome comes about of necessity.55 That is, if the two
conditions just mentioned are satisfied, then it follows that (a) if
Callias has decided to harm Socrates, then it is necessary that the
latter will be harmed, and (b) if Callias has decided to heal Socrates,
then it is necessary that the latter will be healed.56

The issue that remains to be addressed, of course, is how this
discussion of rational capacities may help us flesh out Aquinas'
suggestion, and ultimately resolve the puzzle of Mez. 1046b29-32.

What is imperative to note is that Aristotle's discussion of rational

55 As we have seen, in Met. 1048a13-16 he tells us that: 'Necessarily, .. when
any subject with a rational capacity desires <to produce an effect> for which it
has the capacity (6vvapwv), and in the way it has it, it produces <the effect>. It
has the capacity to produce <the effect> when the patient is present and is in a
certain state' (... TO Suvartér katd Adyov &mav avdykn, Srav dpéynTar ol &Exel THV
Suvamy kal ws €xel, ToUTo molelr: €xel 8& Tmapdvrtos Tol madnTikol kal 8L ExovTog
notelv). See also fn. 35.

56 For a more detailed discussion of Aristotle’'s theory of rational capacities,
see Gill, 1989: ch. 6, esp. pp. 202ff. See also fn. 49.
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capacities makes it abundantly clear that he is an indeterminist. His
position is that physical contact between Callias and Socrates is not
sufficient to bring about a result. In contrast to the case of non-
rational capacities, physical contact between the doctor and the
patient does not guarantee that (a) the doctor will actualize his
active capacity to heal, and the patient will actualize his passive
capacity to be healed, or (b) the doctor will actualize his active
capacity to harm, and the patient will actualize his passive capacity
to be harmed. The outcome, Aristotle tells us, will not be
determined until the moment Callias makes his decision.57 That is to
say, at any time before that moment it is possible for things to go
either way: Callias may heal Socrates, or he may harm him.

I think that if we keep in mind that Aristotle’'s theory of
rational capacities introduces indeterminism, then we may start
putting together the picture of what is the (purported) quarrel
between him and the Megarians. Let us assume, along with
Aquinas, that the Megarians maintain that ‘all things come about
necessarily because of some connection between causes'. As was
already noted, Aquinas never elaborates on this claim. Given the
wording of his point, however, I think it is plausible to assume that
he takes it to be the case that the Megarians of Mer. ©. 3 are not far

apart from the causal determinists of Mer. E. 3.58 To spell things out

57 As Aristotle points out, the assumption here is that the agent is free to
pursue either of two contrary ends, provided there are no factors which may
prevent him from doing so. See also fn. 55.

58 That is, I take it that ‘all things come about necessarily because of some
connection between causes', is reminiscent of the determinist position
Aristotle considers in Mer. 1027a32ff. See also the discussion in chapter 1.
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a bit, the suggestion is that Aquinas takes it that the Megarians

advocate a position along the following lines:
(1) Take any future event you like. Apparently, we can construct a
continuous causal chain which connects this event to a present or past
event.

(2) Every cause in this chain is such that it brings about its effect by
necessity.

(3) Every past and present event is necessary, in the sense that it is
irrevocable.

(4) Given (1)-(3), it follows that every event in the future will happen
of necessity.

We need not discuss this determinist argument again, as it has
already been treated in some detail in chapter 1.5%9 All we need to
do here is point out just one thing: If it is indeed the case that the
Megarians adhere to the position just outlined, viz. (1)-(4), then
their approach to a case such as that of Callias and the fever-
stricken Socrates will be quite different from that proposed by
Aristotle. Most likely, they would treat this case as follows. It may
be the case that Callias has just arrived at the bedside of Socrates.
It should be noted, though, that Callias has no option as to how he
will act. As is the case with every cause, his arrival at the bedside
of Socrates will of necessity bring about a certain specific effect.
More precisely, the suggestion is that the Megarians would contend
that there are certain universal facts about causation which make it
necessary that Callias has no options open to him. That is, they
would contend that it is now necessary that he will eventually act in

a certain specific way; e.g. he will eventually try to heal Socrates.6©

59 The above, viz. (1)-(4), is just an outline of the argument for causal
determinism presented in Mer. E. 3. For a full treatment of it, see the
discussion in chapter 1, and esp. part IV.

60 To spell things out a bit, the idea here is that every event E is such that it
will inevitably bring the coming about of a specific event E’. See also fn. 59.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



144

If the suggestion just made is accepted, that is to say if it is
accepted that the Megarians are (causal) determinists, then we can
begin to see how they get to the thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32. Given
the determinist position they advocate, it is only natural for them to
find Aristotle's theory of rational capacities to be unacceptable.6!
The Stagirite's theory, as we have seen, has it that (a) a rational
agent has double (active) capacities, and (b) the course of action he
will eventually follow is not determined until the moment he makes
his decision. What is most important to note, however, is that
Aristotle makes a rather compelling case for his view. His claim is
that Callias, given his art, can recognize both the positive and the
negative end. That is, he can recognize that if he induces heat he
will further impair Socrates’' condition, whereas if he cools him he
will get better. Furthermore, Aristotle claims that Callias, being a
rational agent, has both 'desire' (§pe&iv) and 'choice' (mpoaipeciv). Thus,
he continues to say (in Met. 1048al0ff), if nothing interferes and
provided the passive subject is near, Callias may freely decide to
pursue either of the two ends available to him. Now, what I intend
to show In what follows is that one way the Megarian determinist
may attack Aristotle's indeterminism is via the thesis of Mez.
1046b29-32.

As we have already seen, Aristotle takes it that: (a) Callias has
a certain (active) capacity for contrary effects, (b) this capacity may

be actualized only after Callias has made his choice, and (c) at any

61 T here make the further assumption that the Megarians are in active
debate with Aristotle. Given the material in Mer. E. 3, however, [ take it that
this is a perfectly plausible assumption to make.
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point before the decision is made, it is possible for Callias to pursue

either of the two available options.62 What I would like to submit

1S

that one, admittedly extreme, reaction to Aristotle’s indeterminism

is to deny the distinction between capacity and actuality.

more specific, my proposal is this. The Stagirite's

To be

is that,

under the right conditions, there is a time at which it is open to

Callias to pursue either of the two ends available. Furthermore,

have seen that Aristotle provides good support for this view.

we

Given

his art, he contends, Callias can recognize both the positive and the

negative end. And provided that the passive subject is near and

that nothing hinders Callias' decision-making, then it follows that

there is a time at which the future is open. That is, there is a time

at which it i1s not determined whether Callias will heal or harm

Socrates. On the other hand, the determinist position the Megarians

are purported to advocate has it that: every cause E is such that it

will inevitably bring about a specific effect E'; hence, it follows that

Callias' arrival at the bedside of Socrates will, of necessity, bring
about a certain result -- let us say, Callias' healing of Socrates.63 It
should be clear, then, that Aristotle's theory of rational capacities

presents a serious problem for the Megarians. The Megarians need

to deal with the thesis that: (i) given his nature, a rational

such as Callias has a capacity which is directed towards

agent

contrary

ends, and (ii) under the right circumstances, Callias is free to pursue

either of the two ends available to him. What I would

like to

suggest is that it is plausible to assume that their reaction to this

62 See fn. 57.
63 See fns. 59, 60.
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form of indeterminism is to challenge the thesis that a rational
agent has a capacity for contrary ends. As was already indicated,
one (extreme) way to do this is to claim that the rational agent has
the capacity to ¢, if and only if he/she is actually ¢-ing. Putatively,
if the thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32 is accepted, then the problem of
the agent being capable of two contrary ends, and consequently the
problem of indeterminism, do not arise at all. That is to say, if
capacity is actuality, then there is no point at which Callias may be
said to have the dual-end capacity to heal or to harm. Under the
Megarian scheme of things, Callias has only single-end capacities,
and (most importantly) he has them if and only if he is actually
exercising them.

To spell things out a bit, my proposal is this. The Megarians,
like the causal determinist of Met. E. 3, maintain that every cause E
is such that it necessitates the coming to be of a certain specific
effect E'. On the other hand, Aristotle holds that a rational agent,
such as Callias, has double (active) capacities. That is, Callias has the
capacity to heal or to harm. Furthermore, the Stagirite argues that
until Callias makes his choice, it is open to him to pursue either of
the two ends. As was noted above, if we assume that the Megarian
determinists are in active debate with Aristotle, then we may see
how they reach the thesis of 1046b29-32. Aristotle makes a fairly
strong case for his position. He notes that Callias, given his art, can
recognize both the positive and the negative end. He also notes that
if the passive subject is present, and if there is nothing to hinder

Callias' decision-making, then there is a time at which both options
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are open to him. Now, my suggestion is that one reaction to this
thesis is to claim that capacity is actuality. If this is true, then two
things seem to follow: (a) no rational agent may be said to have
double (active) capacities, viz. if capacity = actuality, then the
contention that a rational agent has double capacities generates an
obvious contradiction, and (b) an agent may be said to have a
capacity if and only if he (now) exercises it. In short, the suggestion
is that the thesis of 1046b29-32 is designed to eliminate the basis
of Aristotelian indeterminism, viz. the claim that rational agents
have double (active) capacities. What we need to point out, though,
is that it also eliminates the possibility of causation or any other
kind of change. Apparently, this much would seem to also eliminate
the theory the Megarian position is presumed to take its start from,
namely, causal determinism. The bottom line, however, is that it
ensures that the world is one in which every state of affairs is a
necessary one. In other words, my claim is the following. The
Megarians begin from causal determinism. In their effort to rebut
Aristotle's theory of  rational capacities, which entails
indeterminism, they adopt the thesis of 1046b29-32. And, as a
result of this move they are forced to retreat to a yet more stringent
form of necessitarianism; a form of necessitarianism which has it
that the world is a plenum of necessary states of affairs. As we will
see, however, Aristotle finds this new version of determinism to be

equally problematic.64.65

64 See also the discussion in part IL.
65 What we should also note here is this. As was shown in part II, one may
move from Eleaticism to the thesis of Mer. 104b29-32. We have also seen,
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In Met. ©. 3, Aristotle uses at least four different arguments
against the thesis of Mer. 1046b29-32. To conclude the discussion
in this part of the paper, I would like to review briefly two of these
arguments.

As the Stagirite points out in Mer. 1046b32-33, 'it is not hard
to see the absurdities that attend’" the view advocated by the
Megarians. His opponents' thesis is that an agent can have a
capacity if and only if he/she is exercising it. One problem with this
view is this:

If ... it is impossible to have such arts if one has not at some time learnt

and acquired them, and it is then impossible not to have them if one

has not sometime lost them (either by forgetfulness or by some
accident or by time ...), a man will not have the art when he has ceased
to use it, and yet he may immediately build again; how then will he
have got the art?
(Mer. 1046b36-1047a4)
Very briefly, what Aristotle is trying to say here is this. The
Megarian thesis has it that a man, let us call him Xenocrates, has the
capacity to build only when he is actually doing so; when he stops
building, he immediately loses the relevant capacity. In other

words, Aristotle tells us, the Megarian thesis requires us to accept

that:
(1) Xenocrates has the capacity to build at time r because he is actually
doing so at .
(2) At a later time ¢ Xenocrates stops building. At this time
Xenocrates loses his capacity to build.
(3) At an even later time " Xenocrates starts building again. At this
time ¢" Xenocrates regains his capacity to build.

According to the Stagirite, there is an obvious difficulty with the

Megarian position. As we have already seen, for Aristotle, to have a

however, that Aristotle clearly states that the Megarian thesis does not takes
its start from Eleaticism. Rather, it is the Megaric view which seems to entail
Eleaticism. Given the story recounted above, we may see why Aristotle sees
the order of implication going from the Megaric view to Eleaticism and not
the other way around.
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capacity requires having a certain kind of nature. For example,
what explains the fact that Alcibiades has the capacity to speak a
language is the further fact that Alcibiades' genus and matter are of
the appropriate sort. Now, according to the Megarians it is perfectly
plausible to say that: at time ¢ Alcibiades has the kind of nature
which enables him to speak a language; at the subsequent time ¢’
this same man loses the kind of nature which enables him to speak
a language; and, at " this very same man regains the kind of nature
that allows him to speak a language. Aristotle's complaint about all
this is that the Megarians tell us nothing which may explain how a
man can go through such radical changes. To be more specific, his
complaint is that they have failed to explain what it is that causes a
man to lose, and then regain one and the same essential nature.66
The second main argument Aristotle utilizes against the
Megarians is one that we have already considered. In Me:.
1047a10-14, the Stagirite notes that the thesis of Met. 1046b29-32
leads to Eleaticism. That is to say, if one accepts that x has the
capacity to ¢ if and only if it is actually o-ing, then one has to also
accept that change and generation are impossible. More specifically,
one has to accept that the world is a plenum of necessary states of
affairs. As the Stagirite points out, however, it should be clear that
it is absurd to deny the possibility of change. Hence, it is also clear
that the thesis which yields this conclusion, viz. the thesis of Me:.

1046b29-32, is also absurd.67

66 As was noted above, this is just a brief outline of the argument in Mer.
1046b36-1047a4. For a more detailed discussion of it, see Irwin, 1988: 227-229.

67 It is quite likely that Aristotle gives Eleaticism such a short treatment in
the context of Met. ©. 3, because he assumes that his audience is familiar with
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IV.Some concludingremarks:

There is no denying the fact that the interpretation of Me:t. o.
3 presented in this chapter is based on a number of conjectures.
What I would like to do in this last section of the chapter is to
highlight a couple of things which, I think, give my reading of Me:.
©. 3 some measure of support.

If we take a close look at Met. ©. 2, we can see that Aristotle's
main aim in the chapter is to: (a) introduce the distinction between
rational and non-rational capacities, and (b) explain why a rational
capacity is a capacity for two contrary ends. The next thing we
need to point out is that it is clear that one of the goals of the
discussion in Metr. ©. 5 is to explain a certain fact about rational
capacities. More precisely, in this chapter the Stagirite attempts to
show that in the case of rational capacities, the meeting of the active
agent and thc passive subject is not enough to bring about a result.
As we have seen, Aristotle's position is that for a rational capacity to
be actualized, it is required that the agent makes a decision.
Furthermore, he clearly notes that, under the right circumstances,
the rational agent has freedom of choice.

Keeping the above in mind, we may proceed to ask a couple of
interesting questions. Why doesn't Aristotle go on to complete his
discussion of the distinction between rational and non-rational
capacities in Met. ©. 27 Why does he interject the treatment of the

Megarians in Met. ©. 368, before he goes on to complete his account

the discussion in Phys. A. 2-3.
68 There is also the discussion in Mer. ©. 4, which appears to be even more
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of the distinction made in Mer. ©. 2?7 What I would like to suggest is
that one plausible explanation for the structure of the discussion in
Met. ©. 2-3, 5 is this. The material in Mer. ©. 2 is designed to
introduce the distinction between rational and non-rational
capacities. Before Aristotle can go on t-0 complete the account of this
distinction, viz. explain how rational capacities introduce
indeterminism, he needs to clear one irmmportant obstacle. That is, he
needs to show that the Megarian attack on the theory of rational
capacities 1s innocuous. And, as was explained in part III, this is
exactly the function that Me:. ©. 3 seemms to perform.

The next thing we need to note here is that there are a
number of different discussions of Mer.. ©. 3 in the recent literature.
What 1is surprising, however, is that none of them attempts to
explain what it is that motivates tlme Megarian thesis of Mer.
104629-32. The modern interpreters agree that this thesis is
patently untenable. It is puzzling, thoough, that none of them has
any proposal to make in terms of explaining how one may reach the
conclusion of Mer. 1046b29-32.69 And in the absence of such an
explanation, we have no option but to zccept that the Megaric view
is just a fatuous dictum which is hardlyr worth Aristotle's attention.
What the interpretation of Mer. ©. 3 presented above claims to have
done is to have put the Megarian thessis in context. That is, by

utilizing Aquinas' cryptic suggestions, we have managed to tell a

distant from the material in Mer. ©. 2. Rather briefly, the connection
between these two chapters is this. In Me:. ©. 3 Aristotle shows that capacity
is not identical to actuality. And in Mer. ©. 4,. he pursues a related matter: he
shows that capacity is not entirely distinct from actuality.

69 See, for example, Ide, 1990, and Irwin, 1988: ch. I1.
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story which presents the Megarian thesis as the outcome of an
attempt, albeit a lame one, to block Aristotelian indeterminism.
And by doing so, we have, I think, managed to give the Megarian
thesis, and Aristotle's philosophical judgement, some measure of
respectability.

What remains to be seen, of course, is how the material in
Met. ©. 3, and in the surrounding chapters, ties in with the rest of
what Aristotle has to say about modality and determinism. As was

noted earlier on, though, these are matters which I intend to pursue

in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 4

Aristotle and the Principle of Plenitude

e 3 st sie st ok sk i s 3k ok 3 i 3 38 o s o s sk ok ke i ok ke s s ok sk o o 36 ok ok s ok ke ok s ofe st ok sk sk sfe e ok ok sk ok st sk sk ke sk skl e ok
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I. Introduction:

In De Caelo (DC) A. 9. 277b27-9, Aristotle announces that one
of the things he intends to do in the impending discussion, viz. DC A.
9-12, is to argue for the thesis that the 'world' (oUpavds) is both
'indestructible’ (dé¢6apTos) and 'ungenerated' (dayévnrtos).! Very briefly,
the way the Stagirite approaches the task at hand is this. In DC A.
10, he presents the opposing cosmological views and he explains
why they are defective. At the very end of this same chapter,
however, he goes on to tell us that to establish his own thesis he will
need to conduct a closer examination of one of its rivals.2 In
particular, he notes that he needs to further scrutinize the position
putatively found in Plato's Timaeus, namely, the position that the
world is generated but it is indestructible. Then, he states that
against the people who adopt the Timaean view:
an argument has been given along physical lines in the case of the

heavens only, but this matter will be clear once we have made an
examination generally that applies to all cases (.. o¢uowds pév mepl

I This rendering of the word olpavéds within the context of DC A. 9-12, is
justified by what Aristotle has to say about it at DCA. 9. 278b18-21: 'Further,
we call the body surrounded by the outermost revolution ouranosin another
sense; for we usually call the entire world, that is, the universe, ouranos' (“Em
8’ dMws Aéyopev olpavdov T meplexdpevov obpa Und ThHs EoxdTNS TeplbopEsT TO Yap
Shov kal TO mav eldBapev Aéyew oupavdv). I here adopt S. Leggatt's translation;
see Leggatt, 1995: 89, and the accompanying commentary on p. 203.

2 See DC 280a27ff.
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ovpavol pdvov eipnTai, kaBdhou && mnepl dmavros okePapévolrs €oTar kal mwepl
ToUTou &firov).3
(DC A. 10, 28032-4)

To spell things out a bit, in this passage Aristotle does two things.
First, he tells us that he has already given an argument ‘along
physical lines' against the Timaean view. This seems to be a
reference to DCA. 3. 270al2ff where he argues that: (a) generation
and corruption take place among contraries; {b) 'aether' (ai8vp), the
element out of which the heavenly bodies are made, has no
contrary; (c) therefore, the heavens iIs ungenerated and
indestructible.* And second, Aristotle claims that the implausibility
of the Timaean view can be further demonstrated via a second,
more general, argument. In DC A. 11, we get a discussion of the
terminology required for the purposes of this argument. The
argument itself is presented in DC A. 12.

A casual browse through DC A. 12 is sufficient to show that
what we get in it is not one argument, but a series of arguments
which are ultimately aimed against the Timaean position. Some of
the modern interpreters argue that the reasoning in DC A. 12, or at
least part of it, is correct.> Others, however, take it to be clear that it
is hopelessly flawed.® What [ would like to clarify at the outset is

that it is not my intention to undertake a full scale analysis of this

3 This is a slightly modified version of Leggatt's translation; see Leggatt, 1995:
95.

4+ The above is a very brief summary of the argument at DC270al2ff. For two
discussions of this argument, and of DCA. 3 in general, see Elders, 1966: 92-3,
156-7, and Leggatt, 1995: 181-5. See also the discussion in chapter 5.

5 See, for example, Elders, 1966: 164ff; Bogen and Mcguire, 1987; van Rijen,
1989: ch. 5, and esp. pp. 87ff.

6 See, for example, Hintikka, 1973: 210-213; Judson, 1983; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 8,
esp. pp. 128-130; Tweedale, 1997; Williams, 1965.
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difficult chapter with the aim of adjudicating the dispute among the
commentators. In other words, I will not attempt to determine
whether or not DC A. 12 eventually succeeds in showing that (a) the
Timaean view 1is implausible, and (b) the world is indeed both
indestructible and ungenerated. In fact, these are two issues which
I will largely ignore. What I would like to do instead is to focus on
the opening section of the puzzlework which is DCA. 12. That is, I
propose to examine the passage 281a28-b25 where Aristotle offers

an argument to the effect that: everything that always is is

absolutely indestructible (&mav ... 10 del 8v damids &odBapTov)'.”

As is well known, the argument of DCA. 12. 281a28-b25 has
acquired notoriety due to the work of J. Hintikka. According to
Hintikka, there is textual evidence which suggests that the Stagirite
takes it that everything in the cosmos is governed by the Principle

of Plenitude:

T = If something is possible at a time r;, then it is actual at ; for at least

one time f; > 1;.8
Furthermore, Hintikka argues that the corpus contains ample
evidence to support the claim that Aristotle accepts not only T, but
also the following variants of it:

T'1 = That which never is, is impossible (e.g. Met. ©. 3. 1047al12-14).

T2 = What always is, is by necessity (e.g. DC A. 12. 281b2-25).
T3 = Nothing eternal is contingent (e.g. Mer. ©. 8. 1050b7-8).9-10

7 DC A. 12, 281b25. For some suggestions on how this argument fits into the
wider context of DC A. 12, see Judson, 1983: 233-5. See also Tweedale, 1997.

8 According to Hintikka, textual evidence in support of the claim that
Aristotle adopts T may be found in Mer. ©. 4. 1047b3-6. In his exposition of
this claim, Hintikka formulates the Principle of Plenitude in slightly
different terms. In particular, he formulates it as (T =) 'No unqualified
possibility remains unactualized through an infinity of time'; see Hintikka,
1973: esp. 96, 107. See also the discussion in part III.

9 See Hintikka, 1973: esp. pp. 96-107.

10 At this point, it is worth noting that a certain version of Hintikka's position
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Both of these claims have been challenged by a number of the
recent interpreters.!!  And the consensus among the scholars is that
these criticisms of Hintikka's position are effective.!2 What I
propose to show in what follows, however, 1is that the prime
evidence Hintikka cites for the claim that Aristotle accepts T2, viz.
DC 281b2-25, deserves another look. To anticipate briefly, I intend
to argue that: (a) the reasoning 1n DC A. 281a28-b25 appears to
commit the Stagirite, albeit inadvertently, to a certain form of the
Principle of Plenitude he explicitly tries to reject, and (b) if this
much is right, then Aristotle's struggle against determinism seems
to suffer somewhat of a setback. Before we get to discuss these
points, though, we will need to cover some essential groundwork.
That is, we will need to wade through DC 281a28-b25 in order to
provide an exegetically correct account of Aristotle's intended

argument in this passage.

Il. The argumentofDe Caelo 281a28-b25:

The passage we need to examine may be divided into two
sections: (a) DC 281a28-b2, where  Aristotle makes some
preliminary remarks relating to the ensuing argument, and (b) IC

281b2-25, where we get the actual argument which purports to

is adopted by S. Waterlow; see Waterlow, 1982. Waterlow's position is
thoroughly scrutinized by Judson, 1983. See also Kirwan, 1986, and van Rijen,
1989: 82-88.

Il See, for example, Gaskin, 1995: ch. 7, and esp. pp. 75-8; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 8;
van Rijen, 1984; 1989: ch. 4. It is also worth having a look at Judson, 1983: esp.
pp- 219-20, fn. 9. Judson's criticisms are directed against Waterlow's position,
but his arguments work equally well against Hintikka.

12 See the references in fn. 11. I will come back to this point in part III.
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establish that 'everything that always i1s is absolutely

indestructible’. Here is how our passage reads:

[281a28] Having determined these matters, we need to discuss the next.
If it is indeed the case [29] that some things are capable (Suvatd) both
of being and of not-being, then it is necessary to determine a
maximum time [30] for both their being and their not-being. I mean
the time for which [31] the thing is capable of being and for which it
is capable of not-being in respect [32] of any predicate (Aéyw &' dv
SuvaTtdv TO mpayua €lvalr kal Ov SuvaTov ph elvat kad ' dmowavoiv katnyoplav);
for example, man, pale, three cubits long, or any [33] other such thing.
For if there is no certain amount of time, but instead it is always [34]
more than the quantity proposed and there is no time than which it is
smaller, then the same thing [b1l] will be capable of being for an
infinite time and also of not-being for another [2] infinite time
(dmetpov EoTar xpdvov SuvaTdv elvar, xal Wn elvar dihov dmerpov). But this is
impossible (aA\& TolT ° addvarov).

[281Db2] Let this be our starting point: [3] 'impossible’ (da6vvatov) and
‘false’ do not have the same meaning. One use [4] of 'impossible’ and
‘possible’ (8uvatdv), and ‘false’ and ‘true' is [5] the hypothetical (é¢
unod€oews). I mean, for example, that it is impossible for the triangle to
have two [6] right angles, given certain assumptions; and (it is possible
for the) the diagonal to be commensurate with the sides (given certain
conditions are fulfilled). There are [7] also, however, things which are
possible, impossible, false, and true absolutely (anids). [8] Now it is not
the same for a thing to be absolutely false and to be [9] absolutely
impossible. For to say of you that you are standing when you are not
standing [10] is false, but not impossible. Likewise, to say of a man who
is playing the lyre, [11] but who is not singing, that he is singing is
false, but not {12] impossible. But, to say that someone is standing and
sitting at the same time, or that the diagonal [13] is commensurate, is
not only false but also impossible. [14] It is not the same, then, to
assume something false and to assume something impossible. [15] And
the impossible follows from the impossible.

[1S] At all events, a person has at the same time [16] the capacity
of sitting and the capacity of standing, since when he has the former
(capacity) [17] he also has the other (ToG p&v olv kadfic8ar kal éoTdvar
dpa €xet TRV Suvapy, ST 8Te Exer éxelvmy, kal Thv é1€pav). But he does not
have these in the sense that he is capable of sitting and standing at the
same time, [18] but rather at different times (dAX ° olUx doTe dpa kabfiobfat
Kal éoTdvar, @i\ ' & dMw xpdvw). If, however, something has for an
unlimited time more than one capacity [19] there is no [realizing one]
at another time; rather [they will be realized] at the same time (el && Tt
anewpov xpdrov €xel mAewbvwy Bivapw, olk €oTwv év dNAw Xpdvw, GAA& ToU8
&pa).

[20] Hence, if something which exists for an unlimited time is
destructible, it would have the capacity [21] for not-being (dot "’ e T
dmelpov xpévor & oéBaptdv é&om, Slvapw Exor &v Tol ph elvar). If, then, it
exists for an unlimited time, let this [22] capacity be realized (et &3
damerpov xpdvov, €oTw Umdpxov & Sivatar). It will, then, at the same time be
and not-be [23] in actuality (dpa dp ° EoTar Te kai olk EoTal kaT |
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évépyerav). But this would be false, because something false was

assumed. [24] But if the assumption were not impossible, the result

would not also be impossible. [25] Thus, everything that always is is

absolutely indestructible (émav dpa T6 det Ov amiGs ddbaprov).
In the next few pages, I will make an attempt to reconstruct the
argument Aristotle gives in this passage. This I intend to do in two
steps. First, I will briefly examine two of the most prominent recent
interpretations of DC 281b2-25. And second, I will present what I
consider to be the correct reading of DC 281a28-b25.

Perhaps the best known of the modern interpretations of IOC
281b2-25 is the one by C.J.F. Williams.!3 According to Williams, the
first clue to unraveling the reasoning in this passage is to be found

in lines 281b9-10, 12-4. As we can see, In this set of lines Aristotle

states that:
(i) To say of you that you are standing when you are not standing is

false, but not impossible [281b9-10].
(ii) To say that someone is standing and sitting at the same time, is not

only false but also impossible [281b12-4].

Williams' contention is that lines b9-10 and bl2-4 introduce the
distinction that medieval logicians would later make between modal
propositions  understood sensu  diviso and sensu composito
respectively. To be more specific, his suggestion is that the material
in these lines is to be construed as follows. The negation of the
statement we get in b9-10 is this: 'It is impossible that you, who are
not standing, should be standing'. Now, two things need to be noted

here. First, this last statement is to be understood sensu diviso, and

can be assigned the form:
(i) ~ (~p & Mp).

13 What follows in the next few paragraphs is a summary of Williams, 1965:
98-102. Note that Williams is not exclusively concerned with DC281b2-25. In
fact, he gives a full scale analysis of DCA. 12; see Williams, 1965: 95-107, 203-
215.
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And second, it should be sufficiently clear that it is false, for it is
only a contingent fact that you are not standing. On the other hand,
the statement of 281bl2-4 is to be understood sensu composito, and

is of the logical form:
@) ~M (~p & p).

What should also be evident is that, unlike (i), (ii) is true.

The next thing we need to note, according to Williams, is the
material in lines 281b15-18 where Aristotle appears to be stating
that: 'A man can both sit, viz. not stand, and stand ..' (281b15-16).
Williams points out that, at first sight, it seems that what we get
immediately after this statement is a claim to the effect that we
have no more reason to accept '~(M~p & Mp)' than (@{") itself
(281b16-18). He then proceeds to state, however, that the
emphasized contraposition of dpa ['at the same (time)'] and &v da\w
xpdvw ['at different times'] in 281bl17-8, indicates that this is not
quite the point Aristotle is trying to make at 281bl15-8. Williams'
view 1s that in this passage we get a second version of the
divisus/compositus distinction; namely, a temporal version of it. He
argues that the Stagirite's intention here is to make the distinction
between the following statements:

(ii1) A man cannot stand <now> and not stand <now>.

(iv) A man cannot stand <now> and not stand <tomorrow>.

To spell things out a bit, Williams takes it that the material in
281b15-8 is to be construed as follows. The statement 'A man
cannot stand and not stand’ may be given the temporally composite

reading (iii). Apparently, this statement may be formalized as
(iti"y ~M (~pr; & pty)
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which is logically true. It should be noted, though, that our
statement, viz. 'A man cannot stand and not stand', can also be
given the temporally divided reading (iv). This statement may be

formalized as:
{iv) ~M (~pt, & pt3)

And (iv'), as Williams puts it, is either 'false (or undesignated)’
(Williams, 1965: 98).

Having stated this much, Williams goes on to give us an
interpretation of 281b18-20 and a diagnosis of what (presumably)
is wrong with the argument in 281b2ff. Williams takes it that in
281b18-20 Aristotle refers us back to (iv') and rightly asserts that
when one of the time references in the two juxtaposed conjuncts is
to an infinite time, the sentence in its divided sense is true. That is

to say, the Stagirite rightly notes that the statement
(iv") ~M {ptye & ~pty)

i1s true. More precisely, Williams' claim is that in 281b18-20 the
Stagirite correctly points out that the denial of (iv"), viz. 'M (pri &
~pt;)', gives rise to a self-contradiction. Then, Williams proceeds to
explain why the argument of 281b2ff is flawed. The conclusion
Aristotle wants to establish with this argument is that of 281b25:
‘every object x which exists for an infinite time is
indestructible/exists of necessity'. Furthermore, it seems that the
point the Stagirite is trying to make at 281bl18-20 is that a
statement such as 'x exists for an infinite time but is destructible’,

when read in the temporally divided sense 'M (pti; & ~pt,), gives

rise to a self-contradiction. And putatively, he assumes that this is
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all he needs in order to establish that if x exists for an infinite time,
then it is indestructible. Williams, however, claims that:
The temporal variety of the compositus/divisus distinction, which
Aristotle introduced at 281b16, is a red herring. The statement 'X never
corrupts (t.e. continues existing for an infinite time) but is

corruptible’ can still be interpreted sensu diviso after the pattern of
KNpt Mpt,. Aristotle has still to show that this gives rise to a self-

contradiction.
(Williams, 1965: 99)

In other words, Williams' objection to the argument of 281b2-25 is
this. This argument attempts to show that if x exists for an infinite
time, then it is indestructible. As was just noted, Aristotle does
show that 'M (pit,¢ & ~pt,)' gives rise to a self-contradiction. This,
however, is just one reading of the statement 'x exists for an infinite
time but is destructible’. This same statement may be read as 'pf;
& M~pt\'; that is to say, it may be construed as a modally divided
statement. Given that (a) this is the case, and (b) this last
statement, unlike 1its temporally divided counterpart 'M (pt,; &
~pt;), does not appear to give rise to an obvious self-contradiction,
then one inescapable conclusion seems to follow. If Aristotle is to
establish his conclusion of 281b25, then he needs to show that 'pr,
& M~pty' is false. According to Williams, however, Aristotle never
addresses this issue.

It appears, then, that Williams' view is that in the argument of
281b2-25 Aristotle commits a logical error. Puatively, the Stagirite
shows that the temporally divided 'M (pt,; & ~pt))' is logically false.
But to get to the desired conclusion of 281b25 he needs to show that
this is also the case with the modally divided 'pf, & M~pt;'. And
Williams' claim is that Aristotle does nothing to show that this last

statement is logically false. In fact, he takes it that:
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(1) The Stagirite seems to simply assume that since ‘M (pr, s & ~pt))'
gives rise to a seif contradiction, then so does ‘pf,¢ & M~pz,'.
(2) It is on basis of the erroneous assumption that 'prinf & M~pty’ is

obviously false that Aristotle goes on to conclude that p, where p ='x
exists for ever', entails that ~M~p.

What remains to be seen, of course, is whether Williams' criticism is
justified.

It seems to me that Williams' interpretation of 281b2-25 is
subject to a number of objections. In what follows, however, I will
discuss briefly just one of them; namely, the one I take to be the
most obvious.!4 Williams' contention is that Aristotle shifts
illegitimately and confusedly from saying that 'M (pr, & ~pt))' is
logically false, to saying that 'pt, & M~pt,' is logically false. That is,
his claim is that the source of the problem in the argument of
281b2ff is this: (a) the Stagirite acknowledges that 'x exists for an
infinite time but is destructible’ may be read as 'pt,; & M~pt/, but
(b) Aristotle fails to see that to reach the conclusion of 281b25, he
needs to show that 'p 7, & M~pt,' is false; he simply assumes, albeit
incorrectly, that since 'M (pfy,; & ~pt,)' is false, then so is pry, &
M~pt,'. The difficulty for Williams' view is that if we take a close
look at 281b20-4, the very core of the argument that leads to the
claim made at 281b25, we can plainly see that Aristotle's efforts
there are explicitly aimed at showing that a statement of the form

"Dt & M~pt' is logically false.!> And given that this much is true,

then I think that the charge that the argument of 281b2-25

4 This is based on van Rijen, 1989: 78. For two other objections to Williams'
interpretation of 281b2-25, see Judson, 1983: 232.

IS A detailed analysis of 281b20-5 will be provided in the latter half of this
part of the paper.
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contains the logical error identified earlier on may be readily
dismissed.!6

L. Judson, like Williams, maintains that the overall argument
of 281b2-25 is problematic. The mistake he finds in the Stagirite's
reasoning, though, is of a different nature than the one we have just
discussed.!” In 281b20-5, Aristotle appears to give an argument
along the following lines: (a) if x, which exists for an infinite time, is
destructible, then x must have the power of not-being; (b) let us
suppose that x realizes its capacity to not-be; (c) apparently, this
gives rise to an impossibility: at a certain moment in time, x both
exists and does not exist; (d) therefore, it follows that whatever
exists for ever is absolutely indestructible. Judson thinks that the
argument we get here is fallacious. As he notes, in the passage in
question Aristotle makes appeal to a property of possibility which is

1

stated, among other places, in Met. ©. 3. 1047a24-6: . a thing is
capable of doing something if there is nothing impossible in its
having the actuality of that of which it is said to have the capacity’

(éov 8& Suvatov Tolto @ é&&v UmdpEn TN &vépyewa ol AéyeTar Exew ThV

Svapwy, ouBév Eotar adivatov).!®  The alleged problem with the

16 What makes things very puzzling, is the fact that Williams goes on to give
an analysis of 281b20-5 in which it is assumed that Aristotle's concern in this
passage is to show that a statement of the form ‘prj,r & M~pt' is logically false;

see Williams, 1965: 100. To be fair to Williams, we need to acknowledge that he
does point out that the argument of 281b20-5 contains another problem; see
Williams, 1965: 100-2. [The criticism Williams presents against the argument
of 281b20-5 is basically the one found in Judson, 1983: 228-231. This will be
considered in what follows.] Nevertheless, this much does not in any way
weaken the claim that Williams is mistaken to charge Aristotle with the
logical error outlined above.

17 What follows is a summary of Judson, 1983: 228-231. See also fn. 16.

18 One of the usual questions concerning Met. ©. 3. 1047a24-6 is this: 'What
exactly do suvatdv and advvatov mean in this passage?’. I think that the textual
evidence from DC A. 12. 281b20-5 and Metr. ©. 4. 1047b9-12, where MPP is
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argument of 281b20-5 is that the application of this principle, let us
call it the 'Modal Procedure Principle’ (MPP), fails to yield

Aristotle's conclusion. To be more specific, Judson takes it that:
... all that its application truly shows here is that it is impossible for
something to exist always and also cease to be; it does not show that the
ceasing to be of something that does exist always is without
qualification impossible, any more than the sitting man's standing is
without qualification impossible. Aristotle here seems to think that
this test can be applied to a candidate for possibility without regard to
whether the supposition of its holding requires changes in what else
can be taken to be true. 1 shall call this the ‘insulated realization
manoeuvre', because the realization of the possibility (or the exercise
of the capacity) is supposed in complete insulation - causal and logical
- from anything else which is taken to hold.
(Judson, 1983: 230)

To understand Judson's objection to the argument of 281b20-5 we
need to take a quick look at the material in 281b2-15. In this
earlier passage, Aristotle invests some effort to make the distinction

between:
(1) Relative modality!9: To illustrate this kind of modality, the Stagirite
tells us that ‘it is impossible for the triangle to have two right angles,
given certain assumptions'. As it is evidenced by DC 281b2-6, and a
number of other passages in the corpus2?0, Aristotle’'s intention here is
to point out that:
(i) Relative modality is the kind of modality that governs the
consequence relation in a deduction.
(ii) A statement p (or a state of affairs S) may be said to be
impossible/possible/necessary relative to certain conditions
which are sufficient or necessary for its derivation (or coming
about).
(2) Absolute modality: For example, it is absolutely impossible for the
diagonal of a square to be commensurate with the sides (281b12-13).
[For, to assume that the diagonal is commensurate with the sides, is to
accept that there is at least one number which is both odd and even.]

applied, shows that Aristotle’'s claim in (Me:. ©. 3) 1047a24-6 is this.
Something has the capacity to ¢, viz. it is Suvardv for it to ¢, just in case
nothing impossible (asivartov) would take place if its capacity (8dvapis) to o
should be actualized. In other words, I take it that Suvatrdv means capable, and
that a8jvartov means impossible. Or, if you prefer, I take Suvatdv to refer to a
feature of a rhing, and asdvatov to refer to a feature of a state of affairs or a
statement. See also the discussion in chapter 3, esp. part IIL.

19 T use 'relative possibility/impossibility' as a label for what Aristotle calls
the ‘'hypothetical' (¢¢ UmnoBéoews) use of 'possible’ and 'impossible’. See also fn.
21.

20 See, for example, APr. A. 1. 24b19ff, 10. 30b32ff. See also fn. 21.
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In other words, it seems that Aristotle’s point here is this. A statement
p (= the diagonal is incommensurate with the sides) is absolutely
necessary, in the sense that its denial yields a statement which is
without qualification impossible; it Es a statement that entails a
violation of the principle of non-contradiction.2!

It is clear that in 281b20-5 Aristotle utilizes MPP in order to test
whether x, which exists for ever, is destructible. He argues that if
we suppose that x has the capacity to not-be, and that this capacity
gets realized, then we end up with an obvious impossibility: x exists
and does not exist at one and the same time. Thus, the Stagirite
concludes, x is (absolutely) indestructible. According to Judson,
however, it should be obvious that this argument is problematic. If
the supposition was simply that x realizes its capacity to not-be,
then no impossibility would result; the statement 'x does not exist'
does not express an impossibility. What does seem to entail the
contradiction Aristotle points to is the actualization of x's capacity to
not-be while being everlasting. And if this is right, Judson tells us,
then Aristotle fails to prove his conclusion. What the argument of
281b20-5 seems to establish is that it is impossible for x to exist
always and also cease to be. To use the terminology of 281b2-6,
what the Stagirite's argument proves is this: the actualization of x's
capacity to not-be relative to x's never ceasing to be entails a
contradiction; hence, x cannot have the capacity to not-be while
being everlasting. As was repeatedly noted, though, in the
conclusion of the argument Aristotle explicitly asserts that x is

'absolutely indestructible’.

21 The above, viz. (1) and (2), is only a rough guide to the notions of absolute
and relative modality. For a more detailed discussion of these issues, see van
Rijen, 1989: ch. 3, and esp. pp. 31-50.
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Naturally, the question that arises at this point is whether this
is a fair assessment of Aristotle's argument. J. van Rijen notes that
Judson's interpretation requires us to make an unpalatable
assumption. As was indicated above, in 281b2-15 the Stagirite
seems to go to great lengths to highlight the distinction between
absolute modality and relative modality. Nevertheless, if Judson is
right we will have to accept that in 281b20-5 Aristotle simply
forgets this distinction immediately after he has recognized it.22 I
believe van Rijen's point is well taken. At the same time, however,
I think we have to concede that Judson is correct to point out that:
(a) the argument of 281b20-4 appears to show the impossibility of
x's ceasing to be while being everlasting, and (b) in the conclusion of
281b25, Aristotle asserts that x is absolutely indestructible. Hence,
if van Rijen's objection is to carry any weight then we need to
actually show that, despite appearances to the contrary, Aristotle
does not commit the mistake Judson charges him with. That is, we
need to actually show that in the argument of 281b20-5 Aristotle
does not make the blunder of forgetting his own distinction between
relative and absolute modality.

As we have seen, Judson takes it that the expression anids
doBaptov (‘absolutely indestructible') at 281b25 is meant to indicate
the absolute, as opposed to the relative, impossibility for an entity x
to be destroyed. And his complaint is that the argument of 281b20-
5 only warrants the conclusion that x cannot cease to exist while

being everlasting. Now, the question we need to address is whether

22 See van Rijen, 1989: 81-2.
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Judson's reading of 281b25 1is correct. In Met. ©. 8. 1050b6-28,
Aristotle gives a discussion which is intended to show that the
'everlasting things' (r& d&i6iwa) in the cosmos are 'prior in substance’
(mpdtepa TH ovoilq) to those things which are transient.23 In this
discussion, the Stagirite makes a familiar point: the everlasting
things are 'absolutely indestructible' (anids dd6aprta).2* What makes
the material in Met. ©. 8 useful for our purposes is the fact that in
this text Aristotle makes it clear that the expressions ‘absolutely
indestructible' and ‘absolutely destructible’ are meant to be used in
a very specific technical sense. In particular, he tells us that:

(1) A transient thing may be said to be 'absolutely destructible’ (anids

o9aprTdv). What this means is that it is subject to substantial change. 1In
other words, it can cease to be.25

(2) An everlasting thing, as opposed to a transient one, is 'absolutely

indestructible'. That is to say, it cannot ever cease to be the kind of

substance it is. Or, if you prefer, it cannot ever cease to be.26
Given the above, I think it is plausible to assume that what Aristotle
1s trying to say in DC 281b20-5 is this. The actualization of x's
capacity to not-be relative to x's everlasting existence entails a
contradiction. Hence, we may conclude that x, which is an entity
that exists eternally, cannot ever cease to exist. Or, what comes to
the same thing, we may conclude that x is absolutely indestructible.

In short, I think it is plausible to assert that the expression a&mnids

d¢pBapTov at 281b25 has the technical meaning specified in Mer. o. 8.

23 For a discussion of this issue, see Panayides, 1999a.

24 See Met. 1050b16ff.

25 In Met. 1050b13-16, Aristotle says that: 'And that which may possibly not be
is perishable, either absolutely, or in the precise sense in which it is said that
it possibly may not be, viz. either in respect of place or quantity or quality;
‘absolutely’ means ‘in substance' (1o 6& &vSexdpevor i elvar $BapTdv, { &MAGs
TolTo alTd 8 AéyeTtar ki) elvar, §| kaTa TéMOV §| KaTa TO WogdV 1) Moy 4TMABs 6& TO KaT
ovciav). See also fn. 26.

6 See Mer. 1050bl16ff. For further discussion of (1) and (2), see Ross, 1958: 259,

2
265.
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What this means is that in the context of DC281b25 this expression
is not intended to indicate that 1t is absolutely impossible, as
opposed to relatively impossible, for an entity x to be destroyed.
Rather, it is meant to be shorthand for the claim that things which
exist eternally cannot ever cease to be.

To sum up, my suggestion is that &mds d&¢Baptov at 281b25
need not be taken to refer to absolute modality -- as it is proposed
by Judson. It may be taken to refer to the fact that everlasting
things, as opposed to transient ones, are not subject to substantial
change. As was indicated above, if this much is right, then we are
free to assume that Aristotle's aim in 281b20-5 is not to establish
that it is absolutely impossible for x to be destroyed. That is to say,
if the reading of am\ds d¢Baptor suggested above is correct, then we
are free to maintain that the Stagirite's intention in 281b20-5 is to
give an argument for the claim that: given that x is everlasting, then
it cannot have the capacity to be destroyed. And if this much is
accepted, then we may neutralize Judson's criticism of the argument
in 281b20-5.

In the last few pages, I have argued that the interpretations
proposed by Williams and Judson are problematic. What remains to
be seen, of course, is how we are supposed to read DC281a28-b25.
This is the task to which I will turn in the remainder of this part of
the chapter.

As was noted earlier on, in 281a28-b2 Aristotle makes some
remarks which are intended to prepare the ground for the

discussion in 281b2-25. In 281a28-33, he tells us that if a is
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capable both of being F and of being not-F, then there musr be a
maximal stretch of time for the exercise of these capacities.2’” Then,
he proceeds to justify the introduction of this condition. He claims
that if we put no limit to the duration of a' s being F, as well as to its
being not-F, then an unacceptable conclusion seems to follow. That
is, we will have to accept that a is F for an unlimited time, and also
that it is not-F for another unlimited time (281a33-b2). As
Aristotle states, however, this is impossible (281b2).

To spell things out a bit, it seems that what Aristotle is trying
to say in 281a28-b2 is this. If we are to maintain that g has both
the capacity to be F and the capacity to be not-F, where each of
these capacities is for an unlimited time, then we have to accept
that it must be possible for a to realize F, and it must also be
possible for a to realize not-F.28 That is to say, if we are to
truthfully assert that «a has both of the aforementioned opposite
capacities, then it must be the case that it is possible for a to be F
for an unlimited time, and it is possible for a to be not-F for
an(other) unlimited time. When we assume these capacities
actualized, though, we see that an impossibility results. What is the
kind of impossibility that the Stagirite has in mind here? According
to one interpreter, the best we can do is to assume that the claim of
281b2 is one for which Aristotle never provides an argument.29 It

seems to me, however, that this is not quite right. At 281a33-4, the

27 It should be noted that 281a28-b2 is essentially a continuation of the
discussion in DC A. 11. 281a7-17.

28 For further discussion of this point, see the material in chapter 3 --
especially the latter half of part IIL.

29 See van Rijen, 1989: 92.
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Stagirite tells us that a stretch of time is unlimited if it is larger than
all other stretches of time, and smaller than no stretch of time.
Thus, if there were two distinct unlimited stretches of time each one
would have to be larger than the other. But it should be obvious
that this is impossible. That is to say, it is impossible for an entity A
to be larger than another, B, while B is larger than A. What I would
like to submit is that this is what Aristotle has in mind when he
states that there cannot be two distinct stretches of unlimited time.
And what this means, of course, is that it cannot be the case that «a is
F for an unlimited time, and that it is not-F for another unlimited
time. Hence, the Stagirite's conclusion would seem to follow. If a
has the capacity to be F and the capacity to be not-F, then there
must be a maximal stretch of time for the exercise of these
capacities.

What we need to point out here 1is that the discussion in
281a28-b2 supports two claims. First, there appears to be an
underlying assumption which is a sine qua non for the development
of the thought in this passage. This is the assumption that if an
entity a has capacities for opposites, let us say for being F and for
being not-F, then it must be possible for each of them to be realized.
And second, given that this assumption is in place, it would seem to
follow that a cannot have opposite capacities each of which is for a

different unlimited time -- for the reasons explained above.30 Now,

30 As we are about to see, Aristotle has more to say about this point at 281b18-
19. In this second passage, he considers the issue of whether a can exercise
opposite capacities, each of which is for an unlimited time, in one and the
same stretch of unlimited time.
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to see how all this fits into the wider context of 281a28-b25 we will
need to get on with the analysis of 281b2-25.

In 281b15-18, Aristotle tells us that:

(1) A man can possess simultaneously the two (opposite) capacities of

sitting and standing (281b15-7).

(2) To accept (1) is not to accept that it is possible for a man to sit-

while-standing. Rather, it is to accept that a man can possess both the

capacity to sit and the capacity to stand, in the sense that he can sit at

one time and can stand at another time (281b17-8).3!1
In other words, what Aristotle is saying in our passage is this. Take
an entity x and two opposite capacities which are for a limited time,
e.g. the capacity to be F for a limited time, and the capacity to be
not-F for a limited time. If x is to be said to have both of these,
then it must be the case that it is possible for x to be F (for a limited
time), and it is possible for x to be not-F (for a limited time). And
apparently, x can have both of these capacities. This is evidenced
by the fact that if we assume that x realizes them both, bur at
different times, then no impossibility seems to result.

Having stated this much, Aristotle goes on to tell us that: 'If,
however, something has for an unlimited time more than one
capacity there is no [realizing one] at another time; rather [they will
be realized] at the same time' (et 8 m dnepov xpdrov &xel mAeldvwv
Suvapiy, ok €o0Tw év &\w Xpdvw, &AA& Tol8' &ua) (281b18-19).32 [ take
it that the point Aristotle is trying to make here is something along
the following lines. Let us suppose that an entity a has both the

capacity to be F for an unlimited time, and the capacity to be not-F

for the same stretch of unlimited time. Furthermore, keep in mind

31 On these two points, viz. (1) & (2), see also Sophistical Refurations 166a23-
31.

32 Compare this translation of 281b18-19 with the ones in: Guthrie, 1986: 113,
Leggatt, 1995: 101, and Stocks [in Barnes (ed)], 1985: 467.
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the underlying assummption that if something is to be said to have

capacities for opposites, then it must be possible for both of them to

be realized. Once more, the test for determining whether a has the

aforementioned capacities is to consider whether an impossibility

results from assuming that it realizes them both. If it is possible for

a to realize each of its opposite capacities, it should do so within the

same stretch of unlimited time. This is so because, as was argued at

281a28-b2, there canmot be alternative stretches of infinite time.

But to say that (a) there is only one stretch of infinite time, and (b)

a realizes both its capacity to be F (for an unlimited time), and its

capacity to be not-F (for the same stretch of unlimited

time) gives

rise to an impossibility. That is, it turns out that a is at one and the

same time both F and not-F. Hence, it follows that a cannot have

opposite capacities which are for the same stretch of unlimited time.

Time now to turm to the argument of 281b20-5.

opening statement of this passage:

Consider the

. if something which exists for

an unlimited time is destructible, it would have the capacity for not-

being' (.. € T dmelpor xpdvov dv 6BapTdv &, SUvapww Exol v Tol N

elvar). The basic line of thought Aristotle is attempting

to advance

here is akin to that emcountered in 281b15-19. Let us suppose that

x Is an entity which exists eternally. The question

weE are

confronted with is whether x is destructible. As Aristotle notes, if x

is destructible, then it must have the capacity to not-be (at some

point in time). Then, he proceeds to tell us that

for

determining whether -or not x has such a capacity is the familiar

one. That is, we are going to have to consider whether
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Aristotle's

contention 1s that if we assume x to realize its capacity to not-be,

while being everlasting, then a contradiction seems

result

(281b21-3). To be more specific, his claim is that the application of

MPP shows that there will be a time at which x both is and is not.

Hence, Aristotle concludes, whatever is everlasting is indestructible

(281b25). Or, if you prefer, whatever is everlasting is a necessary

existent.33

[t seems to me that at this point we need to do two things.

First, we ought to note that the language of 281b20-5 makes

it

absolutely clear that Aristotle's aim in this passage is to show that

the actualization of x's capacity to not-be (at some time) relative to

x's never corrupting entails an obvious contradiction.

In other

words, it ought to be clear that his concern in our passage is to show

the falsity of a statement of the form 'pr, & M~pt,'. And secondly,

we need to consider the central question relating to 281b20-5:

the argument in this passage a good one?'.

'Is

[ think that the argument of 281b20-5 contains one serious

logical error.34 As was just noted, the Stagirite takes it that what is

under consideration in 281b20-5 is a statement of the form 'pr; &

M~pt,'. By utilizing MPP he contends to show that this statement

1s

false. In particular, he appears to argue that: the truth of pr &

M~pt," 1s dependent on the consistency of 'pfr & ~pr,'; it is clear that

the latter statement is contradictory; hence, it follows that 'pr, &

33 Compare the argument in 281b20-5 with the discussion in DI. 12. 21b10-22.
34 The discussion in this paragraph is inspired by some of the comments

found in Hintikka, 1973: 211-12, and Leggatt, 1995: 216.
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the

argument goes wrong in that the consistency of 'pt,; & ~pt,' is not a

necessary condition of the truth of 'pr,s & M~pt,' but of 'Npt, &

M~pt,'. To spell things out a bit, it seems to me that the mistake

the Stagirite's argument is this. Aristotle begins

in

the

assumption that x is an everlasting thing. Then, he proceeds to pose

the question of whether x can possess the capacity to not-be (at

some point in time), while being everlasting. His claim is that the

application of MPP shows that if we assume that x realizes

capacity to not-be then a contradiction results; namely,

the

is a

time at which x both is and is not. Thus, he concludes that x, which

exists everlastingly, cannot have the capacity to be destroyed.
Aristotle fails to see is that although x is everlasting, viz.
process of exercising its capacity to be for an infinite time, there

still the possibility that the exercise of this capacity may

What

it is in the

1s

be

interrupted. And if this much is true, then it is also true to assert

that x, although everlasting, still has the capacity to be destroyed.

In other words, although x is everlasting it is still possible for it to

be destroyed. Now, if I am right about this much, then

it would

seem that the inconsistency of 'x is everlasting and x does not exist

at some time f,' is not a sufficient condition of the falsehood of 'x

exists eternally and it is possible for x to not-be at some time ¢,'.

The inconsistency of this first statement, is a sufficient condition of

the falsehood of the statement 'it is necessary that x is everlasting

and it is possible for x to not-be at some time f,". In short, it would

seem that the error in the argument in 281b20-5 is that Aristotle
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confuses 'pt, & M~pt,' with 'Npr, & M~pt,'. And given the nature
of the mistake, it would seem that the argument fails to establish its
conclusion: whatever exists eternally is indestructible.

In the final analysis, my view is that the argument in 281b20-
5 is flawed. What remains to be seen, though, is how this argument
affects the discussion concerning Aristotle's commitment to the
Principle of Plenitude. This is the issue I will address in the next

part of the paper.

II1. On the Principle of Plenitude:

In part I, we saw that Hintikka contends that there is textual
evidence which suggests that Aristotle is committed to the universal
applicability of the Principle of Plenitude, viz. the thesis T along
with its variants.  What makes this claim significant in discussions
of Aristotle is the fact that if it is accepted, then we have no choice
but to accept that the Stagirite is also committed to determinism.
Very briefly, the suggestion here is that determinism may be shown

to follow from the Principle of Plenitude as follows:

(1) Assume that M (p at ty).

(2) Show that ~ M (~p at t1).

(3) Assume that M (~p at ry).

(4) From (1), p att].

(5) From (3), ~p at t;.

(6) Therefore, ~ M (~p at t1).

(7) Therefore, N (p at ;).

(8) Therefore, M (p att;) = N (p at t}).35

35 For a more detailed discussion of (1)-(8), see Hintikka, 1977: 32ff.
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Now, what should be immediately obvious from the above is that if
Hintikka is right, then it would seem that Aristotle's struggle against
determinism suffers a major, if not a fatal, blow.36.37

As was also noted in part I, Hintikka's position has been
heavily criticized by a number of contemporary interpreters. In
fact, it is now the consensus among the Aristotelian scholars that
Hintikka's position, as it stands, is untenable.3® For one thing, it has
been argued that the textual evidence shows conclusively that
Aristotle refuses to apply T to things of finite duration. For
example, in DI. 9. 19a9-18 he explicitly states that there is a
distinction to be made between things which are ever-active and
things like a cloak. Apparently, a cloak is such that it is capable of
being cut up, even I1f it never will be. In other words, it appears
that the Stagirite maintains that the realm of non-eternal things is
occupied by entities which have capacities that may never be
realized.3® What this means is that he is not prepared to accept the
applicability of the Principle of Plenitude, viz. T, to the realm of

transient things.*9 And given that this is so, then it would seem

36 We have already seen, viz. chapters 1-3, that Aristotle is in active debate
with the advocates of various kinds of necessitarianism.

37 Note that Hintikka acknowledges that Aristotle's pronouncements
throughout the corpus make it clear enough that he wants to defend
indeterminism. At the same time, however, he notes that it is equally clear
that the Stagirite adopts a number of claims about modality which actually
force him to accept the Principle of Plenitude and consequently determinism.
For further details on this point, see Hintikka, 1977.

38 See fns 11 & 12.

39 See also the discussion in chapter 2, esp. the first half of part VI.

40 As Sorabji notes, there is a harmless exception to this claim. That is, it
appears that Aristotle is prepared to accept that the idea that what is possible
is at some time actual, is applicable to transient things in the special case of
failure to exist. For further discussion of this point, see Sorabji, 1980: 132.
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that he takes it to be the case that this is a realm that is not
governed by determinism.

What needs to be noted at this point is that scholars are also
in agreement that Hintikka's claims are not entirely misplaced.
They agree that all the passages which Hintikka cites for versions of
the Principle of Plenitude, viz. T-T3, fail to show that any of these
theses pertains to transient things.4! At the same time, however,
they note that most of these passages confirm that Aristotle is
prepared to accept that the contested principle, and especially
theses T and T2, is applicable to cases pertaining to things which are
everlasting; e.g. entities like the sun, and the rest of the heavenly
bodies. That is to say, the consensus 1is that the textual evidence
confirms that Aristotle is prepared to accept that the idea that what
is always true is necessarily true+2, and the idea that what is
possible is at some time actual, are applicable to things everlasting.
Two of the many pieces of text which seem to support this claim are
GC B. 11. 338al-3 and Phys. . 4. 203b30. In the first of these texts,
Aristotle explicirly affirms T2: what is always the case, such as the
sun's eternal motion in a circle, is of necessity. And in the second,
he states that '... in the case of eternal things what may be is', which
appears to be a resounding endorsement of the claim that T is

applicable to things which are everlasting.43

+1 I will not discuss any of these passages here. For more details on this claim,
see the references in fn. 11.

42 1 take it, along with the rest of the interpreters, that 'what is always true is
necessarily true’ and ‘'what is everlasting 1is a necessary existent' are just
instances of the more general T2 (= what always is, is of necessity).

43 Note that Aristotle does not provide us with any examples which illustrate
how he thinks T is meant to be applied to everlasting things.
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What I would like to clarify at this point is that it is not my
intention to challenge the interpretive orthodoxy on the issues
sketched out above. That is, I do not intend to challenge the claim
that the textual evidence suggests that (a) Aristotle accepts the
Principle of Plenitude only for a very restricted range of cases, viz.
the cases which involve things everlasting, and (b) the Stagirite
attempts to preserve indeterminism by refusing to apply the
Principle of Plenitude to things of finite duration. As was noted in
part I, however, I believe that the material in DC 281b20-5, viz.
Aristotle's argument for T2, has some important ramifications for
the overall discussion of the Principle of Plenitude. In the
remainder of this chapter, I will explain what I think these
ramifications are.

What I believe is important to note here is that DC281b20-5
seems to give us the material needed to construct an argument
parallel to the one examined in part IL.** To be more specific, I
think it provides us with the material needed to put together an
argument for T1 (= that which never is is impossible). The
argument I have in mind goes like this. Consider x which has the
capacity to be not-F eternally, in the sense that it now realizes this
capacity. Can x also possess the capacity to be F (at some point in
time)? To answer the question at hand we may appeal to the
strategy Aristotle uses throughout DC 281a28-b25. That is, we may

test whether x can possess the capacity to be F, while being

44 The discussion in this and the next paragraph is loosely based on some
remarks made by R. Sorabji in his Necessity Cause and Blame; see Sorabji,
1980: 129-130.
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everlastingly not-F, by applying MPP. Putatively, if we assume that
x realizes the capacity to be Fwe will end up with a contradiction.
There will be a time at which x is both not-F and F. Hence, we may
conclude that whatever 1is everlastingly not-F cannot have the
capacity to be F (at some point in time).

How does the point just made affect the overall discussion
concerning the Principle of Plenitude? As we have seen, the textual
evidence indicates that Aristotle is perfectly happy to accept a
restricted version of the Principle of Plenitude. That is, he is
prepared to accept that this principle is applicable to things which
are everlasting. The issue that we need to address here, though, is
whether Aristotle can maintain that T1, like 7T, may be said to be
exclusively applicable to things eternal.

Richard Sorabji, reports that it is an embarrassment to
Aristotle's view, namely the view that the Principle of Plenitude is
only applicable to transient things, that he accepts that negative
properties may attach everlastingly to transient things.#5 To be
more specific, it appears that there is textual evidence which shows
that Aristotle is prepared to accept the following. Take the case of
this cloak here. This cloak has the capacity to be cut up, although it
may never be cut up. Now, suppose that the cloak gets burnt up
before somebody gets the chance to cut it up. As Sorabji notes,
Aristotle's view is that we may plausibly declare that the cloak may
be said to have the negative property of not being cut up during its

lifetime, and that it retains this property even after it gets burnt.46

45 See Sorabji, 1980: 130.
46 Sorabji notes that this claim, viz. the claim that Aristotle allows for
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Why is all this significant? Evidently, it is significant because it
seems to show that the argument we have constructed out of the
material in DC 281b20-5 is not part of an empty philosophical
exercise. In fact, it seems that what we have so far is evidence to
support two crucial claims. First, the material in DC 281b20-5 is
subject to an extension which shows that Aristotle is committed to
the thesis T1. And second, this time around we cannot restrict the
applicability of this thesis to things everlasting. As we have just
seen, Aristotle is prepared to accept that (a) there are transient
things which have negative properties in their lifetime, and (b) at
least some of these transient things retain their negative properties
even after they go out of existence. If this much is true, we can see
that, for example, a cloak can have for ever the property of not
being cut up. Given that it has this property, then it would seem
plausible to assert the following. In the whole of time the cloak in
question will not be cut up. If this is the case, then there is no time
left at which the capacity to be cut up can be actualized. Hence, we
may conclude that if it is everlastingly true that the cloak has the
property to not be cut up, then it is impossible for it to be cut up.
Hence, the thought goes, it is not just that DC 281b20-5 seems to
give rise to an argument which has as its conclusion T1.
Unfortunately for Aristotle, there is also evidence which shows him
to be committed to the claim that this thesis is applicable to things

transient. And if this is the case, then it would seem to follow that

transient things to possess negative properties after they have ceased to exist,
is supported by the evidence in Categories (Car.) 10. 13b26-35 and DI. 3. 16bl1-
15.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



181

Aristotle is, after all, committed to the idea that the Principle of
Plenitude is applicable to transient things.

Now, what makes things particularly difficult for Aristotle's
task to refute determinism is this. As we have seen, the Stagirite
attempts to block determinism by refusing to accept the
applicability of T to transient things. We have also seen, however,
that we have all the textual evidence we need to show that Aristotle
may be forced to accept that T'1 is applicable to things transient.
Add to this the fact that T1 is the contrapositive of T, and it turns
out that what we have at hand is an obvious tension in the
Stagirite's efforts to refute determinism.

Recently, R. Gaskin has made an attempt to rescue Aristotle
from the problem identified above.47 According to Gaskin, the point
Sorabji draws our attention to poses no real difficulties for the
Stagirite. In particular, Gaskin urges us to note that it is only at the
moment that the cloak passes out of existence, without having being
cut up, that it becomes everlastingly true, and thus necessary, that
it neither was nor is nor will be cut up. What Gaskin is trying to
note here, is that 71 may be said to be applicable to a transient
thing x only after the relevant possibilities have been closed off for
it. For example, we can say that the cloak has everlastingly the
property to not be cut up, and thus that it is impossible for it to be
cut up, only after the cloak has passed out of existence. During its
lifetime, though, it still had the capacity to be cut up, and thus it

was not impossible for it to be cut up. Hence, Gaskin concludes, it

47 What follows is a summary of Gaskin, 1995: 60-1.
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appears that Aristotle can still reject the applicability of the
Principle of Plenitude to things which have genuine future
possibilities. Naturally, the question we need to address is whether
this is a successful defence of Aristotle.

It seems to me that Gaskin's defence has to be deemed
unsatisfactory. What we need to do to show that this is the case is
to go back to the argument of DC281b20-5. The key is in the way
the argument i1s set up in this passage. It is certainly true to say
that this cloak here has the capacity to be cut up, as well as the
capacity to not be cut up. It is also true, though, that Aristotle
acknowledges that a transient thing may have negative properties
which attach to it everlastingly. What I would like to submit is that
this is all we need to get the extension of the argument in DCA. 12
started. That 1s, let us suppose that it is true that this cloak has the
capacity to not be cut up for ever, in the sense that it is now
exercising this capacity. Can it simultaneously possess the capacity
to be cut up? The answer is to be provided by applying MPP. Once
more, the application of this principle would seem to show that the
cloak cannot have the capacity to be cut up. Hence, it would seem to
follow that the cloak has everlastingly the capacity to not be cut up,
and it cannot have the capacity to be cut up.

The question that remains to be answered, of course, 1is
whether this spells the beginning of the end for Aristotle's struggle
against determinism. I think that all we can do at this point is
resort to conjecture. It would seem to be the case that the Stagirite

is not aware of the possible extension of the argument of IC
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281b20-5 which yields T1. And, it is certainly clear he is not aware
of the fact that his views concerning negative properties may be
used to show that this version of the Principle of Plenitude is
applicable to things transient. If he were aware of all this, then he
would have seen the strain this line of thought puts on his effort to
preserve indeterminism in the realm of transient things. And I
suspect that if he were to become aware of this problem, then his
response would have been something along these lines. The
argument purporting to show that T1 applies to things transient
begins with the assumption that this cloak here is such that it has
the property of never being cut up. Then, it proceeds to apply MPP
to show that the cloak cannot possibly be cut up. It should be
obvious, however, that the cloak's exercising of the capacity to
never be cut up may be interrupted. So, all that the application of
MPP can really show is that the following statement is false: 'this
cloak here is such that it is necessary for it to never be cut up, and
it is possible for it to be cut up'. And hopefully, if Aristotle could
see this much, then he would also see that a similar problem
plagues the argument of DC281b20-5 which purports to show that
'what always 1is, is of necessity-'.

What we need to keep in mind here is that the discussion in
the last paragraph ventures in the realm of conjecture. The true
facts are these. In DC281b20-5, Aristotle gives us a bad argument
for the thesis that (T2 =) 'whatever always is, is of necessity'. This
bad argument may be appropriately extended to yield the thesis

(T1 =) 'what never is, is impossible', which seems to cause a problem
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for Aristotle's drive to refute fatalism. And the bottom line is that
DC 281b20-5, as it stands, contains a blunder which ultimately

causes trouble for his drive to refute determinism.
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CHAPTER 5

The Emerging Picture
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I. Introduction:

In the preceding chapters, the discussion was focussed on
unravelling the persistent interpretive difficulties surrounding four
texts; viz. Met. E. 3, DI. 9, Met. ©. 3, and DCA. 12. As we have seen,
each one of these texts is connected, in one way or another, to
Aristotle's treatment of the related 1issues of modality and
determinism. To be more specific, the discussion in chapters 1-4

has shown that:
(1) In Mer. E. 3 and DI. 9, Aristotle deals with issues which arise from
two arguments for necessitarianism. In particular, he argues to the
effect that:
(a) Given that causal determinism is a patently untenable thesis,
it follows that there are some causes which are accidental events
(Met. E. 3).
(b) The logical fatalist of D/. 9 is obviously mistaken to claim that
the future of all entities is now fixed. Hence, it follows that the
fatalist is also mistaken to claim that RCP applies to future
singulars unqualifiedly.
(2) In Met. 0. 3, Aristotle rebuts a Megarian objection to his theory of
rational double capacities -- a theory which entails indeterminism.
(3) The material in DC. A. 12 can be used to show that the Stagirite
inadvertently undermines his own efforts to silence his necessitarian
opponents.

In short, it seems that the overall picture of Aristotle we get here is
of a thinker who is firmly committed to indeterminism. What
remains to be done, though, is to determine whether or not there is
an underlying theme which connects the four texts at hand.

As was indicated in the introduction to this project, there are

not any works in the recent literature which address the issue of
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whether or not there is a thread of reasoning that ties our texts
together.! The general tendency is to treat Metr. E. 3, ©. 3, DI. 9, and
DC A. 12 as if they were four disparate discussions of issues
pertaining to the problem of necessitarianism.2-3 [ have to concede
that my views on DC A. 12 are not far apart from those of the
interpretive orthodoxy. It should be clear, however, that my
reconstructions of Met. E. 3, ©. 3, and DI. 9 are significantly
divergent from those found in the existing literature. And, in
chapters 1-3 [ have not tried to conceal the fact that my
interpretations suggest that these three texts are intimately
connected. What I would like to do in this last chapter is to: (a)
spell out the details of the common theme that seems to underlie
the Stagirite's anti-determinist drive in Met. E. 3, 9. 3, and DI. 9, and
(b) show how DC A. 12 may be dealt with in light of the material in

the other three texts.

I See pp. v-vi.

2 The point made here may be readily confirmed by consulting some of the
classics in the field. Hintikka's Time and Necessity does two things: (a) it
provides an interesting but flawed interpretation of DJI. 9 [1973: ch. 8], and (b)
it martials textual evidence, such as DCaA. 12. 281a28ff, whose aim is to show
that Aristotle is committed to the Principle of Plenitude [1973: ch. 5]. This
work, however, does not even address the issues arising out of Met. E. 3, and o.
3. The other main classic in the field is R. Sorabji's Necessity Cause and
Blame. Sorabji, unlike Hintikka, provides us with a useful reading of Metr. E. 3
{1980: ch. 1]. His discussions of the other three texts, though, are not aimed
towards finding out how they all hang together. Rather, they are mainly
designed to: (a) rebut Hintikka's claim that the Stagirite espouses the
Principle of Plenitude [1980: e.g. chs 6, 8, 9], and/or (b) pacify modern
worries about Aristotle's philosophical acumen when it comes to the
treatment of the issues of modality and determinism ([1980: e.g. ch. 5]. This
same kind of trend is found in R. Gaskin's recent book-length study of
Aristotle's views on the metaphysics of the future; see, Gaskin, 1995.

3 One study that tries to address the problem I have in mind is M.J. White's
‘Fatalism and Causal Determinism: An Aristotelian Essay'. Unfortunately,
White's interest is limited to the material in Met. E. 3 and DI. 9. Furthermore,
his results are based more on conjecture than on textual evidence. See also
chapter 2, fn. 68.
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II. Connectingthedots:

In Met. E. 3, Aristotle begins the discussion with the following:
(1027a29] That there are principles and causes which can generate
and destroy [30] without going through a process of generation and
destruction is obvious (¢avepdv). For if this is not [31] so, viz. if it is the
case that whatever is generated and destroyed [32] necessarily has
some non-accidental cause, then everything will be of necessity.
As we have already seen, there are two things we need to note
about this piece of text. First, the Stagirite acknowledges that if
every cause is a non-accidental event then the causal determinist
can have his conclusion (1027a30-32). To be more specific, he
concedes that: if it is indeed the case that every cause in a
continuous causal chain C (= E1, E2, ..., En) is such that it cannot fail
to produce its effect, then the determinist is justified to assert that
every future event is now (causally) determined.4 And second, it
appears that Aristotle’'s view is that the existence of causes which
are accidental events is easily proven. Hence, his comment that the
existence of such causes is 'obvious' (¢avepdv). As was explained in
part IV of chapter 1, Aristotle's overall aim in Mer. E. 3 is not to
give us a proof of the untenability of his opponent's view. That the
determinist is mistaken to claim that every future event is now
(causally) determined is something he takes to be a given. Rather,
the Stagirite's goal in Mer. E. 3 is to argue the following: it goes
without saying that the causal determinist's conclusion is untenable;
given that this much is right, it clearly follows that there must be

causes which are accidental events. The next thing we need to keep

in mind here is that in DI. 9 Aristotle states that it is also ludicrous

4 See the analysis of the argument at Mer. E. 3. 1027a32ff in chapter 1, part IV.
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to accept the logical fatalist's conclusion that every future event is
now determined -- on account of certain facts concerning language
and truth. In DI. 19a7-22, he tells us that it is simply evident that
there are many things in nature whose future is not fixed. That is
to say, it seems than in DI. 9, as in Met. E. 3, Aristotle takes it that
everybody can just see that the necessitarians are mistaken to
assert that the future of every entity is now determined. In fact, as
was shown in chapter 2 the last section of DI. 9, viz. 19a23-b4, is
not some kind of argument contra fatalism. In this passage,
Aristotle begins with the assumption that the fatalist conclusion is
evidently false, and he proceeds to explain what is the correct view
to hold when it comes to the apportionment of truth values among
future contradictory statements.5

What I think it is time to do now, is to explain why in both
Met. E. 3 and DI. 9 Aristotle begins with the assumption that the
necessitarian's position, that the future of every entity is now fixed,
is evidently untenable. As was suggested throughout this project,

the answer to this question is to be found in the Stagirite's natural

philosophy.

A good place to start our discussion from is Mer. ©. 8.
1050b22-28:

[1050b22] ... the sun and [23] the stars and the whole heaven are ever-

active, and there is no fear that they may sometime stand still, as [24]
the natural philosophers fear that they may (del ¢évepyel fihos kal doTpa
Kal Glos O oupavds, kal ol ¢oPepdv uf moTe oTH, O dofolvrar ol mepl dUcews).
Nor do they tire in this activity (oU6¢é¢ kapver TolTo B8pdvra); for movement
does not [25/26] imply for them, as it does for the perishable things,
the capacity for opposites, [26] so that the continuity of the movement
should be laborious, [27] for it is that kind of substance which is matter
and capacity, not actuality, [28] that causes this (o0 yap mept Thv Suvamw

5 See the discussion in chapter 2, latter half of part VI.
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TS avTibdocews alTols, olov Tols ¢BapTols, N kivnaols, doTe énimovov elvar THv
, - Id r ~ A g . Y - * » b > 4
ouvéxalav TS Kwhoews: W yap oucia UAn xkal Sivapis oloa, ok &vépyeaa, aitia

ToyTou).6
In this stretch of text the Stagirite claims, among other things, that
the entities in the universe are divided into two categories. First of
all, there are the entities which make up the ‘heaven' (oUpavds); viz.
the entities beyond the sublunary realm.? The second category,
Aristotle tells wus, is composed of those entities which are
'perishable’ (¢Baprd). What I would like to submit at this point is
that if we are to make any progress with our discussion we have to
(a) spell out the precise content of this distinction, and (b)
determine the role it plays in the Stagirite's thought.

As far as the first category is concerned, Aristotle is quite
clear. He explicitly states that its members are those entities which
form the heaven; e.g. the sun and the stars. What we have to note,
though, is what the Stagirite has to say about the nature of these
entities. He tells us, in no uncertain terms, that the heavenly bodies
have a very specific nature. His claim is that a heavenly body is the
kind of substance which is matter and actuality -- as opposed to a
perishable entity which is the 'kind of substance which is matter
and capacity’ (1050b27-28).8 Apparently, the point Aristotle is
trying to make in our passage is this. A heavenly body x is the kind
of substance whose matter endows it with a certain capacity which
is always in actuality (1050b24-28). That is, it seems that his view

is that: (a) a heavenly body x is the kind of substance whose matter

6 Ross' translation, slightly amended; see Barnes (ed.), 1985: 1659.

7 This is one of the meanings of the word oupavds; see DC A. 9, esp. 278b8ff. See
also chapter 4, fn. 1.

8 I will come back to the case of the perishables later on.
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endows it with a certain capacity -- let say, the capacity to ¢, and
(b) the capacity x has, viz. the capacity to ¢, is always in actuality.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the Stagirite claims that it is
not possible for x to ever stop ¢-ing (1050b23ff).

To see what the foundations of the Aristotelian thesis outlined
above are, we will need to take a brief look at some of the material
in the early chapters of DCA.? In DCA. 2, Aristotle gives us a long
argument whose ultimate purpose is to establish two claims. First,
each one of the elements observed in the sublunary world - fire, air,
water, earth - has a natural motion; namely, ‘rectilinear' (ev6ela)
motion which is directed either up or down. And second, there is a
fifth element, which is removed from the sublunary realm, whose
natural motion is ‘circular' (xikAw). In the next chapter, DC A. 3,
Aristotle proceeds to show that a natural body which is composed of
this fifth element is both ungenerable and indestructible. Very
briefly, he argues as follows:

(1) If x is to be generable and destructible, then it must have an

opposite. That is to say, if x is to be capable of being generated, then it

must have an opposite out of which it comes into being. Likewise, if x is
to be capable of being destroyed, then it must have an opposite into
which it passes.

(2) It is the very nature of an entity made up of the fifth element, viz. a

heavenly body, to be such that it moves in a circle. That is to say, to be

a natural body made up of the fifth element is to be an entity which

moves in a circle.
(3) There is no opposite to circular motion.

.*. Therefore, the natural bodies composed of the fifth element are both
ungenerable and indestructible.

9 What follows is merely a brief summary of some of the material in DCA. 2-3.
For two detailed and useful discussions of these texts, see Elders, 1965, and
Leggatt, 1995.
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What remains to be seen, of course, is how the above relates to the
discussion in Mez. ©. 8. 1050b22-28.

Apparently, what we get in DC A. 2-3 is an extended argument
whose aim is to establish one point: The natural bodies composed of
the fifth element, which are none other but the heavenly bodies, are
both ungenerable and indestructible. If such a natural body is to be
generable or destructible, the Stagirite tells us, then it must have a
certain specific capacity. It must be capable of ceasing to be the
kind of entity it is. More precisely, it must be capable of changing
into an entity with a contrary essence.!® According to Aristotle,
however, there Iis no opposite to motion in a circle. Hence, he
concludes, the bodies made up of the fifth element, which he calls
‘aether’ (aifnp)!!, are such that: (a) it is their very nature to be things
that move in a circle, and (b) it is not possible for them to be
destroyed (or generated).!?

Keeping in mind the above, it is only natural to assume that
the thesis of Mer. ©. 8. 1050b22-28 is to be parsed out as follows.
The heavenly bodies are made up of aether. Given their elemental
make up, these entities are such that: (a) they have a certain
capacity; namely, the capacity to move in a circle, and (b) this
capacity they have is permanently actualized. What is most
important to note for our purposes, however, is that Aristotle adds
that it is impossible for a heavenly body to ever cease exercising its

capacity -- which is tantamount to saying that it is impossible for it

10 For a clear statement of this point, see Met. A. 2. 1069b2-14.

Il For the interesting etymology of this word, see DC A. 3. 270b22-24.

12 For more details on Aristotle’'s line of reasoning, see DCA. 3. 270b16ff. See
also fn. 9.
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to be destroyed. As he puts it elsewhere, it 1is
'unqualifiedly/unconditionally’ (aniés) necessary for a heavenly
body to move in a circle.!3

To sum up, it seems that the fact that the Aristotelian
heavenly bodies are composed of aether entails that they are
‘everlasting/eternal entities' (4&iswa).'* They are, we are told, the
kind of entities whose very nature is to move in a circle.
Furthermore, Aristotle claims that there is no opposite to motion in
a circle. Hence, he seems to reason, if it is the essence of a
heavenly body to move in a circle, and given that there is no
opposite to this kind of essence, it follows that a heavenly body
cannot ever go out of existence.

Now that we have settled the case of the heavenly bodies, it is
time to move on to the case of the ‘perishables’ (¢8aptd). There is
ample textual evidence which shows that Aristotle applies this title
to the entities in the sublunary realm. That is, he seems to use it for

the four sublunary elements and the entities composed out of them;

I3 See GC B. 11. 337bl0ff. In this stretch of text, Aristotle tells us, among other
things, that: '... that which is unqualifiedly necessary (é& dvdykns dmnAads) exists
in movement and generation in a circle’ (338al4-15). It is clear from the
context of the discussion in GCB. 11 that what the Stagirite is trying to say
here is this. Movement in a circle, viz. the natural motion of the heavenly
bodies, is said to be unqualifiedly necessary because it is everlasting; viz. it
cannot ever come to an end (338al8ff). Coming to be in a circle is also said to
be unqualifiedly necessary. Aristotle contends that this is so because coming
to be in a circle, viz. the cycle of the generation and destruction of the
species in the sublunary realm, cannot ever come to an end either (338bff).
These two points can be also established through the material in Met. A. 5
where Aristotle tells us that: the primary sense of necessity is ‘unqualified
necessity’ (amiolv); viz. necessity in the sense that an entity x cannot ever
‘admit of more states than one' (1015bl11-13).

14 See, for example, Nicomachean Ethics zZ.3. 1139b24ff, Mer. a. 5. 1015b14-15,
o. 8. 1050b6ff, and DC . 1. 298a24ff.
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e.g. the various animals and plants.!5 What we need to do here,
though, is go beyond determining the membership of this class. As
with the case of the d&isia, we have to identify the kind of nature
Aristotle ascribes to these entities.

The first clue we need to reconstruct Aristotle's views on the
nature of the perishables is found in Mer. ©. 8. 1050b22-28. 1In this
piece of text the Stagirite tells us that:

(1) A perishable x is the kind of substance which is matter and

capacity (1050b27).

(2) A perishable x, on account of its elemental make up, has a 'capacity

for opposites'/sivapww Tis drrvdoews (1050b24ff).

[t seems, then, that what Aristotle is trying to say in our passage is
roughly this. The matter out of which a perishable x is composed,
viz. one (or more) of the four sublunary elements, endows it with a
capacity. The kind of capacity possessed by a perishable x,
however, is radically different from that possessed by an
everlasting entity. Aristotle’'s claim is that the very make up of a
sublunary entity x, viz. the fact that it is composed of one or more of
the sublunary elements, endows it with a capacity which is not
ever-active, and which is for contrary ends. That is to say, x has a

capacity which is not permanently actualized, and which is directed

towards two opposite ends; e.g. é-ing and not-¢-ing.!6.17

15 See, for instance, DCT. 1, and GC B. 9. 335a33ff.

16 Aristotle does not mean to say that a perishable x has a double capacity in
the sense that it can actualize both ends at the same time. Rather, he means
that x has the capacity to ¢ and not-¢, in the sense that it can actualize both of
them but at different times. See also the discussion in chapter 3 (part III),
and chapter 4 (part II).

17 As we will soon see, the intended claim in Mez. ©. 8. 1050b22-28 is that a
perishable x has a very specific kind of double capacity; namely, a double
passive capacity.
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What makes all this pertinent to our present discussion, are
some of the comments Aristotle makes in Met. E. 2:

[1026b27] Since among things which are, some are always in the same
[28] state and are of necessity (&£ dvdykns) - nor necessity in the sense
of compulsion [29] but that which means the impossibility of being
otherwise -, and some [30] are not of necessity nor always, but for the
most part (ws &mt T3 mwoAd), this [31] is the principle and this the cause
of the accidental (0 oupBeBnxds); for that [32] which is neither always
nor for the most part, we call [33] accidental ... [1027a8] Since not all
things [9] are or come to be of necessity and always, but the [10]
majority of things are for the most part, the accidental must [11] exist
we - [12] If not, [13] everything will be of necessity. The matter,
therefore, which is [14] capable of being otherwise than as it for the
most part is, is the cause of [15] the accidental (dore #f UAn &otar aitia 1
évBexouévn mapa TO g EML TO WOAU &A\wS Tol 0U[.LB€BT]K6TO§).IS

As was noted in chapters 1 and 2, Mer. E. 2 is one of the many
places where the Stagirite presents his threefold distinction
between: (a) things which are or come to be of necessity, (b) things
which come to be for the most part, and (c) things which come to be
accidentally. There is little doubt that the 'things which are always
in the same state and are of necessity’ is meant to refer to the
heavenly bodies.!9:20 The question that remains to be addressed,
though, is how the other two categories, viz. (b) and (c), are related
to what Aristotle has to say about the perishables in Met. ©. 8.

The answer to the question just posed, I would like to submit,
is to be found in the combined evidence from Mer. E. 2. 1027a8-15
and Met. ©. 8. 1050b24-28. As we have seen, Aristotle divides the
entities in his universe into two exhaustive and mutually

exclusively categories; namely, the eternal entities which are

18 Ross' translation; see Barnes (ed.), 1985: 1621-1622.

19 This is aptly demonstrated by Aristotle’'s comment that necessity here is to
be understood as 'impossible to be in a state other than the present one'
(1026b28-29). See also fns 13 and 22.

20 For the meaning of the expression 'things .. [which] come to be of
necessity and always' at 1027a9, see fn. 13.
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removed from the sublunary realm, and the perishables which
reside in the sublunary realm.2! What should also be clear is that
the immutability of the eternal bodies indicates that it must be the
case that those events which occur for the most part or accidentally
involve the entities in the sublunary realm.22 And the suggestion I
would like to put forward here is that in the two passages noted
above, viz. 1027a8-15 and 1050b24-28, the Stagirite explains why
this is so. That is, he explains why the events which involve
sublunary entities do not happen of necessity, but either for the
most part or accidentally.

In Mer. 1050b24-28, Aristotle states that the perishables, like
the eternals, have capacities. Unlike an eternal, though, a perishable
x 1s such that it has a capacity which is not permanently actualized,
and which is for opposite ends.23 The next thing we need to note at
this point is that in Met. E. 2. 1027a13-15 Aristotle states that: 'The
matter ... which is capable of being otherwise than as it for the most
part is, is the cause of the accidental'. What I would like to submit
is that these lines are the ones which clinch the connection between
the two texts at hand. The Stagirite's view, as we have seen, is that
the perishables are composed of the four sublunary elements. And
as he points out in Met. 1050b24ff, a perishable x, on account of its

elemental make up, is such that it has a double capacity. Now,

21 This is essentially one of the points Aristotle is trying to make in Mer. o. 8.
1050b22-28 and Mer. E. 2. 1026b27-1027a8. For an even clearer statement of
this same point, see DC . 1. 298a24-b12.

22 As was explained in chapter 2 part VI, an eternal body such as the sun
cannot ever fail to move in a circle. Hence, the sun's moving in a circle
tomorrow cannot be classified as a for the most part or an accidental event. It
is an event which is now fixed.

23 See fn. 16.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



196

Aristotle's claim in Met. E. 2 is that matter which is capable of being
otherwise than it for the most part 1s is the cause of the accidental.
It seems to me that the most plausible way to construe this last
comment is this. Take this cloak here which is made wup of
sublunary matter. Due to its elemental make up, this cloak is
endowed with a double passive capacity. That is, it has the capacity
to wear out or not (wear out) -- in the sense that it may be burnt up
instead.?* For the most part, cloaks tend to actualize their capacity
to wear out. That is to say, most cloaks do eventually wear out.
Nevertheless, on account of the fact that a cloak has a double
passive capacity, viz. the capacity to wear out or not to wear out, it
is certainly true to say that this cloak here may fail to do what most
of its kind end up doing; viz. actualize their capacity to wear out. In
other words, the double passive capacity the cloak possesses,
because of its elemental make up, makes it possible for the
actualization of the capacity to wear out to be impeded. For
instance, Socrates' brand new cloak may fail to actualize its capacity

to wear out, because a vengeful Xanthippe has just decided to burn

24 As was noted in chapter 3 (part IIT), Aristotle maintains that: (a) there are
some sublunary entities which have double acrive capacities; viz. the various
rational agents in the sublunary realm, and (b) there are also some
sublunary entities which have only single-end active capacities; for
instance, fire has the single-end capacity to heat something. What we need to
note here, though, is that there is textual evidence which confirms that the
Stagirite holds that the sublunary entities have also double passive capacities.
For an unequivocal statements of this claim, see D/. 13. 22b29ff. And, what is
even more important to note for our purposes, is that the textual evidence
shows that Aristotle’s view is that what endows a perishable with the double
passive capacity to ¢ and not-¢ is its elemental make wup. That is, he
acknowledges that a perishable x has the double passive capacity to ¢ and not-
¢ because it is made of sublunary matter; see DC A. 12. 283a29-b6.
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it. When such an interference does occur, Aristotle thinks, what w e
get is an accidental event.

To spell things out a bit, the proposal I am trying to put
forward here is this. The entities in the sublunary realm have
certain double passive capacities bestowed upon them by their
elemental make up. Take, for instance, the sublunary entity x.
According to the Stagirite, it has the passive capacity to ¢ and not-¢.
Furthermore, Aristotle seems to think that x 's future is not
predetermined. He concedes that x may belong to a certain species
of things K which in most cases tend to actualize their capacity to o.
At the same time, though, he urges us to note that the fact that =
has also the capacity to not-¢ entails that it is possible that the
actualization of x's capacity to ¢ may be impeded. Hence, x may
ultimately end up not-¢-ing. And the cases where this happens are
the cases where we say that something happens neither of
necessity, nor for the most part, but accidentally.

The question that remains to be answered, of course, is why
Aristotle thinks that it is clear to his audience that the sublunary
realm is governed by the kind of indeterminism described above.
Why does he expect his audience to readily accept that: the
sublunary entities of kind K have the passive capacity to ¢ and not—
¢; for the most part, the entities of kind K end up exercising their
capacity to ¢; nevertheless, an entity x of kind K may have the
exercise of its capacity to ¢ impeded; hence, it is perfectly possible
that x may end up not-¢-ing. I think that the answer is to be found

in the wording Aristotle uses in some of the relevant texts. In DCA.
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3, he tells us that one way we may confirm the claim that the
heavenly bodies are immutable is via sensory experience. As he
puts it, nobody has ever observed any kind of change in the realm
of the heavenly bodies (DC A. 3. 270bl11-16). What is most
interesting to note, though, is that he appeals to the evidence of the
senses to establish the other half of his cosmological theory; viz. the
thesis that things in the sublunary realm happen not of necessity,
but either for the most part or accidentally. As was noted in
chapter 2, in DI 9 he states that:
[19a7] ... we see (épdpev) that what will be [8] has an origin both in
deliberation and in action, [9] and that, in general, in things that are
not ever-active there is the capacity [10] of being and not being; here
both possibilities are open, both being [11] and not being, and,
consequently, both coming to be and not coming to be. [12] Many
things are obviously like this (kal moAM& Apiv 8qra éoTw olTws &xovTta).
For example, this [13] this cloak is capable of being cut up, and yet it
will not be cut up but [14] it will wear out first.
It seems to me, that what we get here is clear evidence in support
of the claim that Aristotle expects his audience to readily agree with
him on one crucial point: The things which are not ever-active, viz.
the entities in the sublunary realm, have double passive capacities.
And as a result of this the future of such entities is open. That is, a
sublunary entity x may end up exercising either end of its dual
capacity. How do we know that this much is true? The Stagirite's
phraseology, viz. épdpev at line 19a7 and moaA& .. &fra &oTw olTws
&xovrta at 19al2, suggests that he expects his audience to simply see
that this i1s the case. In other words, he expects his audience to
simply acknowledge the following. The sensory evidence confirms

that, for instance, it is not now determined that this cloak will wear

out. Experience shows that most cloaks do get to exercise their
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capacity to wear out. Nevertheless, there are observed cases where

the exercise of a cloak's capacity to wear out may be impeded.

To sum up, it seems that Aristotle has a certain picture of the

entities in the world. First, there are the entities in the realm of the

heaven. These are composed of aether. Aether is an element that

has only a single capacity, viz. the capacity of motion in a circle,

which is actualized sempiternally. As a result, the heavenly bodies

cannot ever be destroyed, and the events which involve them are

now determined. For example, it is now determined

time in the future the sun will be moving in a circle.

that at any

And second,

there are the perishables which, on account of the fact that they are

composed of sublunary elements, have double passive capacities.

When it comes to perishables of kind K, it is usually the case that

they end up exercising their capacity to ¢. This is confirmed by

experience. Experience, however, also confirms

the

actualization of x's capacity to ¢ may be impeded, and that it may

end up not-¢-ing. These are the cases, Aristotle tells us, where we

get an accidental event. In short, it seems that his view

sensory experience indicates that the future of the perishables

1s that

1S

not fixed. Although more often than not a perishable x will end up

¢-ing, it is still possible for it have the actualization of this capacity

interfered with. And what we get in Mer. E. 2 and Met. ©. 8 is the

theoretical background to the observable facts. That is, we are told

that what makes contingency possible in the realm

the

perishables 1is the fact that these entities are made up of matter

which endows them with double passive capacities.
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hand, the immutability of the eternals is explained by the fact that
they are composed of aether.

Given the discussion in the last few pages, we can now
appreciate Aristotle's stance against the causal determinist and the
logical fatalist. In Met. E. 3, he tells us that the causal determinist's
thesis, viz. the thesis that every future event En is now causally
determined, entails that every causal chain C 1is exclusively
composed of non-accidental causes. It is clear from the overall
discussion in Met. E. 3, however, that his main aim is not to discredit
the causal determinist's conclusion. The Stagirite begins with the
assumption that it is evident that not all events are now (causally)
determined, and then he proceeds to do two things. First, he claims
that given the evident problem with the causal determinist's thesis,
it follows that there are causes which are accidental events. Then,
he goes on to explain how such a cause fits into a continuous causal
chain.?5 In light of the material discussed above, we can now see
why the Stagirite begins with the assumption that his opponent's
view 1is clearly untenable. As was just explained, he takes it that
everyone can just see that there are certain events in nature,
namely the ones that involve the individuals that populate the
sublunary realm, which happen not of necessity, but either for the
most part or accidentally.

The fatalist of DI. 9 launches his argument from the premise
that RCP applies to future singulars unqualifiedly. As was noted in

chapter 2, Aristotle acknowledges that to justify this premise his

25 See the discussion in chapter 1, part IV.
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opponent may make appeal to the assumption that one of the two
future events described by 'Fp' and '~Fp' is now causally
determined. For whatever reason(s), though, the Stagirite keeps this
point mute. Instead, he sets up his response as if it were directed
against an argument which takes its start from the assumption that
RCP applies to future singulars unqualifiedly.26 And once more,
Aristotle makes short shrift of his necessitarian opponent's view.
He tells us that the fatalist's claim that the future of every entity is
now fixed is evidently absurd, and he proceeds to take care of other
matters. That is, he proceeds to explain that given the (evident)
untenability of the fatalist conclusion, it follows that RCP does apply
to future singulars but not unqualifiedly.2?” This time around,
however, he explicitly tells us why the fatalist's conclusion ought to
be readily dismissed. The evidence from DI 19a7-12 shows one
thing. He expects his audiences to acknowledge that sensory
experience demonstrates that among the entities which are not
ever-active, viz. the perishables, things happen not of necessity, but

either for the most part or accidentally.

26 See the discussion in chapter 2, part V. Why does Aristotle not pursue the
point that to justify the premise that RCP applies to future statements
unqualifiedly, one may appeal to some present/past causal considerations?
One answer to this question is that he expects his audiences to be familiar
with (some) lecture covering the material in Mez. E. 3 -- where he shows that
causal determinism is untenable. Another explanation, is that he is not really
interested in fully exposing his opponent's position. His real interest is in
showing us how truth values are to be apportioned among future
contradictories. This much, of course, is pure conjecture. As was noted in
chapter 2, what is important to keep in mind is this: in DI. 9 we get an
argument which is aimed against an opponent's position which is presented
as taking its start from the assumption that RCP applies to future statements
unqualifiedly, without any further consideration as to what may justify this
assumption.

27 See the discussion in chapter 2, latter half of part VI.
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In the final analysis, it appears that what causes Aristotle to
readily dismiss the claims made by his necessitarian opponents in
Met. E. 3 and DI. 9 is his conception of the universe. As we have
seen, he takes it that determinism reigns supreme in the realm of
things eternal. At the same time, however, he takes it to be evident,
from sensory experience, that the things in the sublunary realm are
subject to indeterminism.

This brings us to the material in Mer. ©. 3. In this third text
Aristotle is not concerned with the refutation of a necessitarian
thesis, or a claim entailed by such a thesis. Rather, in this text he
seems to be on the defensive from an attack launched by the
necessitarians he confronts in Mer. E. 3.28 As he tells us, there are
some sublunary entities, the various rational agents, which have not
only passive double capacities but also double acrive capacities.
That is, a rational agent such as Callias, Aristotle tells us, has the
double active capacity to heal or to harm. And, provided that the
passive subject is near and that nothing interferes, Callias has the
freedom to choose his course of action. What concerns him in Mer.
©. 3 is the Megarian counter that rational agents do not have double
(active) capacities at all. As we have seen, he shows this objection
to be absurd. In short, it seems that in Met. ©. 3 he is still
concerned with entities in the sublunary realm; namely, rational
agents. His overall thesis in this text is that: (a) despite the
Megarian objections, it appears that rational agents do have double

active capacities, and (b) given the right kind of conditions, a

28 See the discussion in chapter 3, part III.
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rational agent has the freedom to choose between the two courses of

action available.

The overall picture we get here, then, is that of Aristotle as an

indeterminist. His view is that the entities in the sublunary

realm

have double passive capacities, as a result of their make up, and

that this fact is what explains our observations. That is, it explains

why we observe that things in this realm happen not always and of

necessity, but rather for the most part or accidentally.

he contends that some of the sublunary entities, viz.

Furthermore,

the wvarious

rational agents, have also double active capacities. And the fact that

a rational agent has a double active capacity 1s what

his/her freedom of action.

explains

What remains to be done, of course, is to see how DCA. 12 fits

into this scheme of things. In this fourth text, Aristotle constructs

an argument, albeit a fallacious one, whose aim is to prove that (72

=) 'things which are everlasting cannot have the capacity

to be

destroyed'. In chapter 4, we saw that: (a) the line of reasoning in IOC

A.12. 281a28-b2 may be extended to show that Aristotle

is also

committed to another version of the Principle of Plenitude, viz. T1 =

'that which never is, is impossible', and (b) there is textual evidence

which may be construed as showing that Aristotle can be forced to

accept that T1 is applicable to things perishable. The problem,

of

course, 1is that this variant of the Principle of Plenitude is the

contrapositive of 7 ='If something is possible at ¢;, then it is actual

at 7; for at least one time fj 2ti'. And, Aristotle explicitly rejects the

claim that T is applicable to the perishables, because such a claim
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introduces determinism in the sublunary realm.29 Obviously, the
material from DC A. 12 causes some strain in Aristotle's efforts to
maintain that the sublunary realm is subject to indeterminism. The
bottom line, however, is that the Stagirite has all he needs to show
that he is committed to indeterminism. As we have seen, he has a
theory, whatever its merits may be, which has it that things in the
sublunary realm happen either for the most part or accidentally.
So, as was explained in ghapter 4, it is natural to assume that he
would protest that the %gument constructed on the basis of the
material in DC. A. 12, can only show that if an entity in the
sublunary realm is such that it is necessary for it to never ¢, then it
does not have the capacity to ¢. The theory of double passive
capacities, though, tells us that a sublunary entity's future is not
fixed until the end of its life. Thus, I suspect he would claim, there
is no merit to the suggestion that 71 is applicable to the perishables.
As was indicated in chapter 4, if Aristotle were to become aware of
this much, then he would have also seen the problem that plagues
the argument for T72. And hopefully, he would have rejected that
argument as well. All this, however, as was noted in chapter 4, is in
the realm of conjectures. What does matter to note for our present
purposes is that Aristotle is committed to a theory which has it that
things in the sublunary realm happen not of necessity but either for
the most part or accidentally. And given that this much is right,
then we can safely assume that, whatever can be made out of the

material in DC A. 12, the bottom line is that: (a) it only shows that

29 See the discussion in chapter 2, part VI, and chapter 4, part III.
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silence the

necessitarians is unintentional, and (b) it is best dismissed as a

moment of mental lapse on behalf of the philosopher.

III. Conclusion:

To reiterate the conclusion stated above, it seems

that the

evidence from Met. E. 3, DI. 9, and Mer. ©. 3, shows that Aristotle is

firmly committed to some form of indeterminism in nature. To

begin with, he is committed to the thesis that: (a) things

in the

heavenly realm are of necessity, viz. determinism reigns supreme in

this realm, but (b) things in the sublunary realm do not happen of

necessity; they happen either for the most part or accidentally.

And

what underlies claims (a) and (b), we are told, are certain facts

concerning the elemental make up of the entities in the two realms.

Aether makes the heavenly bodies immutable and

everlasting,

whereas the sublunary elements endow the perishables with double

passive capacities, which entail indeterminism. Finally, in Met. ©. 3

Aristotle argues for the closely related thesis that

some of the

sublunary entities, the various rational agents, have also double

active capacities; viz. a thesis which seems to entail freedom of

action.

In short, it seems that the very basis of Aristotle's

indeterminism is his conception of the nature of the entities

in his

cosmos. What the merits of his argument for this cosmological

picture are is a story I do not intend to pursue here. What I think it

is most important to take out of the texts examined here is this. It
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is clear enough that Aristotle faced arguments which are aimed to
establish necessitarianism. In fact, what we get in Mer. E. 3 and DI
9 are arguments which closely resemble the positions we now label
as 'causal determinism’' and 'logical fatalism’'. And in Met. ©. 3 we
get a theory whose aim is to establish the possibility of free will.
Furthermore, it may be true that in DCA. 12 Aristotle inadvertently
undermines his own efforts to silence the determinists. The bottom
line, however, is that the evidence in our texts shows one thing.
Aristotle’s non-chalant approach to his necessitarian opponents'
views indicates that he does not take them very seriously. He
seems to be firmly convinced that his cosmological theory is clearly
adequate to silence them. And given the kinds of opponents he is
faced with, it will have to be conceded that his arguments are
adequate. Those who expect to look to the Aristotelian corpus for
material that may set afire the stage in modern discussions of
modality and determinism, [ am afraid are bound to be
disappointed. But for better or worse, this is the case with most of

the history of ancient philosophy.
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