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A B ST R A C T

There are four texts in the c o r p u s , M e t a p h y s i c s  E. 3, 0 . 3, De  

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n e  9, and De Caelo  A. 12, w here  Aristotle deals w i th  

the re la ted  issues o f  m odality  and de te rm in ism . In this thesis I 

do two th ings. First, I provide new interpretations for these texts 

which reso lve  the many pers is ten t d ifficulties that seem to r i d d l e  

them. A nd second, I show tha t con tra ry  to what most m o d e r n  

in te rp re te rs  th ink  these four texts are in tr ica te ly  connected  to  

each o ther.
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1

I n t r o d u c t i o n

*1+ ̂  »I* <« «£* ̂  <• ̂  «£» gX» ̂  ̂  4 * ̂  •£* ̂  4 * 4 f 4 ? ̂  *U 4 * ̂  *1* ̂  4* »J» i^ 4 * ̂  4 * ^  ̂  4 * 4 * 4 * 4 * 4 * ̂  *>■ 4. a  -g- »a— »t.. -1.. . * - - >- «1— -g».'T' gj* *v® 4 * *1* gp 4* v  gf* v  gt* ̂  ĝg gjg gf* ̂  g|* gt* *T* ̂ 4̂ gjg gp gj* *!'■ 4* gp gjg 4̂  *T* *4* ̂  ̂  ̂  g|g ĝ* •*TV gfg gj'g ĝ  ̂  ĝ  ̂  ̂  ĝ  *[* ̂  ̂  4* 4* 4* 4* ̂  4* 4* ̂  gp 4̂  gp ̂

T he consensus  am ong m odern  scho lars  is that A ris to t le  is n o  

s tra n g e r  to the d e b a te  over what w e now call 'd e te rm in ism ' o r  

'necess itar ian ism ';  nam ely , the thesis th a t  w h a te v e r  h a p p e n s  has a l l  

along been  n e c e s s a r y ,  that is, f i x e d  o r  i n e v i t a b l e . 1 To be m o r e  

specific, it seem s th a t  the in te rp re te rs  are in a g re em e n t ab o u t t h e  

fo llo w in g :
(1) It is c lea r  that in M e ta p h y s i c s  (M et . )  E. 3 and De I n t e r p r e t a t i o n e  
(DI.)  9, the S ta g ir i t e ’s efforts are d irec ted  towards r e fu t in g  a r g u m e n t s  
for  tw o d if fe r e n t  forms o f  n e c e s s ita r ia n ism .2
(2) In Met.  ©. 3 w e  get a d iscu ss io n  w h ic h  is e s s e n t ia l ly  an a ttem p t to  
rebut y e t  a n o th er  argum ent for n e c e s s i t a r ia n i s m .3
(3) De Caelo (DC)  A. 12 conta ins m ater ia l  w h ich  is i n e x t r i c a b l y  
c o n n ec ted  to A r isto tle 's  drive to s i l e n c e  h is  n ecessitarian  o p p o n e n ts .4

As is usua lly  the case with A ristotle  scholarsh ip , how ev er ,  w h a t

d iv ides the in te rp re te rs  is the reconstruction  o f  these texts.

Let us beg in  w ith  M et .  ©. 3, w h e re  A risto tle  ap p ea rs  to b e

c on ce rned  with the question  of w h e th e r  a m an's fate, v iz .  w h e t h e r

he will die by d isease  or violence, is now  (causally) de te rm in ed .5 To

the best of m y k now ledge , there are no d issen ting  voices to t h e

claim  that A ris to tle 's  quarrel here is with an o p p o n e n t  w h o

advoca tes  som e fo rm  of causal d e te rm in ism ; viz .  a v e rs io n  o f

1 In this project I intend  to use  the terms 'determinism' and 'n ecess itar ian ism '  
i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y .
2 See, for exam ple, Gaskin , 1995, and Sorabji, 1980.
3 S ee  A quinas, 1961: 6 6 3 -6 6 9 ,  and W illiams, 1986: 183.
4 See, for ex a m p le ,  H intikka , 1973: esp. ch. 5, van Rijen, 1989: ch . 5, a n d  
W aterlow , 1982: ch. 4.
5 S ee  M et.  \021a32ff.

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



n e c e ss i ta r ia n ism  based on causal considera tions . In fact, there a r e  

num erous p ieces  in the recen t  lite ra ture  w hich  p u rp o r t  to do tw o  

things: (a) rec o n s tru c t  the causal d e te rm in is t 's  a rg u m en t as this is 

desc r ib ed  in M e t .  1027a3 2 jjf ,  and (b) show  us how A r is to t le  

responds to this a r g u m e n t .6 W hat seems to pose a problem  fo r  

these in te rp re ta tions , though, are the first few  lines o f  M et .  E. 3. I n

M e t .  1027a27-32 , the S tagirite  states that:
on . 6 ’ e la lv  a p x a l Kal av rua  yevvriTd Kal 4>8ap-rd aveu to u  yxyvzoQax Kal
4>6e{pe<jQax, cjjavepov. e l yap p.ri t o u t ’, eg duayKTjs ttixvt ' earax, e l tou  yvyvopevou
Kal <J>0€ipo|j.€vou |xfi KaTa auppepriK dj a liro v  n . avayKTi e lv au

The t ra n s la t io n  and in te rp re ta t io n  of this short passage is a 

n o to rious ly  m essy  a f fa i r .7 N evertheless, it seem s clear that t h e  

claim A ris to t le  is trying to m ake is so m eth ing  along these l ines: 

e ither we have  to accept the existence of a cer ta in  kind of c a u se s ,  

viz. axTxa y€WT|T« K«i- 4>0apra, o r else we have to g ran t that e v e r y th in g  

will be o f necessity (d£ dvayKTis" ttavr ' earax). That is to say, we e i t h e r  

have to accep t the existence o f  a certain kind o f  causes, or else t h e

(causal) d e te rm in is t  can have  his way with the  fu ture. There is no  

doubt that the m ateria l in M e t .  1027a29-32  is an integral part o f  

the d iscu ss io n  in the rest o f  the chapter, w here  A risto tle  spells o u t  

and then re fu te s  his (causal) de te rm in is t  o p p o n en t 's  position. As 

one o f  the authorities on M e t .  E.  3 has recently argued, however, t h e  

in te rp re te rs  have  yet to p rov ide  us with a sa t is fac to ry  reading o f

M et .  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 2 . Hence, it is not su rp r is in g  to see that h e  

concludes tha t M e t .  E . 3 as a whole has 'yet to rece ive  a s a t i s f a c to r y  

in te rp re ta tion ' (K irwan, 1993: 196, 222).

6 See, for e x a m p le ,  Gaskin, 1995: ch. 14, Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1, and W i l l i a m s ,  
1986.
7 See  K irwan, 1993: 195-198, 2 2 2 -2 2 5 .
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DI. 9, the text w here  we get the fam ous fu ture  sea b a t t l e

a rg um en t,  needs no in troductions -- even for those who a r e  

adv erse ly  pred isposed  to the study o f  the history  of ph ilosophy . I t  

is now  com m on know ledge  that in DI. 9 A risto tle  a ttem pts  to r e b u t  

an a rg u m e n t for logical fatalism. In particu la r, it appears that th e  

S tag irite 's  opponent in this text argues the following: the tru th  o f a 

s ta te m e n t  'Fp\  w here this is a s ta te m e n t  bearing on the f u tu r e ,

en tails tha t there is noth ing  one can do to affect the ob ta in ing  o r  

o th erw ise  o f  the re levan t state of a f f a i r s .8 This much, how ever, is 

all the in te rp re te rs  seem  to agree on. There is no a g r e e m e n t

w h a tso e v e r  as to w hat ex a c t ly  is the s truc tu re  o f the f a ta l i s t 's  

a rgum en t, or as to how A risto tle  rebuts this form  of

n e c e s s i t a r i a n i s m .9

The third piece o f  text, M et.  ©. 3, is bit of an oddity. In it, 

A ris to tle  argues against a thesis, ascribed  to the M egarians, w h ic h  

has it that 'x has the capacity to <j>, if and only if x is actually 4>-ing'.10 

M e t .  ©. 3 is often cited in discussions pe rta in in g  to the t re a tm e n t  o f  

n e ce ss i ta r ian ism  by Aristotle. There are also m any i n t e r p r e t e r s  

who open ly  claim that this is yet ano the r  text where the S ta g ir i te  

tries to answ er a n ecess ita r ian  o p p o n e n t .11 And p resum ab ly , th is  

tim e a round  the thinkers Aristotle is try ing  to answ er are the e a r l y  

M egarians. The problem , though, is tha t there is no th ing  in t h e  

ex is ting  lite ra tu re  which explains: (a) how  the M egarian thesis is

8 S ee ,  for exam ple, Gaskin, 1995: esp. part I, and Sorabji, 1980: chs 5-8 .
9 For a sen se  o f  the ch aotic  state o f  the l iterature on this debate, s ee  G a s k in ,  
1995: chs 2-7 , 12.
10 See Met.  1046b29-32 .
11 S ee  fn. 3.
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connec ted  to de term in ism , and (b) w h a t  is A risto tle 's  re sp o n se  to  

this p u ta t iv e ly  necessitarian  thesis.

In the  fourth  text on our list, D C  A . 12, A risto tle  p resen ts  a n  

a rgum ent w h ich  purports to show  tha t '... ev e ry th in g  tha t alw ays is, 

is . . . in d e s t ru c t ib le '  (DC 281b25). As is well known, this a r g u m e n t  

has acq u ired  notoriety due to the w o rk  o f  J. H intikka. A ccord ing  to  

Hintikka, th e re  is textual ev idence  w h ic h  indicates that A r i s t o t l e  

espouses the  Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e  = 'I f  som eth ing  is poss ib le  at a 

time then  it is actual at tj fo r  at least one time f j > f i ' .  

Furtherm ore, H intikka argues that i f  th is  m uch  is right then it is n o t  

hard to show  that the Stagirite  is a lso  co m m itted  to som e form  o f  

d e t e r m i n i s m . 12 Nowadays, it is a c c e p te d  that A risto tle  e x p l i c i t ly

states that: (a) the Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e  is applicable  to t h in g s

everlasting, e.g. the individuals in the re a lm  o f  the h eaven ly  b o d ie s ,

and (b) the realm  of things e v e r la s t in g  is indeed governed  b y 

d e te rm in ism . At the same time, tho ugh , it is w idely accepted  t h a t

the S tag irite  firm ly  asserts that the P rinc ip le  o f  P l e n i tu d e  does n o t  

apply to the individuals in the sub lu n a ry  realm , w h e r e  

in d e te rm in ism  reigns su p re m e .13 A lth o u g h  this debate  seem s to b e 

now se ttled  in favour o f H intikka 's op ponen ts , there  are s o m e  

lingering doub ts  arising out o f  DC  A. 12. H intikka 's claim  is that i n  

DC A. 12 (2 8 1 a2 8 -b 2 5 )  A risto tle  g iv es  us a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d

a rg u m en t for a variant o f  the Princip le  o f  P l e n i t u d e , nam ely , t h e  

thesis that 'w hat always is, is by n e c e s s i t y ' . 14 And w hat seem s to

12 S ee  Hintikka, 1973: esp. ch. 5. For his e x p o s i t i o n  o f  the a rg u m en t that t h e  
Principle o f  Plenitude  entails determinism, s e e  Hintikka, 1977: esp . pp. 32ff.
13 See, for exam ple ,  Gaskin, 1995: ch. 7, and Sorabji,  1980: ch. 8.
14 S ee  Hintikka, 1973: esp. pp. 96-105 .
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div ide  the recen t in te rpreters  is the q u es t io n  of w he ther  o r  no t th is  

a rg u m e n t  u n d e rm in e s  Aristotle 's e fforts  to p reserve  i n d e t e r m i n i s m  

in some parts o f  the co sm os.15

The p u rpose  o f  this project, in  the first instance, is to r e s o lv e  

the p e rs is ten t  in te rp re t iv e  d ifficulties ou tlined  above. T o  be m o r e  

specific, w hat I p ro p o se  to do is this. In chap ter 1, I w ill p r e s e n t  

w hat I take to be the exegetically  co rrec t  reading  of M e t .  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -  

32, and I will ex p la in  how it can help us obtain a c o m p le te  a n d  

consis ten t in te rp re ta tion  o f  M e t .  E. 3 as a whole. In chapter 2, I w ill  

argue that the task o f  m aking sense o f  the material in D I .  9 is not a s  

d ifficu lt as has been  repea ted ly  suggested  by the m o d e r n  

interpreters. I will show  that if  we restore  D I .  9 to its r ig h tfu l p la c e  

as part o f the d iscuss io n  of con trad ic tio n  in itia ted  in DI. 6, then  w e 

can readily  reso lve the  two standing  p ro b lem s with this text. F irst, 

we can see w hat the s tructure  of the fa ta lis t 's  a rgum en t is. A n d  

second, we can see w h a t  is the na tu re  o f  Aristotle 's re sp o n se  to h is  

fa ta lis t  opponent. In  chapter 3, I will give a d iscussion  w h ic h  

asp ires to show: (a) how the M eg arian  thesis is co n n ec ted  to

necess i ta r ian ism , and (b) what is A ris to tle 's  answ er to this form  o f  

necess i ta r ian ism . Finally , in ch ap te r  4 I will argue that there  is 

good reason to think tha t the m ateria l  in DC  A. 12 spells tro u b le  fo r  

the  Stagirite 's drive  to m ake a case fo r  indeterm inism .

W hat will em e rg e  from the d iscuss ion  in chapters 1-3 is a 

p ic tu re  o f A risto tle  as a th inker who is f irm ly  com m itted  to s o m e  

form  o f  indeterm inism  in the natural world. As for chapter 4, it  w ill

15 For one version o f  this debate, see Sorabji, 1980: 129-130, and G askin ,  1995: 
6 0 - 6 1 .
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6

show that the S tagirite  is com m itted, albeit in ad v e r ten t ly ,  to a n  

argum ent w hich seem s to pose some difficulties for his work in M e t .  

E . 3, ©. 3, and DI.  9.

To com plete the discussion in this project, I will a ttem p t to d o  

som eth ing  which I be lieve  has yet to be done. As was a l r e a d y  

noted, our texts, viz. M e t .  E. 3, 0 .  3, DI.  9, and D C .  A .  12, form the core 

o f  A risto tle 's  t rea tm e n t  o f the rela ted issues o f  d e te rm in ism  a n d  

m odality . The problem , how ever, is that the m odern  i n t e r p r e t e r s  

treat these texts as i f  they were four d isco nnec ted  d is c u s s io n s .16 I n  

chap te r  5, I will argue that this is in fact far from  the truth. To 

an tic ipa te  briefly, I in tend  to argue that the d iscussion  in c h a p t e r s

1-3 shows that there is a comm on un derly ing  them e in each one  o f  

Aristotle 's attem pts to rebut determinism. In particular, I will s h o w  

that in M e t .  E. 3, 0 .  3, and DI. 9, the S tagirite 's  respon se  to  

n e ce ss i ta r ian ism  is g rounded  in a thesis w hich  occurs tim e a n d  

again in his works on natural philosophy. Very b r i e f l y , this t h e s i s  

has it that:
(i) There are certa in  entit ies  in nature, viz.  the ind iv idu a ls  in t h e  
sublunary realm, w h ich  have double (p a ss iv e )  ca p ac it ie s .
(ii) There are also th ings in nature, such as the ind iv idu a ls  in t h e  
realm o f  the h e a v e n ly  bodies, w hich  have on ly  s in g le  ca p a c it ie s  t h a t  
they  e x e r c i s e  s e m p ite r n a l ly .
(iii) Due to their nature, the ind iv iduals  in the sub lu nary  realm  a r e  
such that their future is open. To use A ristotle's  o w n  te r m in o lo g y ,  t h e  
events  which in v o lv e  this kind o f  en tit ies  do not happen 'always' (d e f )  
or 'of n ecess ity '  (e£ dvdyKTis-). Rather, they are events  w h ich: ( a )  
happen  'for the most part' (o>? em to ttoXu), or (b) happen n e i t h e r  
'always' ( d € i )  nor for the most part; viz.  they happen ' a c c i d e n t a l l y '  
(KaTa ctuu|3€|3tikc>S')-
(iv) B y  contrast, the ind iv idu a ls  in the realm o f  the h e a v e n ly  b o d i e s  
are such that their future is fixed. As A r isto tle  puts it, the e v e n t s  
w hich  in v o lv e  this kind o f  entities happen  'always' (d e i )  or  ' o f  
necessity' (i£ dvdyKns-) .17

16 S ee, for exam ple, Gaskin, 1995, Hintikka, 1973, and Sorabji, 1995.
17 A ristotle  presents this thesis ,  e ither in a co m p le te  or an ab brev ia ted  f o r m ,
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W hat I also in tend  to do in chapter 5 is to suggest that DC  A. 1 2  

poses p ro b lem s for Aristotle 's drive to neutra lize  d e t e r m i n i s m ,  

because  it con ta ins  m ateria l that m ay be used to show  that h e 

deviates from  the thesis ju s t  outlined.

in a number o f  texts. See, for example, M e t . A. 30, E. 2, 0 . 8. ( 1 0 5 0 b 6 # ) ,  and De  
Generatione et Corruptione (GC~)'S.. 11. Som e o f  these texts w ill  be d isc u sse d  i n  
chapters 1, 2, and 5.
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C H A P T E R  1

Aristo t le  on Accidental  Causation a n d  Determinism

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n :

In the open ing  sentence o f  M e t .  E. 3, A ris to tle  indicates that he 

is about to d iscuss  an issue th a t  perta ins  to causa tion . To be m o r e

specific, he s ta tes that it is 'obvious' (4> a v € p o v )  that there a r e

'princip les ' (apx«0 and 'causes ' ( a m a ) 1 w hich  are yew-tyra kcci <*>0apTa 

aveu toO yryvcaQai. Ka\ <t>0e{p£CT0at.2 And in the re s t  o f  the chapter, viz .  

1027a30/]f, he appears to be g iv ing  an a rg u m e n t  w hich is i n t e n d e d  

to support this claim.

The co nsensu s  among the scholars is th a t  E. 3 is rife w i t h

in te rp re tiv e  d i f f ic u l t ie s .3 As was just  m en tio n ed , in 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3  0 

Aristotle m akes a claim for the existence o f  a cer ta in  kind of c a u se s .  

W hat poses p rob lem s for the in te rp re te r  is the  fact that there is n o  

place in M e t .  E, or for that m a tte r  an y w h ere  else in the c o r p u s , 

where the S tag ir ite  m akes an a ttem pt to u n p a ck  the claim o f

1027a29-30. T h a t  is, there is no text w here A ris to tle  explains w h a t  

it means to say  that a cause is yei/vp'rov and 4)0apTov aveu toO ytyvcoOat.

1 There is e v id e n c e  which indicates that A ristotle does  n o t use the terms dpxat  
and atTra s y n o n y m o u s ly ;  see, fo r  instance ,  Met.  A. 8. 9 89b 21-24 . T h i s ,  
however, is a p o in t  which w ill  not a ffec t  our p resent d is c u s s io n .  For f u r t h e r  
details on this is su e ,  see  B osley  & Panayides, 2000 .
2 Met.  E. 3. 1027a29-30 .
3 See, for e x a m p le ,  Kirwan, 1993: 198, and Ross, 1958: 362. As A. M a d i g a n  
reports, the m a n y  d if f icu lt ie s  w ith  E. 3 were also n o t iced  by the e a r l i e r  
commentators; s e e  Madigan, 1984: esp .  pp. 123-5.
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Kod (jjeeipeaQoa. And w hat seems to com plicate the interpretation o f  E.

3 even fu r th e r  is the  m ateria l in 1027a30j5f. The p resen ce  o f  t h e

p o s tpos it iv e  c o n ju n c tio n  'for' (yap) at bo th  1027a30 and 1 0 2 7 a 3  3,

suggests that the m a in  body of text in E. 3 is m eant to p re s e n t  a n

a rg u m en t for the a sse r t io n  m ade at 1 0 27a29 -30 . As C. K irw a n

points out, how ever, even  though there  are a  num ber o f  s u g g e s t e d

read ings for 1 0 2 7 a2 9 -3 0 , it is still ha rd  to see how these lines a r e

ultim ately  connec ted  to the m ateria l in 1 0 2 7 a 3 0 /jf .4 In fact, K irw a n

has rep e a te d ly  d e c la re d  that E. 3 as a w hole  has 'yet to rece iv e  a

sa tis fac to ry  in te rp re ta t ion ' (Kirwan, 1993: 196, 222).

W hether  K irw an 's  assessm ent o f  the  existing in te rp re ta tions  of

E. 3 is a fair one is so m e th in g  that rem a in s  to be seen. W h a t  s e e m s

be clear at this point, though, is that the key  to the reso lu tion  o f  t h e

puzzles that su rro u n d  this difficult c h a p te r  is the rec o n s tru c t io n  o f

the sen tence  at 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  — the one I have  de libera te ly  o m i t t e d

to trans la te  in the last two parag raphs . T hat is, it seem s that a n

exegetica lly  sound in te rp re ta tion  o f  E. 3 is contingent on p ro v id in g  a

correct reading  for A risto tle 's  claim that there  are causes w h ich  a r e

y€WT|Ta Ka\ 4>0apTa avev toO yiyi/€cr0ai. kol <t>0€{p€cr0aL. Puta tive ly , i f  t h i s

goal is achieved, then  w e may: (a) d e te rm in e  the purpose  o f  E. 3

w hich is announced  in  the first sen ten ce  o f  the chapter, and  (b )

d ec ip her  the a rg u m en t in \021a30ff .

In this chap ter, I propose to d e fe n d  a reading o f  the f i r s t

sentence o f  E. 3 w hich has it that:
(1) In 1027 a 2 9 -3 0 ,  A r isto tle  a n n o u n c e s  that there are certa in  c a u s e s
w h ich  are a c c id e n ta l  events .

4 S ee  Kirwan, 1993: 22 2 -5 .
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(2) A c c o r d in g  to the S tag ir ite ,  these cau ses  h ave  a d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  
mark: th ey  have the ca p a c ity  to gen erate  and to destroy, that is to s a y  
they are yevvriTd and <j>0apTa, 'without g o in g  through  a p ro ce s s  o f  
com in g  to be and being destroyed' (aveu tou ytyveaGai. Kal (t>0elp€cr0aO-^

F u rth e rm o re , I will show that the rest o f  the m ateria l  in E. 3 d e a l s

with, or is relevant to, d e t e r m i n i s m .6 To an tic ipa te  briefly, I i n t e n d

to do two things. First, I will show that in 1027a30-2  A r i s t o t l e

gives the ou tline  of an argum ent for the claim  m ade  at 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 .

And second, I will argue that in 10 27a3 2 j5 r the Stagirite f leshes o u t

the a rgum ent o f  1027a30-2. In particular, he spells out the d e t a i l s

of an a rgum ent which goes as follows: if  the claim  o f  1 0 2 7 a2 9 -3 0  is

false, then a form of causal determ inism  ensues; causal d e t e r m i n i s m

is a dem onstrab ly  untenable thesis; therefore, it should be c lear  t h a t

there are ind eed  causes w hich are accidental ev en ts .7

I I . T h e  r e c e n t  c o m m e n t a t o r s  o n Me t .  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3  2:

As was noted above, the key to the successfu l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of E. 3 seems to be in the first two lines o f  the chapter. W e will b e

5 The reading o f  !027 a 2 9 -3 0  ou tl ined  above, viz.  ( l ) - ( 2 ) ,  is a m odified  v e r s i o n  
o f  the one found in Kirwan, 1993: 195-8, 222-5; see  also R oss, 1958: 361-6 .  I w ill  
discuss the c r u c ia l  m o d if ica t io n s  e f fec ted  on this rea d in g  o f  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  i n 
parts I I I  and V .  Note also that the K irw a n /R o ss  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  th ese  l i n e s  
is im plic it ly  a ssum ed  in most o f  the recent a ccoun ts  o f  E. 3; see, for i n s t a n c e ,  
Gaskin, 1995: ch. 14, and Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1.
6 The standard v iew , with w h ich  I intend to side, has it that in 1 0 2 7 a 3  2yy  
Aristotle  argu es  against causal d e te rm in ism . See, for exam ple ,  Gaskin, 1995:  
ch. 14; Kirwan, 1993: notes on E. 3; Ross, 1958: notes on E. 3; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 1; 
W illiam s, 1986 . For an interesting variation on this v ie w ,  see  Frede, 1985: 2 1 8  
ff,  and Freeland, 1991: esp. pp. 6 6 -7 0 .  [Note also that G. Fine has, on a co u p le  o f  
occa s io n s ,  in d ica ted  her in ten t io n  to show  that A r isto tle  is a c a u s a l  
determinist; s e e  Fine, 1981; 1984: p. 41, fn. 2. Fine, h o w e v e r ,  is yet to p r o v i d e  
us with an argum ent for this c la im .]
7 As it w ill  so o n  b ecom e clear, the form o f  d e te r m in ism  with w hich  A r i s t o t l e  
is concerned is not quite the same as what we  would  ca ll  'causal d e t e r m i n i s m ' .  
I will not spend  time here to spell  out the d i f f e r e n c e s  b etw een  m odern  a n d  
ancien t causa l d eterm in ism . For a usefu l in tro d u c to ry  d iscu ss io n  o f  m o d e r n  
causal d eterm in ism , see  W eatherford, 1991: esp. chs 1 - 1 1.
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seeing shortly, how ever, that som e of the rec en t  i n t e r p r e t e r s

m ain tain  that to reso lve the p ro b lem  posed by 1027 a 2 9 -3 0 ,  w e

need to consider the entire first paragraph o f  E .  38:
[ I 0 2 7 a 2 9 ]  o t l  6 '  €i<fu/ apxcu- Koci. c a n a  y e v i^ T a  kco. <{)0a:pTa [ 3 0 ]  avev  
to u  y(yi/€O0at Ka\ cpBetpeaBca, fyavepov.  € i yap  (jltj [3^1] t o u t  
auayicns' ttccvt ’ la T a i,  e l  to u  yryvoixevou  Kal <{)0€tpo[ievou [ 3 2 ]  p.T] KaTa 
au p|3e(3tokos' a u n o v  t l  avayKT) e lv a i .

According to Kirwan, who is w ide ly  considered  to b e  the m o s t

p rom inen t advocate  o f  the in te rp re tive  o r thodoxy9, this p ie c e  o f  t e x t

is to be translated as follows:
[ 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 ]  It is obvious that there are orig ins and ca u ses  that are a b l e  
to com e to be and to be destroyed  [3 0 ]  w ithout [b e in g  In  p ro ce ss  o f ]  
com ing  to be and b e ing  destroyed . For o th er w ise  [ 3 1 ]  e v e r y t h i n g  w i l l  
be o f  n e c e s s i ty ,  i f  w h a tev e r  is [in p rocess  of] c o m in g  to be and b e i n g  
destroyed  [ 3 2 ]  n ecessar ily  has s o m e  cause n o n - c o in c id e n ta l ly .

(K irw an , 1993: 71)

A pparen tly , Kirwan's position is this. In 1027a29-30 , t h e  S ta g i r i t e  

asserts that there are causes which are generab le  and d e s t r u c t i b l e ,  

but which are never in process o f  be ing  genera ted  andt d e s t r o y e d .  

W hat is this supposed  to m ean? Kirwan takes it t h a t  the th e s is  

Aristotle is try ing to put forw ard in the opening s e n te n c e  o f  E.3 is 

the following:
(1) Besides  cau ses  w hich  are n o n - a c c id e n ta l  e v e n ts ,  t h e r e  are a l s o  
cau ses  w h ich  are acc identa l c o m in g s - to -b e .
(2) T h ese  latter ca u ses  have certain  characteristics:

(a) Like the causes w hich  are n o n -a c c id e n ta l  e v e n t s ,  th ey  a r e  
’able to co m e to be and to be destroyed'; viz .  they aLre yewriTa Kal 
4>9apTa'.
(b) U n lik e  the causes w hich  are non-accid en ta l  e v e n t s ,  they  a r e
able to com e to be and to be destroyed  ’w ith o u t  b e i n g  in p r o c e s s
o f  co m in g  to be and b e ing  destroyed ’ (aveu tou ylyveaSai Kal
4>0€ip€a0ar). That is to say, they  are capab le  o f  c o m i n g  to be a n d
p er ish in g  i n s t a n t a n e o u s l y . 10

8 In particular, we w ill  see  that this is the v iew  held by C.J.F. W ill ia m s; s e e  
W illiam s, 1986: 181-4. S ee  also Tweedale, 1997.
9 See, for example, Madigan, 1984: 125, and W illiams, 1986: 181-3. S e e  a lso  fns 5 
&  10.
10 S ee  Kirwan, 1993: 197-8. Note that K irw an's in te r p r e ta t io n  is based  on t h e  
one proposed by Ross; see  Ross, 1958: esp. pp. 361-3. F u r th e r m o r e ,  note  t h a t
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N atura lly , the nex t q ues tio n  that arises h e re  is this: 'Is the a b o v e ,  

v iz .  ( l ) - (2 ) ,  a p laus ib le  reconstruction o f  1027a29-30? '. In  his n o t e s  

on E .  3, K irw an candid ly  admits that this in terpreta tion  o f  the tex t is  

not p ro b le m -fre e .  He concedes that the re  are d iff icu lt ies  i n  

exp la in ing  how the  c la im  for the ex is tence  o f  causes w hose  c o m in g  

to be does not take time, ties in with the re s t  o f  the m ate r ia l  in t h e  

chapter. M ore precisely , he notes that: (a) it is c lear that 1 0 2 7 a 3  0 / / ‘ 

is in te n d ed  to p ro v id e  support for the c la im  m ade at 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 ;  

and pu ta tive ly , the c laim  is that there are causes which com e to b e 

and cease  to be in s tan tan e o u s ly ,  but (b) it is not easy to see  h o w  

1 0 2 7 a 3  0/jf may be co n s tru ed  as argu ing  fo r  the ex is tence  o f  s u c h  

c a u s e s .11

Are there any  a lte rna tiv e  in te rp re ta t io n s  for 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 ?

A p p a ren tly ,  there are a num ber o f  d if fe ren t  read ings for these  tw o

lines. In the next few  pages, I will exam ine  three o f  them .12

A ccord ing  to A. M adigan, there  are two a lte rna tiv es  to t h e  

K irw an v iew  — w hich  he refers to as the 's tandard  v iew '.13 T he  f i r s t  

one, the origins o f  w hich he traces back  to the c o m m e n ta r ie s  o f  

Jaeger  and  A quinas, suggests that to cap tu re  the m e a n in g  o f

1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  we need  to do two things: (a) we ought to p ro v id e  a

s im ila r  interpretations w ere  su g g ested  by B o n itz  and Tricot. For m ore d e t a i l s
on this last point, see  M adigan, 1984: esp. pp. 123-5.
11 S ee  Kirwan, 1993: esp . pp. 196-8, 222-51 . W hat w e  need to point out h ere  i s  
that R oss  ex p resses  s im ila r  doubts con cern in g  the reading o f  the text o u t l i n e d  
above; see  R oss , 1958: 362. For other p ro b lem s w ith  this reading  o f  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -
30, see  Frede, 1985: 220 ,  T w eed a le ,  1997: esp. pp. 3 -4 ,  and W illiam s, 1986: 1 8 1 -
184.
12 B es id e s  the three readings about to be exam ined  here, see T w eedale , 1997: 5 -  
8, and B o s le y ,  1998: esp . pp. 224-7 . [B osley 's  s u g g e s t io n s  w ill  be d is c u s s e d  i n 
part I I I  & V . ]
13 S ee  Madigan, 1984: 124.
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subject for the infinitives yiyveaQax.  and (jjecipeaGai at 1027a30, and (b )

we ought to acknow ledge tha t the most a p p ro p r ia te  subject f o r

these two in fin it ives  is 'the e f f e c t s ' .14 O bviously  if  this m uch  is

accepted, then  1027a29-30 has to be  read as fo llow s:
It is ev id en t  that there are p r in c ip le s  and causes  w h ich  are such as to
co m e  to be and perish w ith ou t the effects' com in g  to be and perish ing.

As M adigan  puts it, the read ing  ju s t  p roposed  has it that in

1027a29 -30  A risto tle  d is t in g u ish es  'the causes, w hich  come to b e

and perish, from  the ... effects ... w hich fail, or m ay  fail, to com e to

be or pe rish ' (Madigan, 1984: 125-6). In o ther  words, t h e

in terpreta tion  at hand presents the Stagirite as say ing  that there are

causes w hich  actually  do com e to be and perish, bu t which fail, o r

may fail, to bring about their e x p e c t e d  effects.

W hat rem ains  to be seen, o f  course, is w he ther  th i s

in te rp re ta t io n  is a viable o n e .15 M adigan 's position  is that there is

no conclusive  evidence  e ither for or against this reco n s tru c tio n  o f

10 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 . 16 It seems to me, though, that there  is (at least) o n e

definite p rob lem  with it.

In the first few lines o f  M e t .  E. 2, Aristotle d is ting u ish es  t h e

various senses o f  'being' ( t o  o v ).  He says, among other things, that:
... that w h ich  is ( t o  o v ), w h en  bald ly  so called, m ay be so ca lled  i n 

severa l  w ays .  One o f  them was that [which  is] a cc id e n ta l ly  (heard
ou(j.pcjBriKo's1), another that [w hich  is] as true (and that w h ich  is not, t h a t  
[w hich  is] as fa lseh o o d ) .17

{Met.  E. 2. 1026a33-5)

14 See Madigan, 1984: 124-6. See  a lso  fn. 15.
15 Note that this in terp re ta t io n  does not co in c id e  with the v iew s o f  e i t h e r  
Jaeger or A quinas. It is, how ever ,  lo o s e ly  based on their r e s p e c t iv e  notes o n 
E. 3. 1027a29-30.
16 See Madigan, 1984: 131.
17 Kirwan's tr a n s la t io n ,  s l igh tly  m od if ied ;  see  Kirwan, 1993: 68. Note t h a t  
'accidentally' is not alw ays the best rendering for Kara aun(3epnKos-. For f u r t h e r  
details on this point, see  the d iscuss ion  in part V ,  and e sp e c ia l ly  fn. 69.
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A nd after stating this much, the S tagirite  proceeds to do two things:
(1 )  H e  a c k n o w le d g e s  th e  n e e d  fo r  a  d i s c u s s io n  o f  th e  v a r io u s  s e n s e s  o f
'b e in g ' — in c l u d i n g  th a t w h ic h  i s  'a c c id e n t a l ly '  ( to kcit& ouppep-nKo?).
an d  that w h ic h  i s  a s  tru e o r  f a l s e . 1 8
(2) H e d e v o te s  th e  r e s t  o f  E. 2 to  a  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  a c c id e n ta l .

W hat is also im portant to note here is that in the closing sentence o f

E .  2 Aristotle appears to be making a comment to the e ffect that t h e

discussion  o f  the accidental has been c o m p le te d .19 This h a s  

p ro m pted  some o f  the com m enta to rs  to claim that (a) the m a t e r i a l  

in E. 3 cannot be a m ere con tinuation  o f the d iscussion  in E . 2, a n d  

(b) the idea that E . 3 is concerned with the acc iden ta l has to b e

trea ted  as a hypo thes is  and not as a d a tu m .20 The first o f t h e s e  

claims, viz.  (a), is certainly true; (b), however, needs to b e  

approached  w ith cau tion .

As was ju s t  po in ted  out, in the main body of E . 2 A r i s to t le  

conducts  a d iscussion  of the acc identa l -- a d iscussion  which h e

declares to be com plete  at the end  o f the chapter. W hat it is

im pera tive  to note here, though, is that it is only in E . 4 that t h e

Stagirite  begins his (p re lim inary) d iscussion  of the nex t sense o f  

'being'; namely, the discussion o f that '[which is] as true (and  ... t h a t  

[which is] as fa l s e h o o d ) ' .21 F urth e rm o re , and p e rh ap s  m o s t  

im portantly , before A risto tle  begins his discussion o f  this issue in E.

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

accidentally; for its nature has been sufficiently determ ined' (nepl

18 S e e  Met.  E. 2. 1026b2-3.
19 See Met.  E. 2 . 1 0 2 7 a 2 6 - 8 .  In p a r t ic u la r ,  A r is t o t le  sa y s  th a t  'W e h a v e  s t a t e d ,  
t h e n ,  w h a t  th e  a c c id e n t a l  is  and  th e  c a u s e  w h y  it is , an d  th a t  t h e r e  is n o
s c i e n c e  th a t d e a ls  w ith  it' ( tI  pcv ouv e a r l  TO aupp€(iT|K09 Kal 6va t Cv ’ ai/rCav K al
cm. 6Tn.aTTip.ri ouk cottv auToO, elpT|Tai).
20 S e e  M a d ig a n , 19 8 4 : 1 2 7 -8 , 132 .
21 A r is to t le  g iv e s  h is  m a in  tre a tm en t o f  t h e s e  i s s u e s  in  Met .  Q.  1 0 .
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pev ouv tou Kara aup.f3e{3Ty<bs' ovtos" a<j>eta0ar StcoptaTat yap iKavcSsr).22 T h is  

m uch seem s to suggest that E . 3, despite the com m ent at the end o f  

E. 2 (viz-  1027a26-8), is also concerned with the in vestigation  o f  th e  

accidental. In fact, if we refuse to accept this point, then we w ill b e 

hard pressed to explain the purpose of the remark in the o p e n in g  

sen tence o f  E. 4. Thus, g iven  the textual ev id en ce it is natural to  

assum e that in 1027a29-30 , where the subject matter o f  th e  

discu ssion  in E. 3 is sketched  out, Aristotle m akes an a s s e r t io n  

concerning the accidental. M adigan’s first alternative to th e  

standard view , however, seem s to ignore all this. It c o n s tr u e s  

1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  as making a claim  about what happens 'for the m o s t  

part' (cos- eni to ttoAu), and not  about that w hich happens r a r e ly , 

nam ely, the a cc id en ta l.23 In particular, it construes these two lin e s  

as saying that: there are causes which are u s u a l l y  connected w ith  

certain specific  effects; these causes, though, som etim es fail to b r in g  

about their expected  e f f e c t s .24 And obviously, if  this is the c la im  

A ristotle is trying to m ake in 1027a29-30, and given th a t  

1 0 2 7 a 3 0 / f  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 o f  the accidental. H ence, I would like to  

subm it that to accept M adigan's first alternative to the s ta n d a r d  

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

22 Met.  E. 4. 1027b 17-8.
23 As was noted in the introductory chapter, in the c o r p u s  Aristotle d e f i n e s  
the acc identa l as that which happens neither always (d e t)  nor for the m o s t  
part (to? enl to  ttoXu); see, for exam p le , Met.  A. 30, and E. 2. See also t h e  
discussion  in part I V .
24 As we will see later on, viz .  part I V ,  this is (roughly) Aristotle's d e f i n i t i o n  
o f  events which are 'for the most part' (6s  cni to ttoXu). See also fn. 23.
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The other a l te rn a t iv e  to the s ta n d a rd  view th a t  M a d ig a n  

iden tif ie s  proposes th a t  we should read  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  as say in g  th a t :  

' th e re  are causes w hich  are capable o f  com ing  to be and p e r i s h in g ,  

bu t w hich  never a c tu a l ly  com e to be'. In o ther  w ords, this s e c o n d  

v iew  presen ts  A ris to tle  as claiming that there  are cau ses  w h ic h  

re m a in  unrea lized  p o s s ib i l i t ie s .25 And once more, M ad igan  c o n te n d s  

tha t this thesis, like the  one considered  above, is not su b je c t  to a n y  

d e f in i t iv e  o b je c t io n s .26 It seems, how ever, that it suffers  f ro m  t h e  

sam e p rob lem  that p lag u es  the first a l te rn a t iv e  to the s t a n d a r d  

view . That is, it is no t  c lear  how the ex is tence  of causes w h ich  a r e  

cap ab le  o f  coming to be, but which n ev er  actually  com e to be, 

re la tes  to the d iscussion  o f  the accidental. Thus, it ap p ea rs  that to  

a do p t M adigan's second  read ing  o f  1027a29 -3 0 , is to a l ien a te  E. 3 

from  its natural con tex t.

In his notes on E. 3, Kirwan claims tha t  the m ain  riva l o f  h is  

in te rp re ta t io n  of 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  is due to CJ.F. W i l l ia m s .27 T h e  

r e m a in d e r  o f this p a r t  o f  the chapter will be given to an a n a ly s i s  

and  evaluation  o f  this th ird  alternative to the standard  v iew .28

W illiams launches  his discussion o f  E . 3 by po in ting  ou t t h a t  

the  advoca tes  o f the s ta n d a rd  view concede  that their  rea d in g  o f  

1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  is p r o b l e m a t i c .29 Then he p ro ceed s  to do two th in g s .  

First, he argues that g iven  its obvious p rob lem (s) , the t r a d i t i o n a l

25 S ee  Madigan, 1984: 126. [C om pare this read ing  o f  1027a29-30 , w ith  the o n e  
proposed  by C.J.F. W ill iam s - -  a reading which is d iscu ssed  in pp. 16-24 .]
26 S e e  Madigan, 1984: 132.
27 S ee  Kirwan, 1993: 2 2 3 -4 .
28 S ee  W illiam s, 1986.
29 A s was noted ear lier  on, K irwan admits that it is not ea sy  to s e e  h o w  
10 2 7 a 3 0 / j f  may be co n str u e d  as argu ing for the c la im  that there are s o m e  
c a u ses  w hich  are ca p a b le  o f  c o m in g  to be and p er ish ing  in sta n ta n eo u s ly .
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reco nstruc tion  o f  1027a29-30  ought be re jec ted . That is, he a r g u e s

that we should re jec t  the view  that in these  lines A ris to t le  c la im s

that there are causes w hose  coming to be takes no tim e. A n d

second, he proposes a new transla tion  for the opening p a ra g ra p h  o f

E.  3:
That there are p rincip les  and causes w hich  are capable o f  c o m in g  to be 
and p er ish in g  w ith o u t  <actually> c o m in g  to be and p e r is h in g  is c l e a r .  
For i f  this w ere  not so, e v e r y th in g  w ou ld  be o f  n e c e s s i ty ,  g iv e n  t h a t
there must n eed s  be a cau se  o f  what n o n - a c id e n t a l ly  co m es  to be a n d
ceases to be.3 0

W h at e x a c t l y  is the  in terpretation  W illiam s is trying to pu t forw ard? 

As was just noted, he th inks that it is im p o r ta n t  that we shou ld  n o t  

im pute  to Aristotle the v iew  that there are causes which com e to b e 

in s tan tan eo u s ly .  And pu ta tive ly , his read ing  of 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3  0

succeeds in doing ju s t  that. In particu la r, W illiams argues  t h a t

under his reading o f  these lines Aristotle is saying that:
(1) Besides  ca u ses  w h ich  are n o n - a c c id e n ta l  events ,  there are a l s o  
causes  w h ich  are a cc id en ta l  c o m in g s - t o -b e .3 1
(2) The causes w h ich  are acc id en ta l  ev en ts  have this d i s t i n g u i s h i n g
mark: they are capab le  o f  com ing  to be and p er ish in g ,  w ith o u t  h a v i n g
to actually  co m e  to be and perish.32

To spell things out a bit, W illiams' position  is this. The S ta g i r i t e

takes it that there exists a certain class o f  co m in g s- to -b e  2 , s u c h

that: e qualifies as a m em b er  o f 2, i f  and only  if e is such tha t  it is

possib le  for it to com e to be (or perish), but it is not n ecessa ry  for i t

to actually come to be (or perish). And finally, W illiams cla im s t h a t

the  members o f  class 2  which do  actually com e to be, are the  c a u s e s

A ris to t le  describes in  1027a29-30.

30 S ee  Williams, 1986: 181.
31 S ee  W illiam s, 1986: 182-3. N ote  that this, viz .  (1) ,  is a point o f  a g r e e m e n t  
b e tw e e n  W illiam s and K irwan.
32 S ee  Williams, 1986: esp. pp. 183-4.
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W hat needs to be c larif ied  here is that this is ju s t  the first step 

in W il l ia m s’ in terpreta tion  o f  1027a29-32.33 He goes on to po in t  o u t  

that to accept the claim  o f  1027a29-30 is to re jec t a certain  fo rm  o f

de te rm in ism . More prec ise ly , he notes that:
(1) To accept the claim  o f  I027a29-30, is to reject a certain modal t h e s i s  
ivf = 'If possib ly p ,  then actually p'.34 In other words, to accept t h a t  
there are certain p ossib le  com in gs-to -b e  som e o f  which are n ever  to  
be actualized, is in e ffe c t  to reject 5vf; v i z .  the thesis that e v e r y t h i n g  
which is possible is actual.
(2) A ccepting  the thesis M  is tantam ount to a ccep tin g  the thesis iW' =  
'A nything not actual is im possible'.
(3) A ccepting the thesis jvf’ is tantam ount to adm itting the d e t e r m i n i s t  
thesis 'D =  'If actually p ,  then necessarily p ’.
(4) There is textual ev id en ce  which shows that A ristotle con sid ers '£>, 
and its equivalents, to be evidently fa lse .35

The above, viz.  ( l) - (4 ) ,  seem s to entitle A ristotle  to the con c lu sion  t hat :  
there are events, w hich  may serve as causes, that are capable o f  
com ing to be (and perishing) without actually having to com e to be ( o r  
p e r i s h ) .

W illiam s readily  ack now ledges  that there is a p r im a  f a c i e  p r o b l e m  

with the story just recounted. As was ind ica ted  ea rlie r  on, E. 3 as a 

w hole  is concerned  with the refu ta tion  of a form  of d e t e r m i n i s m ,  

n am ely  causal de te rm in ism , which appears to be distinc t f r o m  

thesis 2>. W illiams' respon se  is that the so lu tion  to this puzzle is to

be found  in lines 1027a30-2. He urges us to note that:
(i) In lines 1027a30-l, w e are told that if  the thesis o f 1027a29-30 is n o t
accepted , viz .  i f  every cause is a necessary event, then ev ery th in g  w i l l  
be o f  necessity (el yap uf| tout avayKTiS' ttc£vt ’ IcrTai.).
(ii) In lines 1027a31-2, the Stagirite goes on to ju stify  the claim  he h a s  
just made. That is, he explains that if  the thesis o f 1027a29-30 is  
rejected, then everything w ill be o f necessity , '... g iven  that there m ust 
needs be a cause o f  what non-accidentally com es to be and ceases to b e '
(ei tou yryvope'vou Kal (j>8£'-P°M-€i'Ou |ir| raTa crup.(B€(3riK6s' atxrov n  avayKti etvai.).

33 What fo llow s in the next cou p le o f  paragraphs is a sum m ary o f  W ill ia m s , 
1986: 182-184.
34 W illiam s takes it that 5W is the M egarian thesis A risto tle  argues against i n 
M e t . e .  3; see Williams, 1986: 183, and esp. fn. 5. For further d iscu ssion  o f  t h i s  
issue, see  chapter 3.
35 See fn. 34.
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The question  th a t  rem ains to be answ ered , o f  course, is how  th i s  

m uch rela tes to A risto tle 's  a t tem p ts  to re fu te  causal d e te r m i n i s m .  

W illiams' v iew  is that w hat the S tagirite  is try ing  to say i n  

1027a30-2  is so m e th in g  along these  lines. If  the u n iv erse  is s u c h  

that (a) every  cause  is a n e ce ssa ry  event, a n d  (b) every  n o n 

accidental ev en t has to have a cause, then  causal d e t e r m i n i s m  

ensues. A ssum e, fo r instance, that event E m is the cause  o f  even t E n. 

Given that E m is a n e c e s s a ry /n o n - a c c id e n ta l  event, then  it has to  

have a cause o f  its own; viz. E(. G iven  the fac t that e v e r y  cause is a

necessary  event, then two things seem  to follow. First, the c o m in g  

about o f  E m is determ ined by the p r io r  cause E[. A nd second, £ 7 h a s  

(to have) a d e te rm in in g  cause o f  its own; viz .  E £ To m ake a lo n g  

story short, if  w ha t we have at hand  is a un iv e rse  that s a t i s f ie s  

conditions (a) and (b), then every causal chain  is such that each a n d  

every one o f its cons titu en ts  is a necessa ry  co m in g - to -b e  that is 

determined by a p rio r  cause. Now , W illiam s’ suggestion  is that w h a t  

worries A risto tle  in E. 3 are causal chains like this, w hich come b a c k  

from a future e v en t  and te rm in a te  in a past o r p re sen t  e v e n t .36 To 

be more specific, he takes it th a t  the aim  o f  the d iscussion  in  

1 0 2 7 a 3 2 j j f i s  to show, in some deta il ,  how this p a r t icu la r  form o f  

causal d e te rm in ism  may be b locked . And, W illiam s argues, t h e  

point o f 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 2  is to give us a p rev iew  of the m ateria l  in  

10 27  a.32ff. T h a t  is, he claim s that 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 2  is to b e

36 More p rec ise ly , w hat w orries A risto tle  is  th is. I f  ev e ry  ca u sa l chain  is l i k e  
the one d escrib ed  a b o v e , and i f  a ll o f  them  reach a p resen t(/p ast) even t, t h e n  
ev ery  future e v e n t is now  d e term in ed . This form  o f  ca u sa l d e t e r m i n i s m ,  
w h ich  is c lea r ly  id e n t if ie d  in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 7 f , w ill be d iscu ssed  in d eta il in p a r t s  
I I I - I V .
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reconstructed  as follow s. I f  every cause is a n e ce ssa ry  event, and i f

e v e ry  n o n -ac c id e n ta l  ev en t  has to have a  cause, then  e v e r y t h i n g

will be o f  necessity  (1 0 2 7 a3 0 -2 ) .  To be m ore  specific, if  these tw o  

co n d it io ns  are sa tis fied , then a certain form  o f  causal d e t e r m i n i s m  

seem s to follow. As it is explained  in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 ^ f ,  to rebu t t h i s

e v id e n tly  absurd  thesis , we need to show how  the d e t e r m i n i s t ' s

causa l chain  may be s topped  from reach ing  the p a s t /p re se n t .  I n 

this la te r  stretch o f  text, A risto tle  tells us tha t this m ay be done b y 

in tro d u c in g  in the ch a in  a cause which is c apab le  o f  coming to b e ,  

but w hich  does not have  to actually  come to be. Such an event is  

no t de te rm ined  by  any p rev ious  cause; in fact, this k ind  of even t is  

an uncaused  cause. It is the role these events p lay  in the rebuttal o f  

cau sa l  de term in ism , a n d  (pu ta tive ly )  the a rg u m e n t  against thesis 2>, 

tha t m o tiva te s  A ris to tle  to m ake the claim o f  1027a29-30 ; viz .  t h e  

c la im  that the ex is tence  o f  such causes should be an evident fact.

To sum up, W illiam s ' view is that the S tagirite 's  goal in  

1027a29-32  is to ind ica te  how causal d e te rm in ism  is to be b lo c k e d .  

His co n ten tion  is th a t  A ris to tle 's  fu ll-b low n a rg u m e n t  against t h i s  

fo rm  o f  de term inism  com es only in 1027a32/jf. As he notes, the r o le  

o f  1027a29-32 is to m ere ly  tell us that: if  there are no causes w h ic h  

are acc iden ta l even ts , and given that every  n o n -acc id en ta l  e v e n t  

has to have a cause, then  de te rm in ism  ensues; in particu lar, w h a t  

seem s to ensue is a form  o f  causal de te rm in ism ; the only way to  

reb u t the (causal) d e te rm in is t 's  position, w hich  is ev id en tly  a b s u r d ,  

is to accep t that there  are causes which are acc id en ta l  c o m in g s - to -
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be; hence, it ought to be clear that the existence of such causes is a n  

in d ispu tab le  fac t.

The nex t thing we need to do, is to consider w h e th e r  th is  

reco n s tru c t io n  o f  1027a29-32  is a viable one. It seems to me t h a t  

there  are a n u m b er  of difficulties for W illiams' read ing  of t h e s e  

lines. In w ha t follows, though, I will rev iew  jus t  two o f  them: t h e  

ones which seem  to me to be the m ost obvious.

It is true that if  (a) every cause is a n e c e s s a r y / n o n - a c c i d e n t a l  

event, and (b) every  non-accidental event m ust have a cause, then a 

certain  form o f  causal determinism  ensues. To get this m uch  out o f  

1027a30-2 , how ever, W illiams is forced  to give us a very  sp ec if ic  

read ing  of 102 7a31-2 . As we have seen, he tran s la te s  e i  toO 

ytyvopevou kcu. 4>0eipo|J.evou pi] KaTa crup(3£|3T|Kbg- aiTiov tx avayKT) elvai a s  

'given that there  m ust needs be a cause of what n o n - a c c id e n ta l ly  

comes to be and ceases to be'. It is this transla tion  w hich  a l lo w s  

W illiam s to co ns true  1027a31-2  as giving us the p rem ise , viz .  (b), 

which along w ith (a), yields causal de te rm in ism . The p rob lem  w i th  

it, is that it ignores two important facts. First, it construes 1027a31- 

2, w hich is p u ta t iv e ly  a prem ise that forms an integral p a rt  o f  t h e  

de te rm in ist 's  a rgum ent, as an a f te r - th o u g h t  to the line o f  r e a s o n in g  

beg inn ing  at 1027a30 . And second, 1027a31-2  is m ost n a t u r a l l y  

read n o t  as g iv ing  us such a prem ise, but as an epexegesis  o f  e i  yap 

p-ij t o u t  namely, Williams' premise (a). That is to say, 102 7a30 -2  is 

m ost na tura lly  read  as saying that: if the thesis o f 1027a29-3Q  is 

not accepted (1 0 2 7 a3 0 -l) ,  that is to say, if  e v e r y  event e has a n o n 

acc iden ta l cause  (1027a31-2 ), viz.  a cause which n o n - a c c id e n ta l ly
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generates (o r  des troys)  e, then  every th ing  will be o f  n e c e s s i ty  

( 1 0 2 7 a 3 1 ) .37 F u r th e rm o re ,  it w ill be shown in p a r ts  I I I - V  that i f  

this re c o n s tru c t io n  o f  the text is accepted, then w e  can m ake go o d  

sense out o f  E . 3 as a whole. Yet, W illiams m ay c o u n te r  that e v e n  

though this read in g  of 1027 a3 0 -2  m ay be p laus ib le , there  is s o m e  

extra  m o tiva tion  fo r  accepting his ow n rec o n s tru c t io n  o f  these l in es .  

That is, i f  w e  adm it his reading o f  1027a31-2, then it  seem s that t h e  

point A ris to t le  is try ing  to m ake is this: n o n -ac c id e n ta l  c o m in g s - to -  

be, as o p p o se d  to acc iden ta l ones, m ust have a c au se  o f  their o w n . 

In fact, he e x p l i c i t l y  s tates tha t the final c lause in the o p e n in g  

pa rag raph  o f  E . 3 is in tended  to note that n o n -a c c id e n ta l  e v e n t s  

m ust have a  cause, w hereas those  ones w hich a re  acc iden ta l a r e  

uncaused  e v e n t s . 38 As W illiam s goes on to claim, th is accords w i th  

1 0 2 7 b l l - 1 4 ,  w here  Aristotle  seem s to be saying  that the c a u s e  

which b reaks the d e te rm in is t 's  causal chain is an u n c a u se d  c a u se .39 

W e will see la ter  on, how ever, that 1027b 11 -14  need not b e  

in te rp re ted  this way. And w hat is even m ore im p o r ta n t ,  is t h a t  

there is ev id e n ce  w hich con trad ic ts  W illiams' position . In P h y s ic s  

(P h y s .) B. 5, Aristotle tells us that the accidental e v e n t  w hich b r in g s  

about the co llec tion  o f  the debt by  the creditor, n a m e ly  his m e e t in g  

with the deb to r  at the  m arket-place, not only has a cause, but it c a n  

have a num ber  o f  a l te rn a t iv e  c a u s e s .40 If this m uch  is right, then I

37 As w e w ill see  later on , viz.  in part IV, A ristotle holds that i f  an ev en t e h a s  
an a cc id en ta l ca u se , vi z .  a cau se w h ich  does not a lw a y s /fo r  the m ost p a r t  
gen erate the e v e n t  e, then e is an acc id en t.
38 See W illiam s, 1986: 182-183 .
39 See W illiam s, 198: 183.
40 See Phys i c s  (Phys . )  B. 5. 1 9 7 a I2 -1 7 . S ee  also the d iscu ssio n  in parts IV-V.
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th in k  that th e re  is no m otivation  to accept W illiam s ' read in g  o f  

1027a30-2 , an d  that we ought to give the a l te rn a t iv e  ( n a t u r a l )  

reading o f  the text, viz .  the one iden tified  above, a fa ir  hearing.

The second  prob lem  with W illiam s' r e c o n s tru c t io n  o f  t h e  

open ing  p a ra g ra p h  of E. 3 concerns also m atters  linguistic . H e 

contends that w e  need  to translate 1027a29-30 as say in g  tha t t h e r e  

are causes w h ich  are possible com ings-to-be, but w h ich  do not h a v e  

to actually com e to be. And the reason, he thinks, w e ough t to adopt 

this reading o f  the text is that the a lterna tive , viz .  K irw a n 's  

transla tion , fo rces us to admit an im p lausib le  claim: tha t A r i s to t l e  

holds that the re  are causes w hich  come to be (and  p e r i s h )  

in s ta n ta n e o u s ly .  M ore precisely, W illiam s takes it that if  w e  

tran s la te  avcu tou yiyveaSoa Kal 4>8€£pecr8aa as 'w ithout go ing  th roug h  a 

process o f  g en era tion  and corruption ', then there is no w ay to a v o id  

the absurdity o f  K irw an 's position. Thus, he goes on to adv an ce  h is  

ow n translation o f  this phrase. It should  be clear, h o w ev er ,  that t h e  

na tu ra l t ran s la t io n  o f the contested phrase  is the one su g g es ted  b y 

Kirwan. T hat is, it is natural to transla te  aveu +  the a r t i c u l a r  

infinitives tou yiyveaQai. and tou ^eerpeaeai. as 'w ithout go ing  th ro ugh  a 

process o f genera tion  and corruption '. On the o ther hand , W il l ia m s ' 

read ing  requires that we provide the  w ord 'actually '. In  fact, to g e t  

the m eaning W ill iam s wants out o f  1027a29-30, we n e ed  to p r o v i d e  

the phrase  'a c tu a lly  having to'. M y proposal is th a t  there  is n o  

reason  we shou ld  d iscard  Kirwan's tran s la tion  o f aveu tou yuyv€cr8cu 

Ka\ 4>8€rp€cr6ai., p r o v i d e d  we can supp ly  a p lausib le  a n a ly s is  o f  it. 

M ore specifically, m y suggestion is this. If  there is a w a y  to d e f e n d
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the  view that A ris to tle ’s in tended  claim  (in 10 2 7 a2 9 -3 0 )  is t h a t  

there  are causes which can gen era te  and destroy  w ith o u t go ing  

th ro ugh  a p rocess  o f generation  and destruction , and I will a r g u e  

tha t there is a  w ay  to do ju s t  this, then  so much the worse fo r  

W illiam s' read ing  o f  1027a29-30.4 1

W hat seem s to follow from  the d iscussion  so far, is that n o n e  

o f  the four in terpretations exam ined  here is tenable. The issue t h a t  

rem ains  to be addressed , though, is w he ther  1027 a2 9 -32 , a n d  

co n sequen tly  the rest of E. 3, m ay still be p ro v id ed  with a 

sa tis fac to ry  in te rp re ta t io n .  W hat I in tend  to do in w hat follows, is  

to (a) propose a new reading for the opening  pa rag raph  o f  E. 3, a n d  

(b) show that this new reading of 1027 a2 9 -30  can y ie ld  a v ia b le  

in terpretation  fo r  E . 3 as a whole.

I I I .  O n  h o w  t  o r e a d  M e t .  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 2 :

In part I I ,  we saw that m odern  in te rp re te rs  take it t h a t  

w here  Aristotle says that 'there are causes which are yew-pTa a n d  

<t>9apTa', he m eans to say that 'there  are causes which are capable  o f  

coming  to be and  p e r i s h i n g ' . It seem s to me that there  are t h r e e  

th ings we ought to note at this point. First, it is c lear enough t h a t  

the  verbal ad jec tive  yevT\rd, spelled  with a single v, ough t to b e  

t ran s la ted  as 'generab le '.  Second, in M et.  H. 1. 1 0 4 2 b 5 f f  A r i s to t le  

tells us that besides matter which admits o f  change o f  p lace, there is 

also m atter  which is 'for g enera tion  and destruction ' (yem'TiT-pi' k«1 

<|>eapTTiv). It seems, then, that in this context he does not use t h e

41 N ote that my rea d in g  o f  1027a29-30  does no t  co in c id e  w ith  that g iv en  b y  
K irw an. I d iscu ss  the all-im portant d iffer en ce (s )  in parts I I I  and V .
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verbal adjectives yevvTiTTjV and <j>eapTTfv to indicate that matter is i t s e l f

g e n e r a b l e  and d e s t r u c t i b l e .  That is, his c la im  is not that there  is

m atter w hich  is generab le  and destructible , but that there is m a t t e r

for the g enera tion  and destru c tion  of so m e th in g  else. And third, i t

should be noted that the m anuscrip t t rad itio n  allows for t h e

p o ss ib il i ty  that the first verbal adjective in Met. E. 3 is y e w ^ r d ,

spelled w ith  double v, and not yev-ryrd. O n the basis o f  the a b o v e

Bosley has recently  u rged  us to note tha t the verbal a d j e c t i v e s

Y&wT)Td and  4>9apTd in E. 3 have the sam e m ean ing  as ysvi/tittj a n d

^eapTH in H.l.  That is, w here  Aristotle says that there causes w h ic h

are yevvriTd and 4)0apTa he m eans to say tha t there  are causes w h i c h

are the re  for the g enera tio n  and d e s tru c t io n  o f  som eth ing  e ls e .

Thus, B osley  proceeds to claim  that there are two possible r e a d i n g s

for the con tested  text:
R e a d i n g  1 : If w e assu m e that the verbal a d jec tiv es  in E.3 are yevrira 
and 4>6aprd, then it is p la u s ib le  to assu m e that 1027a29 sh ou ld  r e a d  
'th ere are causes (and p r in c ip les ) w h ich  are g en er a b le  a n d  
d e s t r u c t i b l e ' .
R e a d i n g  2_: If we assu m e that the verbal a d je c tiv e s  in E.3 are y&vvfyrd 
and (j>8apTa\ then 1027a29 should  read 'there are cau ses (and p r i n c i p l e s )  
fo r  the generation  and destruction  o f  so m e th in g  e lse '.42

And B osley 's  suggestion is that the verbal ad jec tives  in E. 3 s h o u l d

be taken  to express the capacity  of some causes to genera te  o r to

destroy so m e th ing  else .42

W h a t I would like to clarify at this po in t is that B o s le y 's

proposal does not seem  to be subject to any kind o f  a p r i o r i

42 See B o s le y , 1998: 224-226 .
43 N ote th at B o sley  g ives at least one tentative reason  as to why R e a d i n g  2  i s  
a v iab le op tion  in the con text o f  E . 3. In particular, he cla im s that: 'S in ce  t h e
open ing  sen ten ce  o f  Chapter 3 ... co n cern s ca u ses ..., the ad jectives sh o u ld  b e
tran sla ted  as in d ica tin g  a ca p a c ity  for so m e th in g  e ls e  b eco m in g  or b e i n g
d estroyed  rather than a ca p a c ity  for  their own b e c o m in g  or b e in g  d e s t r o y e d ’
(B o sley , 1998: 226).
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ju s t i f i c a t io n .44 I in tend  to show, how ever, that if  we a d o p t  h is

read ing  of y e w t ]xd and 4>8apra, viz .  R e a d i n g  2_, then we can  give a

v iab le  in te rp re ta t io n  fo r  1027a29-32.

In m ore deta il, m y p roposa l is that the correct t ra n s la t io n  f o r

the opening paragraph  o f  E . 3 is this:
[ 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 ]  T hat there are p r in c ip les  and ca u ses  w h ich  can g e n e r a t e  
and d estroy  [3 0 ]  w ith o u t g o in g  through  a p rocess o f  g e n e r a t io n  a n d
destruction is ob v iou s. For i f  this is not [3 1 ]  so , viz.  i f  it is the c a se  t h a t
w h a tev e r  is g e n e r a te d  and d estroyed  [ 3 2 ]  n e c e s s a r ily  has so m e  n o n 
acc id en ta l c a u se , then ev ery th in g  w ill be o f  n ece ss ity .

And, the in te rp re ta tion  I w ant to put fo rw ard  is this:
(1) In 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0 , A r isto tle  asserts that there are certa in  c a u s e s ,
n am ely  th o se  ca u ses w h ich  are a cc id en ta l ev en ts , that can g e n e r a t e
and d estroy  [something e l se ] w ithout g o in g  through a p r o c e ss  o f  
generation  and d estruction . A s I w ill sh o w  in part V , if  w e a c c e p t t h i s  
reading o f  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0 , w e can retain the natural translation o f  aveu t o u  

yuyv€o0ai. Kai <j>0etp€cr0ai., w ith o u t h a v in g  to saddle A r isto tle  w ith  t h e  
cla im  that there are cau ses w h ose com in g to be and p e r ish in g  tak es n o 
t i m e .
(2) In 1 0 2 7 a 3 0 -2 , the S tagirite proceeds to sa y  that i f  there are no s u c h
ca u ses , viz.  i f  it is n ece ssa r y  that all c o m in g s - to -b e  h ave a  n o n -
accid en tal ca u se , then every th in g  wil l  be o f  n ece ss ity . In o th er  w o r d s ,  
I take it, c o n t r a  W illia m s, that the c la u se  o f  1027a31-2  (ei roO yvyvopevou 
... avayKTi elvau ) is a g e n u in e  co n d itio n a l w h ich  repeats the c o n te n t  o f
e i y a p  p f |  t o u t o .

In this part o f  the chapter, I will provide su p p o r t  for the c la im  t h a t  

in 1027a29-32  A ris to tle  gives the sketch o f  an a rgum en t for t h e  

ex is tence  of causes w hich are accidental even ts . In part I V ,  I w il l  

show that if  this m uch is right, then we can easily see w h a t t h e

Stagirite  is try ing  to do in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 # \  A nd finally, in pa rt  V  I w il l

exp la in  how we are to deal with A ris to tle 's  descrip tion  o f  t h o s e  

causes which are acc iden ta l events. That is, I will explain how  w e  

are to deal with the  claim  that these are causes which can g e n e r a t e  

and destroy  w ith o u t  going through a p rocess  of g en e ra tio n  a n d  

d e s t r u c t io n .

44 S ee  B osley , 1998: 2 2 6 . S ee  also fn. 43 .
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As w e have a lread y  seen, E . 2 and E . 4 co n ta in  a nu m ber o f  

clues which m ay help  us und ers tan d  the m ateria l in E . 3. In E . 2, 

A ris to t le  launches an investiga tion  of the acc iden ta l.  M o re  

p rec ise ly , he conducts  an exam ina tion  w hose p r im a ry  aim  is to d o  

two things: (a) de fine  what an acciden ta l co m in g - to -b e  is, and (b )  

exp la in  why there is no science which is concerned  w ith  a c c id e n ta l  

c o m in g s - to - b e .45 W hat we have also seen, is that a t the end of E . 2 

A ris to tle  seems to declare  this exam ina tion  to be com plete . T h e n ,  

we get the stretch o f  text in E . 3 which lies betw een the study of t h e  

acc iden ta l in E . 2, and the p re lim in a ry  d iscuss ion  o f  tru th  a n d  

fa lsehoo d  in E. 4 .46 And the question  we are faced  with is th is :  

’W hat is the role o f  E . 3 in M et .  bk. E ? '. As was no ted  in part I I ,  t h e  

a n sw e r  to this q u es t io n  appears to be in the first sen tence  of E . 4. 

In 1 0 2 7 b l7 -8 ,  A ris to tle  states that 'it is time to set the a c c id e n ta l  

aside, as it has now been sufficiently  dealt with'. Thus, I subm it, i t  

is on ly  natural to assum e that in E . 3 Aristotle is still concerned w i th  

the d iscussion o f  som e aspect o f the accidental.

W hat p r e c i s e l y  is the subject m atter  o f E. 3? It is s u f f ic ie n t ly  

c lea r  from  102 7 a2 9 -3 0 , that A ristotle 's in ten tion  in this chap ter  is 

to talk  about a certain  kind of causes; viz .  causes w hich  he d e s c r ib e s  

as being  able to g en e ra te  and destroy, w ithout going through a 

p rocess  o f coming to be and perishing. Given th a t  the c o l le c t iv e  

tex tua l ev idence  ind ica tes  that E . 3 is still c o n ce rn e d  with t h e  

acc iden ta l, it seems p lausib le  to assum e that in this chap ter  t h e

45 For a u sefu l d isc u ss io n  o f  the m aterial in Met.  E. 2, see  Sorabji, 1980: 4 - 6 .  
S e e  a lso  G askin, 1995: ch . 14.
46 S ee  fn. 21.
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topic o f discussion is that o f causes w hich are accidental e v e n ts .

What lends support to this claim is the evidence from E . 2. In th is

chapter, Aristotle talks about com ings-to-be which are deem ed to  

be accidental. He does not, however, provide a discussion o f  th e  

causes which bring about such com ings-to-be. Regarding th is  

matter, he simply notes that '... o f things that are or com e to b e  

accidentally the cause is also accidental' (tgjv ... Kara auppepriKbs- ovtcov 

r| yvyvouevcjv kccl to a u n o v  4cm. Kcrra aup.|3€|3r|Kds‘)-47 That is to say, h is

claim is that an accident has a cause which is also an a c c id e n ta l

e v e n t.48 Given the absence of a treatment o f these causes in E . 2, 

a n d  the remark in the opening sentence o f E. 4, I think w e h a v e  

good reason to think that (a) 1027a29-30 gives us a description o f  

those causes which are accidental com ings-to-be, and (b) 1 0 2 7 a 3 0 / / ‘ 

is an extended argument which is intended to prove the existence o f  

causes which are accidental events. At this point, I have to c o n c e d e  

that there is no place in the corpus  where Aristotle explicit ly  s a y s  

that a cause which is an accidental event, is 'able to generate an d  

destroy without going through a process of coming to be an d  

perishing'. I intend to show, however, that if  this proposal is  

accepted then we can make good sense of lines 1027a29-32  a n d  

m ore.49

47 Met.  E. 2. 1027a7-8.
48 W hat I think is im portant to note here, is that the c la im  o f  Met.  1 0 2 7 a 7 -8  i s  
to be d istin gu ish ed  from A risto tle 's  declaration at 1 0 2 7 a l3 -1 5  that 'm atter ... i s  
the cau se o f  the a cc id en ta l'. T he claim  at 1027a7-8  is to the e ffe c t  that e v e r y  
accid en ta l event has a cau se w h ich  is also an a cc id en ta l event. On the o t h e r  
hand, the claim  at 1 0 2 7 a l3 -1 5  is to the e ffec t  that the very e x is te n c e  o f  t h e  
a cc id en ta l is due to the nature o f  matter. I w ill com e back to this is su e  i n 
ch ap ter 5 .
49 For a d ifferen t argu m en t in support o f  the cla im  that in 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0
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G iven  the d iscussion  in the last couple  o f  p a rag rap h s , it t u r n s

out tha t in  1027a29-30 A ris to tle  makes two c la im s:
(1 ) It is  clear that th ere are causes w h ich  are ab le to g en er a te  ( a n d  
d e s tr o y ) , w ithout g o in g  th rou gh  a p ro ce ss  o f  co m in g  to b e  a n d  
p e r i s h i n g .
(2 ) T h is d escr ip tio n  fits  th ose  o f the c a u se s  w h ich  are a c c i d e n t a l  
e v e n t s .

W hat sho u ld  also be c lear is that it is possib le  to trans la te  1 0 2 7 a 3 0 -  

2 so as to accom m od ate  ( l ) - (2 ) .  That is, u n d e r  the t ran s la t io n  I 

suggested  above, in 1027a30-2 Aristotle reasons  as follows. W h y  is  

it c lear tha t  there are causes which are a cc id e n ta l  events; n a m e ly ,  

causes w h ic h  fit the descrip tion  given above [in (1)]? B e c a u s e : i f  t h e  

claim for the existence o f  such causes is not true, that is to say, i f  i t  

is n e c e ssa ry  that every  com ing -to -be  has a n o n -ac c id e n ta l  c a u s e ,  

then ev e ry th in g  will be o f  necessity.

O bviously , this re c o n s tru c t io n  of the tex t  leaves us with tw o  

related questions . W hy does Aristotle th ink tha t  the rejection o f  t h e  

claim m ade  at 1027a29-30  leads to the conc lu s ion  that ' e v e r y t h i n g  

will be o f  necessity ' (e£ d v d y K r i s '  ttccv t  ’ ecrrai)? W h a t  e x a c t l y  does t h e  

S tagirite  m e a n  when he says that 'ev ery th ing  w ill be of n e c e s s i t y '?  

It seems to m e  that the s t ru c tu re  of the text p la in ly  shows that t h e  

answ ers to these ques tio ns  are to be found  in the rest o f  t h e  

chapter, v i z . \Q21a32ff.  T hat is, it seems to m e  that the text is to b e

read as fo llow s. In 10 2 7 a2 9 -3 0 , Aristotle a sse r ts  the ex is tence  o f  a 

certain  k in d  o f  causes. In 102730-32 , he tells us that if we r e f u s e

A risto tle  g iv e s  the mark o f  th o se  ca u ses w h ich  are a cc id en ta l e v e n ts , s e e :  
G askin , 1995: 193-5; K irw an, 1993: 196; Ross, 1958: 3 6 2 -3 . T hese i n t e r p r e t e r s  
find support fo r  this cla im  in E. 2. 1026b22-4 , w h ere A r is to t le  says that o f  t h e  
a cc id en ta l th ere  is no 'g e n e r a t io n  and d estru ction ' (ydveatg Kal <{>0opa). T h i s  
a rgu m en t, h o w e v e r , as it stan d s, faces a num ber o f  ser io u s  d if f ic u lt ie s ;  s e e  
T w eedale, 1997: 7; W illiam s, 1986: 184-192 .
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to accep t this assertion  then e v e ry th in g  w ill be o f  necessity . A n d ,  

m y p ro p o sa l  is tha t the p resence  o f  'for' (yap) at 1027a33 is to b e  

unders tood  as the signpost for a  fo r th co m in g  a rgum en t which has a 

specific aim: to explain in detail how fa ilu re  to accept the c la im  o f  

1 0 2 7 a 2 9 -3 0  leads to the (p re su m a b ly  u n ten a b le )  conclusion  t h a t  

every th ing  w ill be o f necessity. In the nex t part o f  the paper, I w i l l  

turn  to the  analysis  of this argum ent.

I V .  A r i s t o t l e  o n c a u s a l  d e t e r m i n i s m :

The p iece o f  text we will need to consider  here reads a s

fo llow s:
[ 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 / 3 3 ]  For w ill this  be or not? It w ill  be i f  thi s  com es to be, b u t  
not o th e r w ise . [3 4 ] And that w ill com e to be i f  so m e th in g  e lse  d o e s .  
T hus, it is c lea r  that as tim e is co n s ta n tly  su b tracted  [ 1 0 2 7 b l ]  from  a
lim ited  p eriod  o f  tim e, on e w ill com e to th e p resen t. This m an, t h e n ,
wi l l  [2 ]  d ie  by v io len ce , i f  he g o es  out; and he w ill do this i f  he g e t s
th irsty ; [3 ] and he w ill get th irsty  i f  s o m e th in g  e lse  h ap p en s. In t h i s
w ay w e  w ill com e to what h o ld s good  n ow , or to [4] so m eth in g  that h a s
co m e to be. For exam ple, the man w ill go  out, i f  he gets th irsty , and h e
wi l l  get th irsty , if he is ea tin g  so m e th in g  [5 ] sp icy , and this e i t h e r
o b ta in s  or does not. Thus, it is o f  n e c e s s ity  that he w ill d ie [6 ] or n o t  
die . L ik ew ise , i f  one jum ps over to [7 /8 ]  w hat has com e to be, the s a m e  
argum ent ap p lies. For that - I m ean what has com e to be - is a lread y  a
[8 ]  co n stitu en t o f  so m e th in g . So e v e r y th in g  that w ill be [9] w ill be o f
n ecessity  dvayKris- apa navTa ccttcu Ta €cjd(i€va), like the death o f  w h a t  
is a liv e . For som ething has already com e to be (rfs-ri yap -n. yeyovei/); [1 0 ]  
for e x a m p le , op posite  q u a lities  in the sa m e th in g . But w h e th er  t h e
man wi l l  d ie by d isease or by v io len ce  is [ 1 1 ]  not yet [n ec essa ry ], but i t  
w ill be i f  this com es to be (aXX ’ ei voctu) i] (Bia, outtiu, aXX ’ kav to61 yevrirar). 
H en ce , it is c lea r  that it [1 2 ]  runs back as far as som e orig in , but t h i s
no further to anything e lse  (SrjXov apa o n  pexP1- "H-vos- Pa6i£e<. apxfis\ auTT] 
6 ’ ouk€tx ei? aXXo). And [1 3 ]  the or ig in  o f  w h a te v e r  may ch a n ce  w i l l  
th erefore be th is, and [ 1 3 /1 4 ]  n oth in g  e ls e  is the cau se o f  its co m in g  to
be (Icrrai. ouv f[ tou oTTOTep ’ eruxsv aurri, Kal atxiov TfjS' yeve'aecus- auTrjs- aXXo
ou0e'v).

The con sen su s  am ong the in te rp re te rs  is th a t  w hat we have in th is

passage  is a re d u c t io  a rg u m en t aga inst a certain  form  o f
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d e te r m in i s m .50 In the next few pages, I will exp la in  w h a t t h e  

various steps o f  this argum ent are.

In 102 7a32 -b 8 , Aristotle p resen ts  the position  he w ants  to  

re jec t:
(1) L i n e s  1 0 2 7 a 3 2 -b 5 : Take any future e v e n t Zsn you lik e . It seem s t h a t  
w e can co n str u c t  a con tin u o u s causal ch a in  w h ich  c o n n e c ts  En  to a 
p resen t e v e n t  E l .  C onsider, for ex a m p le , the case o f  th is m an h e r e .  
W ill this m an die by v io len ce?  He w ill d ie  by v io le n c e , i f  he g o es  out .  
A nd he w ill  go  out, i f  he gets thirsty. A nd fin a lly , he w ill  get thirsty, i f  
he is  n o w  ea tin g  som eth in g  sp icy .
(2) L i n e s  1 0 2 7 b 5 - 1 0 : I f  what was stated ab ove is true, then  c a u s a l
d e te rm in ism  en su es. W hy is this so? P resu m a b ly , a cau sa l c h a i n  
w h ich  b e g in s  from a n y  arb itrar ily  s e le c te d  future e v e n t  En,  m ay b e
led all the w ay back to a present or past ev en t E l .  But both the p r e s e n t
and the p ast are n ecessa ry .51 Thus, g iv en  the n ecessity  o f  the e v e n t i n 
the present or past, viz.  E l ,  it fo llo w s that 'e v e r y th in g  that w ill be w i l l  
be o f  necessity' (e£ ctvayKTiS' rravxa loraa Ta ecrop.eva).

In short, it seem s that in 1027a32-fc>10 A risto tle  d e scr ib es  a n

argum en t for a certain  form of causal d e te rm in ism . To fu l ly

u n d e rs tan d  this a rgum ent, however, we will need to conduct a

rather cursory d iscussion  o f  the Stagirite 's v iew s on the accidental.

In M e t .  A. 30 and E. 2, A ristotle  sta tes that the acc iden ta l is

that which hap p en s  'ne ither  always nor for the m ost part ' (gifr ’ del

(j.ti'9 ’ ois- sttI t o  ttoAu).52 Furthermore, in M et .  a . 30 the Stagirite claims

that if  a m an digs a hole for a p lant and  in the p rocess  f in d s

treasure, then the finding o f the treasu re  is clearly an acc ident. To

be more specific, he says that:
T h is, viz.  the finding o f  treasure, happ en s by a cc id en t to the man w h o  
digs the hole; for n e ith er  does the one co m e  o f  n e c e s s ity  from  t h e  
other or a fter  the other, nor, if  a man p lants, does he for the m ost p a r t  
find trea su re  ( t o u t o  to (w v  <njp(3e|3TiK6s' to }  dpuTTovm. t o v  pdGpov, t o  £up€tv

50 See, for ex a m p le , Frede, 1985: 219, G askin , 1995: esp . pp. 20  Iff,  T w e e d a le ,  
1997, and W illiam s, 1986: 183.
51 The textual e v id e n c e  seem s to su ggest that A r isto tle  regards th e  p resent and 
the past to be n e c e s s a r y  b eca u se  they are ir r e v o c a b le . For a list o f  p a s s a g e s  
w hich  appear to support this claim , see Sorabji, 1980: 8. S ee  also  t h e  
d iscu ssio n  in  ch ap ter  2.
52 Met.  E. 2. 1026b32, and Met.  A. 30. 1 0 2 5 a l4 -1 5 . S ee  also  Phys.  B. 5 . 1 9 6 b l0 -1 3 .
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0r)CTaupov oijre yap e £  avayKTis- t o u t o  s k  t o u t o u  rj p.€Ta t o u t o ,  oiJ0 ’ cos' € m .  t o  

noXu a v  T ts < { > u t€ u t]  Sriaaupov €Up{oK€u).
{Met.  E. 2. 102516-9)

W hat I th ink  is im portan t to  note here is tha t the m ateria l in t h i s  

passage, along with the fac t  that for A ris to tle  the ca tegory  o f  

'n ecessary ' (4| dvdyKTisO c o m in g s- to -b e  o v e rlap s  with the category  o f  

things tha t happen  'a lw ay s ' (del)53, w a rran t  the fo l lo w in g  

co n c lu s io n s :
(i) I f  E  is the cau se o f  E \ ,  and E  is su ch  that it does not a lw ays o r 
u su a lly  produce E  i ,  then E  i  may be said  to be an accident.
(ii) I f  E  is the cause o f  E \ ,  and E  is su ch  that it a lw ays p rod u ces E \ ,
then E i  occurs o f  n e c e s s ity  (or a lw ays).
(i i i )  If  E  is the cause o f  E i ,  and E is su ch  that it u su a lly  p rod u ces E \ ,
then E \  may be said to o ccu r  for the m ost part.

F u rth e rm o re , what we m a y  distil from (i)-(iii) is that A r i s to t l e 's

position on  accidental and n o n -ac c id e n ta l  causa tion  is this. A c a u s e

E  m ay be said to be the non-accidental cause  o f  E \ ,  ju s t  in case E  is

such that it always or u sua lly  produces E \ .  And a cause E  m ay b e

said to be the accidental c au se  of E i, ju s t  in case E  is such that i t

rarely p roduces E \ . 54

The next thing we n e ed  to cons id er  is the way A r i s to t l e

construes the relation b e tw e e n  acc iden ta l and n o n - a c c id e n ta l

com ings- to -b e . There are a  num ber o f  p laces w here  the S ta g i r i t e

states tha t it is abu ndan tly  clear that there  are: (a) some e n t i t i e s

which are a lw ay s /o f  n e ce ss i ty  in the sam e state, and (b) s o m e

53 See, for exam ple. Met.  E. 2. 1 0 26b 27 /f.
54 This is c e r ta in ly  not an e x h a u s t iv e  d isc u ss io n  o f  A risto tle 's  v iew s o n
acc id en ta l and n o n -a c c id e n ta l ca u sa tio n . In Met .  E. 2 { \Q26b21f f ) ,  A r i s t o t l e  
goes on to argue to the e ffec t  that: x  may be said to be the n o n - a c c i d e n t a l  
cause o f  y ,  i f  and on ly  if  x  as su c h  causes y  as su ch . S ee, also Met.  A. 30, a n d  
Phys .  B. 4 -6 . T hese issu es, h o w e v e r , need  not c o n c e r n  us here. For a m o r e  
c o m p r e h e n s iv e  d iscu ss io n  o f  A r is to tle 's  d is t in c t io n  b etw een  a cc id en ta l a n d
n o n -a c c id e n ta l cau sation , see G a sk in , 1995: 1 96 -201 . S ee also F reeland , 1991:
66-70 , Judson, 1991, and Sorabji, 1980: 5-6.
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events which com e to be o f  n e c e s s i t y / a l w a y s .55 W h a t  w e also n e e d

to note at this po in t is that in E. 2 he claims that:
... s ince not e v e r y th in g  is o f  n e c e s s ity  and a lw a y s a  th in g - th a t - is  or a 
th ing  c o m in g  to be, most th in g s  b e in g  so for  th e m o st part, it i s  
n ecessa ry  that there be that w h ich  is a c c id e n ta lly  ( d n s l  ou  n avra s c t t I v  
€£ avayK Tis' K a l d e l  f| o v t a  fj y i.yv6 p .eva , aXXa r a  n X e t a r a  tils' c t t I  t o  ttoX u, 
avayKT) e lv a i  t o  k o to . aup(3e(3iiK6 s  ov).^®

A p paren tly , w h a t Aristo tle  is try ing  to say here  is this. It is 

obvious, p re s u m a b ly  from the e v id en ce  of the senses , tha t m o s t  

th ings do not h a p p en  of n e c e ss i ty /a lw a y s ,  but fo r  the m ost p a r t .

T he  question that rem ains to be addressed , o f  course , is that o f  h o w  

this much m akes it necessary  that there  exist c o m in g s - to -b e  w h ic h  

are accidental. T he  Stagirite answ ers this question fo r  us at the e n d  

o f  E. 2.57 He tells us that the reason w e have to a d m it  tha t it is o n ly  

for the m ost part that h o n e y -w a te r  benefits  fever p a tien ts  is t h e  

sim ple  fact that there  are ob served  exceptions to the  rule. T ha t is, 

there  are some (exceptional) c ircu m stances , w h ich  canno t b e

d e te rm in ed  in advance , where the d ispensing  o f  h o n e y -w a te r  fa i ls  

to benefit fever patien ts . The excep tio ns  to the ru le , the c a s e s

w here  the d ispensing  o f  h o n e y -w a te r  brings about so m e th in g  o t h e r

than the curing o f  the fever pa tien ts ,  are deem ed  to be a c c id e n ts .  

In other words, it seems that A ris to t le 's  position on  the r e l a t i o n  

betw een the for the m ost part and accidental events is this. I f  t h e r e

55 S ee, for ex a m p le , Met .  A. 30, and E. 2. 1 0 2 6b 27-9 , !0 2 7 a 8 -9 . T he w o r d in g  i n 
th ese  p assages c le a r ly  ind icates that w h at A risto tle  has in  m ind  are t h e  
en tit ie s  and c o m in g s - to -b e  he co n s id e rs  in De Generat ione et C o r r u p t i o n e  
(G C ) B. 11: (a) the en tit ie s  in the realm  o f  the n o n - tr a n s ie n t  th in g s , (b) t h e  
ev e n ts  w h ich  in v o lv e  in d iv id u a ls  in the realm  o f  n o n - tr a n s ie n t  th in g s , a n d  
(c ) the c o m in g s - to -b e  w h ich  in v o lv e  th e sp ec ie s  in the rea lm  o f  t r a n s i e n t  
th ings. I w ill co m e back  to this issu e  in chapter 5.
56 Met .  E. 2. 1 0 2 7 a 8 - l l .  K irw an’s tr a n s la tio n , s lig h tly  m o d ified ; see  K i r w a n ,  
1993: 70.
57 W hat fo llow s is an analysis o f Met .  1 0 2 7 a 2 2 -2 6 .
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w ere no accidenta l events w hatsoever, then there  w ould not be a n y  

excep tions  to the rule. For instance , i f  there w ere no i n s t a n c e s  

w here  the d ispensing  o f  honey-w ater fails to bring about the c u r i n g  

o f  fever  patien ts, then  it would fo llow  that it is n e c e s s a r i l y / a l w a y s  

the case that h o n e y -w a te r  cures fev e r  pa tien ts . That is to say, i f  

there  w ere  no acciden ts , then e v e ry th in g  w ould  be of n e c e s s i ty .  

But, A ris to tle  tells us, it is u n d e n ia b ly  true that not e v e r y t h i n g  

com es to be of necessity . There are m any  (observed) cases w h e r e  

we get exceptions to the rule. Hence, it follows that there  a r e  

indeed  events w hich  are accidental.

T im e now to re turn  to 1027a32 -b l0 . In our initial analysis  o f  

this passage, we saw that the d e te rm in is t 's  a rg u m e n t  goes like th is :  

(a) take an a rb i tra r i ly  chosen fu tu re  even t E n ; (b) we can r e a d i l y  

c o n s tru c t  a con tinuous causal chain w hich connects E n  to a past o r  

p resen t  event E l ;  (c) both the past and p resen t  are necessary; (d )  

there fo re , it follows that what will happen , viz .  E n ,  will h ap pen  o f  

necessity . A p paren tly , the d e te rm in is t 's  view is that the fu tu re  is 

de te rm ined , because  the  necessity  o f  the past/p resen t is tran sfe rred  

dow n the causal chain  and to the  fu ture  event. But if  t h e

d e te rm in is t  is to be allow ed to m ak e  this claim, then he needs to  

assum e that every connec tion  in the causal chain is also n e c e s s a r y .  

In o ther  words, he needs to assum e that every cause in this chain  is  

such that it produces its effect o f  necess ity . I f  he fails to m ake  th i s  

fu r th e r  claim, then he  cannot asse rt  that the necessity  o f E l  g e t s  

t ra n s fe r re d  to E n  w ith o u t com m itt ing  a m odal fallacy. And g iv e n  

the s ta tem en t o f 1027a31-2, I th ink  it is rea so n ab le  to assum e t h a t
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Aristotle takes it that this is an omitted prem ise  in the d e t e r m i n i s t ' s

argument. That is to say, it is plausible to assum e that the S ta g i r i t e

takes it that prem iss (b) in the argument outlined above is m ean t to

be qualified  as follows: 'we can readily cons truc t  a con tinuous c h a in

of n o n -acc id en ta l  causes, viz .  causes that p roduce  their e ffects  o f

necessity, which leads from  £ n  to E l ' .

W hat rem ains to be seen, of course, is how A ristotle  r e s p o n d s

to the  de te rm in is t 's  a rgum ent:
(3 ) L i n e s  1 0 2 7 b 8 - I 4 58: It is cer ta in ly  true that there are th in g s w h i c h  
w ill happen  o f  n e c e s s ity . For exam ple, it is n ece ssa ry  that a l i v i n g  
th in g  w ill e v e n tu a lly  die. H ow ever, the m an n er in w h ich  a c r e a t u r e
w ill die is not yet ( o u n c o )  d eterm in ed . T his b eco m es d eterm in ed  w h e n
certain  cond itions are fu lfilled  ( d d v  t o o !  y e v n T a O -  What this in d ica tes  is  
that the determ in ist's ca u sa l chain can be traced back on ly  to a c e r t a i n  
p o in t and no fu rth er  (6fjXov o n  t i e x P ’- t w o s - (3a6££€T. d p x f j s - ,  auVri 6 ’ o u k c t i .  

cl? aXXo). That is, there is a certain  e v e n t w h ich  stops this ch a in  o f
n o n -a c c id e n ta l ca u ses  from  reach in g  the p resen t or the past. T h i s  
e v e n t is the cau se w h ich  renders the fin a l (fu tu re) even t a c c i d e n t a l  
( g o t c t r  o u v  f | t o u  o r r o T c p  ’ e T u x e u  < x u t t i ) .  A nd ap p a ren tly , there is n o  
fu rth er  n o n -a c c id e n ta l  cau se for this e n d -s to p p in g  ev en t (aTnov t-qs- 
yev€crea>s- auTrjs- aXXo ouSev).^9

To spell things out a bit, it seems that Aristo tle 's  position  is 

som ething along these lines. W e should certainly  concede that s o m e  

future events are (now) de term ined . For exam ple, that this m a n

here will even tua lly  die is now de te rm ined . A ccording to t h e  

Stagirite, how ever, it should  also be p la in ly  c lear that there  a r e  

some future events w hich  are not yet determ ined. To continue  w i th  

his ow n example, w hether this man will die by disease or v iolence is

58 T he fo llo w in g  reconstruction  o f  1027b8-14 is based  on the one su g g e s te d  b y 
Gaskin; see  G askin, 1995: 2 0 1 -2 .
59 W e h ave already seen  that W illiam s' view  is that the cla im  in 1027b 13-4 is  
that the e n d -s to p p in g  e v e n t has no further cau se  w h a tso ev er . [For a s i m i l a r  
view , see  Sorabji, 1980: esp . pp. 8 -10 .] As it has a lread y  been noted, h o w e v e r ,  
the e v id e n c e  from Phys .  B. 5 c lea r ly  contradicts such  an in terp re ta tio n . W e  
w ill a lso  see  that the i l lu s tr a t iv e  ca se  described  in 1027a32-b 5 , in d ica tes  t h a t  
we m ay read 1 0 2 7 b l3 -4  n o t  as sa y in g  that the e n d -s to p p in g  e v e n t is a n 
uncaused cau se, but as sa y in g  that it lucks a n on -accid en ta l cause.
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not y e t  d e te rm in e d  ( 1 0 2 7 a l 0 - l  1). W hat this show s, A risto tle  t e l l s  

us, is th a t  th e re  are chains o f  no n -acc id en ta l  causes w hich s t a r t  

from a fu ture  even t En ,  b u t  which cannot be led  all the w ay back  to  

the p a s t  o r  the p resen t ( 1 0 2 7 a l  1-12). W hat is it that p reven ts  t h e  

necessity  o f  E l ,  the p resen t event in a causal ch a in  C, from  r e a c h i n g  

the fu tu re  even t En ?  A risto tle 's  response is th a t  C contains a c a u s e  

Ex  w h ich  stops the chain o f  no n -acc iden ta l  c au sa t io n  from r e a c h i n g  

the p a s t  or p resen t, and  thus renders E n  an acc idental e v e n t  

( 1 0 2 7 a l  1 -1 4 ) .

N a tu ra lly ,  the issue we have to add ress  here  is this: 'H o w

e x a c t l y  we are to understand this last claim?'. A ris to tle  agrees w i t h  

the d e te rm in is t  that: if  we can construct a co n tin u o u s  chain of n o n 

acc iden ta l causes  which m ay  be led f r o m  any  a rb itra r i ly  c h o s e n  

future ev en t E n  to a p a s t /p re s e n t  even t E l ,  then, given t h e  

necessity  o f  E l  a n d  the necessity  o f every causa l step in the chain, i t  

follows that it is now n e ce ssa ry  that En  will com e about. In o t h e r  

words, the S tag ir ite  concedes that if e v e r y  cau sa l  chain is like t h e  

one ju s t  described , viz.  if  e v e r y  causal chain is m ad e  up e x c lu s iv e ly  

of n o n -a c c id e n ta l  causes, then causal d e te rm in is m  ensues. T h e

u n d e r ly in g  a ssu m p tio n  in his response to this position  is that i t

ought to be e v id e n t  that no t all fu ture events are  now d e t e r m i n e d .  

As we h av e  seen, in E. 2 he  argues that it is d e m o n s tra b ly  false to  

say that: every  cause E  is such that it a lw a y s /o f  necessity  b r i n g s  

about a  fixed  e ffec t E\ \  ap p a ren tly ,  most causes are such that, i n  

certain  c ircu m stan ces ,  m ay  bring  about an u n e x p e c t e d / a c c i d e n t a l  

effect. W hat is m ost re le v an t  in the context o f  E. 3, how ever, is a
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different po in t  w hich we see be ing  repea ted  tim e and  again. T h e r e  

are a n u m b er  o f  texts, includ ing  M e t .  E, w here  A ris to tle  states t h a t  

w hen  it com es to entities w hich  have m a tte r  tha t is 'capable o f  

b e ing  o therw ise  than as it for the m ost part is', e.g. entities such a s  

cloaks and h u m a n  beings, it is p lain ly  a m is take  to say that t h e i r  

future is now  f ix e d .60 Given th a t  he takes this m uch  to be a fact, i t  

is not su rp r is in g  that he finds the d e te rm in is t 's  thesis to b e  

untenable. T h e  determ inist argum ent, though, is usefu l in the s e n s e  

that it offers the o pportun ity  to give a p ro o f  fo r the existence o f  

causes w hich are accidental events. Thus, in E. 3 we see A r i s t o t l e  

reasoning as follow s. It is ev ident that (at least) som e future e v e n t s  

are not now d e te rm in ed ; they h ap pen  by c h a n c e / a c c id e n ta l l y .61 I f  

the future e v en t  £ n  in a b a c k w a rd -s t re tc h in g  causa l chain C is to  

coun t as acc iden ta l,  then a certa in  condition needs to be s a t i s f ie d .  

The chain o f  causa tion  from E n  to the p a s t /p r e s e n t  must not b e  

m ade  up exc lusive ly  of non-acciden ta l causes.62 T hat is, E n  m ust b e  

part of a series o f non -acc id en ta l  causes w hich reaches a c e r t a i n  

point, other th an  the past or p resen t, where we get a cause w h i c h  

does not have a non-acc iden ta l cause of its own; v iz .  a cause w h i c h  

is an acc iden ta l event. Such a b re a k  in the chain  o f  n o n - a c c id e n ta l  

causation, w ou ld  m ean that a lthough  C may extend all the way b a c k  

to the p a s t /p re s e n t ,  the necess ity  o f  the past or p re se n t  cannot b e

60 S ee , Met.  E. 2. 1 0 2 7 a l3 -1 4 . See a lso  GC B. 11 (esp. 3 3 7 b 3 -9 , 3 3 8 b 5ff) and Met .
©.  9 . 1050b 22-28 . A ristotle does not ju stify  this cla im  here, or in the o ther t e x t
w h ere it p lays a d e c is iv e  role; n am ely , in De f n t e r p r e t a t i o n e  (D I ) 9. I d i s c u s s  
this issue in chapter 5. For a d iscu ssio n  o f  DI.  9, see  chapter 2.
61 See Met.  E. 3. I0 2 7 b l2 -1 3 .
62 W hat w e h a v e  to keep in m ind here is that the d e te rm in is t 's  p o s i t i o n
req u ires  that th e cau ses in such  a ch a in  need to be n o n -a c c id e n ta l ,  in t h e
s e n se  that they p rod uce their e f fe c ts  o f  n ecessity .
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transferred  to En .  Thus, the final future event in C, v iz .  En,  m ay  b e  

deem ed  to be an accident.

To complete the discussion in this part o f  the paper, we n e e d  

to figure  out how  we are to rec o n s tru c t  the i l lu s tra t iv e  c a s e  

d e sc r ib ed  in 1027a32-b5 ; viz.  the case  w hich is su p p o sed  to s h o w  

us, in  practice, how  we may stop the determ inist 's causa l chain f r o m  

reach ing  the p a s t / p r e s e n t . 63 Is it n e cessa ry  that this m an  here, l e t  

us call him N icostra tus , will m eet a v io len t end? A ccord ing  to t h e  

d e te rm in is t ,  every  causal chain is m ade  up exc lusive ly  o f  n o n 

accidental causes. Thus, he continues to reason, since w e can trace a 

con tinuous chain o f  non-acciden ta l causes f r o m  the fu tu re  e v e n t ,  

viz .  the death  o f  N icostratus at the hands of his enem ies, to  a 

p resen t event, then  it follows that the future e v e n t  is n o w  

d e te rm in ed . In m ore  detail, he holds that it is d e te rm in e d  t h a t  

N icostra tus  will die a violent death, because we can  construc t  a

continuous chain o f  non-accidental causes as follows:
( £ 4 )  N icostra tu s gets k illed by his e n e m ie s  (w ho h ap p en  to be at t h e
w e l l ) .

Z
( E 3)  N icostratus g o e s  to the w ell.
z

( E 2 ) N icostratu s gets  thirsty.
z

( E l )  N icostratus is n o w  eating sp icy  food .

How are we to establish , co n tra  d e te rm in ism , tha t E 4  is a n  

acc iden ta l future even t?  As A risto tle  tells us, we m u st  show t h a t

63 N ote  that A risto tle  d oes not quite sp ell out h is in ten ded  co n str u a l for t h e
case o f  1027a32-b 5 . It is also su spected  that in this p assage, A r is to tle  has i n 
m ind an actual h is to r ic a l exam ple c o n c e r n in g  one N ico stra tu s  w ho le ft a
b esieg ed  c ity  to get a drink o f  water at a w e ll, and was there su rp r ised  by t h e
en em y , w ho k illed  h im . For further d eta ils  on this poin t, see  G askin , 1995:
202 .
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there is an event in this chain which do es  n o t  have a n o n - a c c i d e n t a l  

cause. And my suggestion  is tha t  he would re c o n s tru c t  t h e  

N icostratus case as follows:

E v e n t  5 : T h e  en em ies k ill N ico stra tu s.

X
E v e n  t 3 : Nicostratus goes to the w ell. +  E v e n t  4 : N icostratus m eets h is

en em ies , who happen to  be at 
the w e ll.

t

E v e n t  2 : N icostratu s g ets  th irsty.

X

E v e n t  1 : N icostratus is (n ow ) eating so m e k in d  o f  sp icy  food.

The even t Aristotle w ants to construe a_s an accidental fu tu re  e v e n t

is (5). Now, to prove it to be an a c c id e n ta l  even t he needs to s h o w  

that the chain o f  causa tion  from (5) to (1) is not a con tinuous c h a in

of no n -acc id en ta l  causes. How is he g o ing  to do this? W ell, t h e

story is not that com plica ted . W hat is  the cause of N ic o s t r a tu s '  

v io lent death (viz .  even t (5))? A p p a re n t ly ,  it is e v en t  (4): 

N icostra tus ' m eeting  with the enem y. Es (4) an accidental cau se  o f  

(5)? W e can safely assum e that b a c k  then, when A ris to tle  w a s  

w riting E. 3, it was the case that if you  w ere  to meet your m o r t a l  

enem ies at the well, then invariab ly  so m e th in g  bad would  h a p p e n  

to you. So, (4) m ay be said to be the n o n -acc iden ta l  cause o f  (5 ) .  

But w ha t about (4)? Is it the case th a t  (4) has a n o n - a c c i d e n ta l  

cause o f  its own? A pparen tly  not. (4) is an even t w h ich  is 

coincidental with (3); v i z . going to the w ell.  (2), however, can n o t b e
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said  to be the non-accidenta l cause o f  (4); v iz .  one 's getting th irs ty  is  

not a lw ays followed by  a m eeting  with one 's  enem ies . To be m o r e  

specific, this is very  m uch like the case  o f  the cook A r i s t o t l e  

m en tio n s  at E. 2. 1027a2-5 . The cook m ay be said to be t h e  

acc iden ta l cause o f  health . W hy? B ecause the cook  non-acciden ta lly  

p ro d u ce s  a great m eal, and this meal is a cc id e n ta l ly  com bined  w i t h  

a healthy  effect. So, it turns out that we m ay  lead even t (5) b ack  to  

an e v en t  (4), where (4) is the non-accidenta l cause  o f  (5). H o w e v e r ,  

the chain  o f  n o n -ac c id e n ta l  causa tion  canno t be led back to t h e  

p resen t; viz.  event (1). W hy is this so? Because (4) does not h av e  a 

non-acciden ta l cause o f  its own. In other words, (4) is an a c c id e n ta l  

even t. And this m uch, A ris to tle  seems to be saying, is suffic ien t to  

show  that (5) is not now  necessita ted . T h a t is, i f  the d e te rm in is t  is 

to have  his conclusion, then every  link in the chain  from  (5) to (1 )  

has to be a necessary  one. It seems, though , tha t (4) is not l i n k e d  

by necessity  to its cause; namely, (2). Therefore , the necessity o f  (1) 

canno t be passed dow n to (5).

If  my rec o n s tru c t io n  of the a rg u m e n t  in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 -b l4  is 

accep ted , then we can read ily  see the conn ec tio n  be tw een  this p i e c e  

of the text and the m a te r ia l  in 1 02 7a29-32 . U nder the r e a d i n g  

p ro p o se d  here, in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 -b l4  Aristotle deve lops  the a rgu m en t h e  

sk e tch es  out at 1 02 7 a3 0 -3 2 . That is, he f leshes out the a r g u m e n t  

for the  assertion  m ade at 1027a29-30: the a sse r tion  that there a r e  

causes w hich are acc iden ta l  events. V ery  briefly , he reasons a s  

fo llow s. If  we accept tha t all causes are n o n -a c c id e n ta l  events, t h e n  

we w ill have to assent to causal d e te rm in ism . In o ther  words, w  e

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



4  1

w ill have to accept that every fu ture  event is now n e ce ss i ta ted .  B u t  

c learly  this is not the case. Pu ta tive ly , the fu ture  is not fixed fo r  

things w h ich  have m atte r  capable o f  opposites. W h a t  this means is 

tha t the de te rm in is t  ought to be m istaken about the na tu re  o f  causal 

chains. A p p a ren tly ,  there are som e causes w hich  are a c c id e n ta l  

events; v iz .  they are events w hich have no n o n -ac c id e n ta l  causes o f  

their  own. These are the causes w hich end-stop  a chain  of n o n 

acc iden ta l causes, and thus p reven t the n e ce ss i ty  of t h e  

p r e s e n t /p a s t  from  being t ran s fe rred  down to a fu tu re  event. A n d  

as was ju s t  explained, the case o f  Nicostratus seems to i llu s tra te  th is  

ve ry  po in t.

V. On t h e  e x p r e s s i o n  aveu t o u  y iy v eg S a i  Kgl (faQgipecrBgi:

In p a rt  I I I ,  I suggested that, within the c o n tex t  o f  E. 3, w e  

ought to adop t Bosley's reading o f  the verbal ad jec tives  ygw-pra a n d  

4>0apTa; viz . R e a d i n g  2_. W hat seem s to provide im m e d ia te  s u p p o r t  

for this suggestion  is the fact that the a lternative , R e a d i n  g  1_, g iv es  

rise to se rious difficulties. That is, i f  we retain K irw an 's  reading  o f  

these  two term s, then, given the fact that the m ost n a tu r a l  

tran s la tio n  for 1027a30 is 'w itho u t going th rough  a process o f  

g enera tio n  and destruction ', we will be forced to accep t t h a t  

Aristotle 's position  is that there are causes which m ay  be g e n e r a t e d  

and d e s tro y ed  in s tan tan eously . As was noted e a r l ie r  on, h o w e v e r ,  

K irw an h im se lf  concedes that it is not easy to see how  the m a te r i a l  

in  1 0 2 7 a 3 2 /f  m ay be construed as arguing for the ex is te n ce  o f  su c h  

causes. T ha t is, it is not easy to see how 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 / j f  is in tended  to

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



4 2

estab lish  the thesis  that there are causes w hich get g en era ted  ( o r  

destroyed) w ith o u t  going th rough  a process o f  genera tion  (o r  

destruc tion). W hat is also im p o rtan t  to note, is that the p r in c ip le  

o f  charity  d ic ta tes  that, if possible, we should avoid  saddling  t h e  

Stagirite w ith such  an evidently absurd c la im .64 In the rem ainder o f  

this chapter, I will explain how Bosley's R e a d i n g  2 gives us a  w a y  

out o f  the d ifficu lties  that p lague Kirwan's rec o n s tru c t io n  o f  

10 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 .

In P h y s .  B . 5, Aristotle a ttem pts  to show tha t  a c o m in g - to - b e  

which is 'the ou tcom e of luck' (a-rro Tu'x-nsO, viz .  an even t which is 

accidental, m ay serve as a cause.65 The case he uses to illustra te  h is  

poin t is that o f  a creditor who gets to collect his m oney from  h is  

debtor, as a resu lt o f  an accidental m eeting at the m ark e t-p lace . I n 

m ore detail, the story we get in P h ys .  B. 5 is this: suppose  that t h e  

creditor, let us call him Critias, goes to the m a rk e t-p la c e  in o rder to  

attend the a fte rno on  p erfo rm ance  of 'L ysistra ta ';  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  

suppose that the  debtor, let us call him Cebes, hap p en s  to be at t h e  

m ark e t-p lace  in o rder to collect some money; as a result, the tw o  

men get to m eet, and Critias gets to collect the deb t from C ebes. 

W hat we need  to note here, is that Aristotle m akes  a nu m ber  o f  

in teresting  rem arks  about this case:

64 See, how ever, the d iscussion  in K atayam a, 1999: 35 -3 6 , 127.
65 Strictly sp eak in g , the d iscussion  in Phys .  B. 4-6 is about: (a) the d i s t i n c t i o n  
b etw een  th ose e v e n ts  w h ich  are 'the outcom e o f  luck' (ano TuxnsO, and t h o s e  
w h ich  are 'an a u to m a tic  outcom e' (dno TcturondTou), and (b) how  such  e v e n t s  
m ay be said to h ave causal power. W hat su ffice s  to note h ere, th ou gh , is t h a t  
A ristotle  con sid ers luck  and the autom atic to be sp ec ies  o f  the a cc id en ta l; s e e ,  
for exam ple, P h y s .  B. 5. 1 9 6 b l7 -2 9 , B. 6. I98a l -13 .  For a d isc u ss io n  o f  Phys .  B. 
4 -6 , see  Charlton, 1970: 105-111.
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(1) C ritias' m eetin g  with C ebes at the m a rk e t-p la ce  is the ou tco m e o f  
luck. That is to say, it is an acc id en ta l com in g-to -b e.6 6
(2) T he reason  this is an a cc id en ta l co m in g -to -b e , is that:

'The end, the reco v ery  o f  the debt, is not one o f  the ca u ses  i n 
him  ... And in this ca se  the m an's co m in g  is sa id  to be t h e  
o u tco m e o f  luck, w h erea s i f  he had ch o sen  and co m e for t h i s  
p urpose, or used to co m e  a lw ays or for the m ost part, it w ou ld  n o t  
be ca lled  the outcom e o f  luck' (ecm  Sk to  reXo?, fj Kopo-Sii, ou t<2v 4v 
auTto alruov ... el 8k npoeXdnevo9 Kal toutou eveKa, ?| del <t>ovriI>v fj to? 
enl to  ttoXu KO|ii£dp.evo?, ouk otto 

In short, the m eetin g  w ith  the d eb tor at the m a r k e t-p la c e  is a n  
accidental ev en t because C ritias d id  n ot, and does not u su a lly  or for t h e  
m ost part, g o  to the m arket-p lace for the purpose o f  m e etin g  C eb es.
(3) C learly , Critias' m eeting w ith  C eb es is the cau se o f  the c o lle c t io n  o f  
the debt. It ou ght to be n oted , th o u g h , that the ca u se  o f  t h e  
(a c c id e n ta l)  m eetin g  cou ld  h a v e  b een  a num ber o f  d if fe r e n t  t h i n g s ;  
e.g . Critias' d ec is io n  to go to the m arket-p lace to litig a te  as a p la in tiff  or 
d efen d a n t, or Critias' d ec is io n  to go to the m a r k e t-p la ce  in order to  
m eet s o m e o n e .68

In o th e r  w ords, w hat Aristotle is try ing  to say in P h y s .  B . 5 is th is .  

Suppose  that Critias' desire to a t ten d  the afternoon  p e r fo rm a n c e  o f  

'L y s is tra ta ' causes him to go to the m arke t-p lace . F u r t h e r m o r e ,  

su p p o se  that Cebes happens to be at the m a rk e t-p la c e  for t h e  

p u rp o se  o f  co llecting  some m oney. A ccording to the S ta g ir i te ,  

C ritias ' going to the m ark e t-p lace  is 'concurren t ' (aup(3e(3tokos') w i th  

a n o th e r  event; nam ely, Critias' m ee tin g  with his d e b to r  C e b es .69-70 

This second (concurren t)  event, is, A ris to tle  tells us, an a c c id e n ta l

66 S ee  Phys.  B. 5. 1 9 7 a l2 //r. See also fn . 65.
67 Ph y s .  B. 5. 1 9 7 a l - 5 .  W . Charlton's translation; see Charlton, 1970: 34.
68 S ee  Phys.  B. 5. 1 9 7 a l4 jf.
69 T he tra n sla tio n  o f  the terms crun(3€(3TiKos7KaTa cruppepTiKd? in the c o n te x t o f  
P h y s .  B. 5 is not a straightforward m atter. To m ake good sen se  o f  the text w e  
h ave to a ltern a te  b etw een  the r e n d e r in g s  'a c c id e n ta l /a c c id e n ta l ly '  a n d  
'con cu rren t/con cu rren tly '. In fact, th is  is  the ca se  in o ther c o n te x ts  as w e l l .  
T his, h o w ev e r , is a p rob lem  w hich  n eed  not co n cern  us h ere , as it is c l e a r  
that, fo r  A risto tle , a concurrent even t is  a lso  an a cc id en ta l ev en t; see  P hy s .  B. 
5, and esp. 196b29^f. For a useful d iscu ss io n  o f  this point, see  Sorabji, 1980; ch. 
1, and esp. pp. 4 -6 .
70 In fact, the m e e tin g  is also c o n c u r r e n t w ith  Cebes' g o in g  to the m a r k e t 
p lace. For our p resen t purposes, h o w e v e r , w e need  on ly  c o n s id e r  one o f  t h e  
(tw o ) causal ch a ins in v o lv ed  in the c a se  d escr ib ed  in the text.
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event. And, it is this event which b rings about the co llec tion  o f  t h e  

d e b t .7 1

There  are two things we need to notice at this po in t. F irs t ,  

P h y s .  B . 5 provides us with som ething  th a t  is sorely m issing  from  E. 

3: a t rea tm e n t  o f  the nature  o f  causes w hich  are acc iden ta l e v e n t s .  

A nd second, the m ate r ia l  in P h ys .  B . 5 clearly ind ica tes  w h y  

A risto tle  thinks tha t an even t such as Critias ' m eeting with C ebes is  

accidental. As we have ju s t  seen, the S tag ir ite 's  view is this. G iv e n  

the fact that Critias did not go to the m a rk e t-p la c e  for the p u r p o s e  

o f  finding Cebes, the m eeting  ought to be declared  acc iden ta l.  I n 

other words, it seem s that Aristotle 's v iew  is that the m ee ting  at t h e  

m arket-p lace  is acc iden ta l, because it w as not brought abou t by  t h e  

re lev an t cause; nam ely , Critias' decis ion  to take (specific) a c t io n  

tow ards co llec ting  the debt.

W hat I w ould  like to submit here is that the m ateria l in P h y s .

B . 5 provides us w ith  the key to dec ip h erin g  the express ion  avev  t o u

yvyveaQ oa kco. <j>0e{p€a9ea in E . 3. To be m ore  specific, I th ink  th a t  in  

P h y s .  B . 5, as in E . 3, Aristotle 's concern is with events w hich  i n v o lv e  

ra tional activity. T hat is to say, his concern  is with c o m i n g s - t o - b e  

which are the outcom e o f  the rational activ ity  o f  m en.72 As A risto tle  

notes in P h ys .  B . 5, Critias may have  the desire to a t te n d  a

71 G iven the m ateria l in Met.  E. 3, it w ou ld  seem  that, for A r is to t le , t h e  
co llec tin g  o f  the debt is a lso  an accidental ev en t. [W hat is badly m is s in g  f r o m  
the recen t litera tu re  is som e accou n t o f  the c o n n e c t io n  b etw een  Me t .  E. 2 - 3 ,  
and Phys .  B. 4 -6 . T he d iscu ssion  in this part o f  the paper indicates s o m e  o f  t h e  
c o n n e c t io n s  b e tw een  th ese  texts. It does n ot, h o w ev er , o ffer  a n y t h i n g  
resem b lin g  an ex h a u stiv e  treatm ent o f  this su b ject. T his is a p ro ject in i t s e l f ,  
and it w ill h ave to aw ait another opportunity.]
72 It ought to be c lea r  enough  that the case o f  N icostratus is one w h ere  e v e n t s  
com e to be as the resu lt o f  rational activ ity . For exam ple, N icostratus' g o in g  to
the w e ll is the o u tcom e o f  his d ecision  to sa tis fy  h is thirst.
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p e rfo rm a n c e  o f  'Lysistrata '.  In this case, C ritias’ going to t h e  

m arke t-p lace  is a non-accidental event; it has come abou t as a result 

o f  his decision  to attend the perform ance o f  a certain  p lay. C o n s id e r  

now the  s ituation  w here  Critias goes to the m ark e t-p la c e  hoping to  

see a play, and by doing so he gets to m ee t Cebes who also h a p p e n s  

to be there . In this situation, Critias' going to the m ark e t-p lac e  is 

com bin ed  accidentally  with his m eeting the debtor, w ho happens to  

be at the m arket-place in order to collect some m oney. According to 

A ris to tle , Critias' m eeting  with Cebes is an acc iden ta l event. I n

particu lar, he takes it that this is an even t which is co n cu rren t  w i th  

Critias' going to the m arke t-p lace . W hat is it tha t m akes t h e  

c o n c u rre n t  event an acciden ta l event? The Stagirite  is quite c le a r  

on this point. It is an acc identa l event because it was not b r o u g h t  

about by  the re levan t cause; namely, Critias' decision to take a c t io n  

tow ards  collecting the debt. Rather, going to the m a rk e t-p la c e  h a s  

been b rough t about by his desire to see a play, and the going to t h e  

m a rk e t-p la c e  ju s t  happened  to be com bined  with m ee ting  t h e  

debtor. The question  which rem ains to be answ ered , o f  course, is 

w hy A ris to tle  w ould w ant to describe an acc iden ta l event a s  

som eth ing  which can generate (or destroy) 'w ithout going through a 

p rocess o f g en era tion  and destruc tion '/aveu  t o G  yiyv&o6a\. K a \

4>0e{p€CT0ca.

T o  answ er the question ju s t  posed, all we need to do is take a 

closer look at A risto tle 's  account of accidenta l causa tion  in Phys .  B.

In P h y s .  B. 5, the Stagirite tells us that a cause which is an accidental 

even t is not the p roduct o f a relevan t cause. Take for ins tance  t h e
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case o f  Critias. Critias' m eeting  w ith Cebes is not the o u tco m e  o f  a 

conscious decision to go to the m a rk e t-p la c e  in o rder  to find  t h e  

deb to r, and u ltim ately  collect the debt. As A ris to tle  e x p l i c i t l y  

s ta tes, if  it was the case that Critias w en t to the m a rk e t -p la c e  f o r  

the pu rpose  of finding Cebes, then the m eeting  w o u ld  be a n o n 

acc iden ta l event. Rather, Critias' go ing  to the m arke t-p lace  is caused 

by his desire  to see a play. And, this event a long  w ith  t h e  

(additional) fact that Cebes is also at the market-place, fo r  a purpose 

o ther  than  m eeting his creditor, b ring  it about that C ritias gets to  

e n c o u n te r  his debtor. W hat we need  to note at this p o in t  is t h a t  

Critias' m eeting  with Cebes is, so to speak, the b y -p ro d u c t  o f  tw o  

d is tinc t causal processes. That is, Critias' decision to go to t h e  

thea tre  and Cebes' decision to go the m ark e t-p lace  to co llec t s o m e  

m oney  bring about two distinct events: Critias' going to the m a r k e t 

place, and Cebes' going to the m ark e t-p lac e .  The com in g  to be o f

these  two events, is au tom atica lly  com bined  with a th ird  e v e n t ,

nam ely , the m eeting of the two m en. W hat it is im p e ra t iv e  to  

u n d e rs ta n d  here, is that this third concu rren t  even t is no t t h e

p ro d u c t o f  any end -d irec ted  process. It is not b rou gh t abo u t by a 

conscious decision made by Critias, or, for that m atter, by  a d e c is io n  

m ade  by Cebes. That is to say, Critias' m eeting with C ebes is n o t  

g e n e ra te d  by the form er's decision to go to the m a rk e t -p la c e  in

o rder  to find the latter. N either is it the case that the m ee tin g  is 

g e n e ra te d  by Cebes' decision to go to the m ark e t-p lac e  w ith  t h e  

p u rp o se  o f  m eeting his creditor. As w as ju s t  noted, the m ee tin g  a t  

the m ark e t-p lac e  is the by -p ro d u c t o f  two d ifferen t e n d - d i r e c t e d
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causal processes. And, it is for this reason, I would like to s u b m i t ,

tha t Aristotle  feels e n ti t le d  to describe  such events as capab le  o f

capable o f  generating and destroying avev too ytyvecrSaa kcci fyBdpeoQca.

In o ther  words, the Stagirite 's thesis seem s to be this. T h e  

acc iden ta l event can gen e ra te  and d es tro y  in the sense tha t it h a s  

causa l power; viz .  it brings about the collec tion  of the debt. And t h e  

acc iden ta l  event m ay  be said to be able to genera te  and  d e s t r o y  

w ithou t  going through  a process  o f  genera t ion  and  d e s t r u c t i o n , in  

the sense that it is no t the p roduct o f  any  o n e  causal p rocess . M o re  

specifically , the a cc id en ta l  event is a co m in g - to -b e  w hich  is 

sp o n tan eo u s ly  p ro d u c e d  when two distinct, bu t a p p r o p r i a t e l y  

re la ted , causal p rocesses  in tersect each o ther.

To sum up, it seem s to me that Bosley 's R e a d i n g  2_, a long  with

the m ateria l in P h y s .  B. 5, give us the solution to the puzzle  o f

1 0 27a29-30 . As was exp la ined  above, if  we adopt this read in g  o f  

yevvT\T& and <peapTa, then  we don't have to accept th a t  A r i s to t l e  

advocates the absurd  position  that som eth ing  may get g e n e ra te d  (o r  

d e s tro y ed ) ,  w ithout be ing  genera ted  (or destroyed). F u r t h e r m o r e ,  

by considering  the m a te r ia l  in P hys .  B. 5, we can see the  r a t i o n a l e  

b eh ind  Aristotle 's d e sc r ip t io n  of those causes which are a c c id e n ta l  

even ts . A pparen tly , these  kind of causes have the p o w e r  to b r i n g  

abou t certain  o ther even ts . For exam ple, the accidenta l m ee tin g  in  

the  m arket-p lace can  b ring  about the collec tion  o f  the deb t. A t t h e  

sam e time, how ever, an accidental ev en t cannot be said to be t h e  

p ro d u c t  o f a g e n e ra t iv e  process. As w as exp la ined  above , t h o s e  

causes which are a cc id en ta l  events are not b rought ab o u t  by a n y
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one causal p rocess. In short, it seem s that i f  the s to ry  r e c o u n te d

here is accep ted , then we m ay m ake good sense ou t o f  1 0 2 7 a 2 9 - 3 0 .  

F u r th e rm o re , i f  we accept tha t in 1 0 2 7 a 3 2 ^ f  A ris to t le  does n o t  

a ttem p t to ju s t ify  his desc r ip tio n  o f  those causes which a r e

accidents, then  we we may reap  a n o th e r  in te rp re t iv e  benefit. T h a t  

is, if  we accep t that I 0 2 1 a . 3 2 f f  is s im ply in tended  to estab lish  t h e  

ex istence  o f  those causes which are accidental even ts , and that t h e  

Stagirite  takes it that the descr ip tion  o f  1027a29-30  is a d e q u a t e l y  

ju s tif ied  e lsew h ere , viz.  in the earlie r  work of P h y s .  B. 5, then w e  

can read ily  see that there is no incongru ity  b e tw een  the o p e n in g

sentence o f  E . 3 and the rest o f  the material in the chapter.
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C H A P T E R  2 

Aristotle on the Problem o f  Logical Fatalism

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n :

The consensus am ong the m odern in te rp re te rs  is that in DI. 9 

A ris to tle  considers and rebuts two argum ents  for logical f a t a l i s m : 

the thesis that the tru th  of a s ta tem ent 'Fp', where this is a 

s ta te m e n t  bearing on the f u t u r e 1, entails that there is nothing o n e  

can do to affect the ob ta in ing  or o therw ise o f  the re levan t sta te  o f  

a f f a i r s .2 As is well know n, however, this is the point w here  t h e  

general ag reem en t ends. One need only take a casual look at t h e  

recen t l i te ra tu re  to see that there is an enorm ous d ivers ity  o f  

opinions when it comes to the key questions concern ing  DL  9: 'W h a t

1 In this paper I will take it that: (a) 'Fp' stands for the s e n t e n c e / s t a t e m e n t  'I t  
w ill be the case that p',  and (b) '-Fp'  stands for the s e n t e n c e / s t a t e m e n t  'It w i l l  
not be the case that p'. S ee  also fn. 2.
2 The accepted view  is that in D I ., and esp. in chs 1-5, A r is to tle  fails to p r e s e n t  
a satisfactory  theory o f  language; see , for instance, A ckrill ,  1966: esp. pp. 1 1 3 -  
115. I think it is a mistake to approach DI.  1-5 with the ex p ec ta t io n  o f  f i n d i n g  
in it a theory  o f  l a n g u a g e / m e a n in g  which ( r o u g h ly )  an tic ipates  a n y  
p a rt icu la r  modern theory in this field. It is not m y in ten t io n ,  h o w ev e r ,  to  
pursue th ese  issues here; this w ould  take us too far afield . What is s u f f i c i e n t  
to note for our present purposes are the fo l lo w in g  related points: (a) it is n o t  
clear  that Aristotle  ev e r  made the m o d e m  d is t in ct io n  b e t w e e n  
sen ten ces /s ta tem en ts  and p rop os it ion s  [see  DI.  1, esp. 16a3-4 and 1 6 a 9 - l l ] ,  ( b )  
the S tag ir ite  m ain tains that both ' s ta te m e n t-m a k in g  sen tences ' (Xoyov 
arrocj)avTi.Koi) and 'thoughts in the mind' (ev rn i^vxti vorfnara) are truth b e a r e r s  
[see DI.  I. 1 6 a 9 ff, 4. \6 b 3 3 f f l ,  and (c) despite (a) and (b), it is fair to say t h a t  
A risto tle  would not ob ject to the claim that, for exam ple, t h e  
sentence/sta tem ent 'Socrates is pale' is used to assert that Socrates is pale  [ s e e ,  
e.g .,  DI.  4 ,  5 , 7. 17bl6/jf ]. S ee  also the discussion in part III .
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e x a c t l y  is the structure o f  the fatalist 's  a rg um en t(s )  in DI.  9?', 'W h a t  

is the S tag ir i te 's  response  to these  a rgum ents? '.

A s R. Gaskin has recently  show n, there are (a t least) f o u r

d if fe ren t  k i n d s  o f  answ er to the questions ju s t  posed3:
(1 )  T h e  A n t i - R e a l i s t  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ( A R ) 4 : The a d v o ca te s  o f  t h i s  
in t e r p r e t a t io n  m ain ta in  that w hat is at p lay in DI.  9 are two f a m i l i a r  
p r i n c i p l e s :

(i) T he Law o f  Excluded M id d le  {LEM):  (as a m atter  o f  l o g i c a l
n e c e s s i t y )  'p or not-/? '  h o ld s  for any s u b s t i tu t io n  into t h e  
p osit ion  o ccu p ied  by the letter '/?'.
(ii) The P r in c ip le  o f  B iv a le n c e  (P B ): it is n e c e s s a r y  that e v e r y  
m ea n in g fu l ,  assertoric s ta tem en t  is e ither true or  fa lse .

H o w  d o  these  two p r in c ip les  fea tu re  in the context o f  DI.  9? V e r y  
b r ie f ly ,  the proponents o f  A R  an sw er  this question as fo l lo w s .  In D I.  9 ,  
th e  fa ta lis t  infers the necessity  o f  a s ta tem ent about a p urported  f u t u r e  
c o n t i n g e n c y ,  a F C S , from its truth. P u ta t iv e ly ,  A r isto tle  accepts  t h i s  
in f e r e n c e  but a v o id s  n ecess ita r ia n ism  by c la im in g  that: w h er e  'Fp' is a 
s ta te m e n t  about a purported future co n t in g e n c y ,  viz.  a F C S ,  L E M  h o l d s
w h e r e a s  PB  fa ils . In other words, the su g g e s t io n  is that the S t a g i r i t e
m a in ta in s  that w h ereas  'Fp or -Fp'  h o ld s  for any future s ta te m en t  'Fp', 
'Fp'  cannot be said to be {a l ready )  true or fa lse .5
(2 )  T h e  R e a l i s t  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  £.R)6 : A c c o r d in g  to this i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
A r is to t le  d oes  not restrict either P B  ox L E M .  Rather, he rebuts fatalism  
b y  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  b etw een  the t r u t h / f a l s i t y  o f  a future s ta tem en t  a n d  
its n e c e s s i t y ,  a l lo w in g  the form er but r e fu s in g  the latter. To be m o r e  
s p e c i f i c ,  the p ro p o n en ts  o f  R  c la im  that A ristotle  b lo ck s  fa ta lism  b y 
b a n n i n g  the in f e r e n c e  from the n e c e s s i t y  o f  L E M  to the s e v e r a l  
n e c e s s i t i e s  o f  the d isjuncts.
(3 )  T h e  S ta t i s t i c a l  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f S t 7 : This in terp re ta t io n  p r e s u p p o s e s  
the results o f  R .  It goes on to add, h ow ever ,  that in DI. 9 A r is to t le  d e a l s  
n o t  w ith  tem porally  defin ite  s e n te n c e s ,  but with te m p o r a l ly  i n d e f i n i t e  
o n e s .  M ore s p e c i f i c a l ly ,  the a d v o ca te s  o f  S m ain ta in  that A r i s t o t l e  
r e s p o n d s  to the fata list by p o in t in g  out that a te m p o ra l ly  i n d e f i n i t e

3 The l a b e l in g  and a b b r ev ia t io n s  g iv en  b e lo w  are the ones su g g e s te d  b y  
Gaskin; s e e  G ask in , 1995: 12-17. For a s im i la r  c la s s i f ic a t io n  o f  the v a r i o u s  
interpretations proposed  for  DI.  9, see  W hitaker, 1996: 129-131.
4 V ersions o f  A R  are defended by Kneale & K neale, 1962: 45-54 , R oss ,  1924: v o l .  
I, p. Ixxxi, and Sorabji, 1980: ch. 5. This in terp re ta t io n  is a lso  c a u t i o u s l y  
endorsed  by A ckrill;  s ee  Ackrill,  1963: esp . pp. 137-142. For a c o m p le te  list o f  
the m ost  r e cen t  advocates  o f  this interpretation, s e e  Gaskin, 1995: 12, fn. I.
5 A p p aren tly ,  this is a c la im  that has been  r id icu led  at least s in c e  C icero. I n 
the r e c e n t  l i te r a tu r e ,  it has attracted the c r i t ic i s m s  of W.V.O. Q uine  who h a s  
labeled it 'Aristotle's Fantasy'; see Quine, 1966: 21.
6 V ersions  o f  R  can be found in A n sco m b e ,  1967, and Strang, 1960. For o t h e r  
ad vocates  o f  this interpretation, see  the re feren ces  in Gaskin, 1995: 14, fn. 5.
7 The m o st  p r o m in e n t  ad vocate  o f  S is J. H intikka; see H intikka, 1973: ch. 8. 
For other vers ion s  o f  S ,  see  Bosley , 1977, and Fine, 1984.
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sentence, such as T h e re  w ill  be a sea  battle tom orrow ’, is con tin gen t i n 
the sen se  that it  is som etim es true, and som etim es fa ls e .8
(4) T h e  C o m m e n t a t o r s ' I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ( C ) 9: The a d v o c a te s  o f  t h i s  
in terp re ta t io n  are in ag reem en t w ith  A R ,  with the e x c e p t io n  o f  o n e  
im portant deta il .  They c la im  that A r isto tle  does n o t  d en y  P B  w i t h
respect to future statements. T heir p o s it io n  is that the S ta g ir i te  a d a p t s  
this p r in c ip le  in the sense that he asserts  that a F C S ,  su ch  as 'Fp', i s  
either true or fa lse ,  but it is not d e f in ite ly  one or the other.

T he  question that rem ains to be answ ered , o f  course, is this: 'W h ic h

one o f  the above g ives us an exegetically  correct account o f  D I .  9?'.

W hat I p ropose  to do in this c h ap te r  is to d e fen d  a read ing  o f

DI.  9 which is m ore  or less in line w ith  C. It is also m y in te n t io n ,

how ever, to show that the s tandard  vers ions of C , a n d  A R , give u s

w hat is (at best) an  incomplete account o f  what goes on  in  D I .  9. To

anticipate  briefly, I w ill argue for two related  points. First, the c ru x

o f  C  and A R  is the cla im  that in DI. 9 A risto tle  denies o r adapts P B

with respec t to fu tu re  singular s t a t e m e n t s . 10 The critics po in t ou t ,

though, that the tex tu a l  evidence ind ica te s  that there  is no poin t in

DI. 9 where the S tag irite  questions the un iversal ap p licab i l i ty  o f

P B . 11 W hat I w ould  like to suggest here is that w ha t l e n d s

credibility  to this objec tion  is the fa ilu re  o f  the p ro p o n en ts  o f  C a n d

A R  to put DI. 9 in context. More prec ise ly , I w ould like  to s u g g e s t

that if  we treat this chapter as pa rt  o f  the w ider d iscu ss io n  o f

8 The assum ption m ade here by H intikka (and his fo l lo w er s )  is that n e c e s s i t y  
is to be construed as truth at all times. S ee  Hintikka, 1973: e .g . p. 151.
9 A c c o r d in g  to G askin , w ho espouses  C, this in terp re ta t io n  is e s s e n t ia l ly  t h e  
on e  found in the c o m m e n ta r ie s  on DI. 9 by A m m oniu s  and B oeth ius;  s e e  
G askin , 1995: 15-16. H e n c e  the label the 'C om m entators'  In te r p r e ta t io n ' .  On  
h o w  Gaskin defends this cla im , see Gaskin, 1995: ch. 12, esp. pp. 1 4 6-161 .

At this point w e should note that the issu e  o f  how  A m m o n iu s  and B o e t h i u s  
in terp re t  DI. 9 is i t s e l f  a source o f  s c h o la r ly  debate. On this debate  see t h e  
es s a y s  in Kretzmann, 1998 .
10 S ee  Gaskin, 1995: 18-19 , and Kneale & Kneale, 1962: esp. pp. 4 7 -4 8 .
11 See, for exam ple ,  W hitaker ,  1996: ch. 9, esp. pp. 109-112, 125-8, and v a n  
Rijen , 1989: 104-6. W h itaker's  ob jection  w i l l  be exam in ed  in so m e  detail i n 
part V I .

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



5 2

con trad ic tion  in it ia ted  in DI. 6, th en  the critics' objection m ay  b e 

shown to be innocuous. The second point I want to defend c o n c e rn s  

the na tu re  of A ris to tle 's  response to the fatalist. In 19a 18-22, t h e  

S tagirite  brings up his fam iliar threefo ld  d istinc tion  between: (a) t h e  

things which h appen  'o f  necessity ' (k£ avdyKnsO, (b) the things w h ic h  

happen 'for the m ost part' (oj<r e m  t o  t t o X u ) ,  and (c) the things w h ic h  

happen  'by chance' ( o t t o t c p  ’ € T u x e ) . 12 The s tan d ard  versions o f  A R  

and C  have it that this d istinc tion  is i r re lev a n t  to the a r g u m e n t  

c o n tra  fatalism  p re sen te d  in 19a7 f f . 13 I in tend to show, h o w e v e r ,  

that this distinction is at the very core  o f  the Stagirite 's resp on se  to  

the th rea t of fa ta lism .14

Before I p roceed  with the ac tual in te rp re ta t io n  of DI.  9, I 

w ould like to m ake a note concern ing  the m ethodology  I w il l  

em ploy  in this chapter. My in ten tion  is to give an analysis o f  t h e  

text w hich is pretty m uch in the form  o f  a runn ing  com m en ta ry . I n 

this process I will cons id er  a nu m ber  of the views expressed  in t h e  

secondary  lite ra ture , but I will no t p re sen t  a c o m p r e h e n s iv e  

discussion of any o f  these positions. Relevant points will be b r o u g h t  

up only as they are needed to su p po rt  the reading  of the t e x t  

ad v an ced  h e re .15

II .  T h e  f i r s t  d i f f i c u l t i e s :

12 A r isto tle  makes this d is t in c t io n  in a n u m b er  o f  p laces.  See, for e x a m p l e ,  
M et.  A . 30, and E . 2. ( 1 0 2 6 b 2 7 # ) .  See  also the discussion  in chapter 1, e sp .  parts 
I I I - IV .
13 S ee, for example, Ackrill, 1963: 136, and Gaskin, 1995: 37-8 .
14 A  sim ilar claim is m ade by Whitaker; s e e  Whitaker, 1996: 120.
15 A  d isc u ss io n  o f  a s izab le  portion o f  the sea o f  seco n d a ry  literature m ay b e  
found in Gaskin, 1995: esp . chs 2-7, 12.
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T he in terpretive  d iff icu lt ie s  with DI.  9, begin  in the v e ry  f i r s t

paragraph o f  the chapter. In 18a28-33, the Stagirite s ta tes that:
[ 1 8 a 2 8 ]  (1)  W ith regard  to things w h ich  are and those that h a v e  b e e n  
it is n ece ssa ry  for  e i th e r  the a ff irm ation  [ a 2 9 ]  or the n e g a t io n  to b e 
true or false (em. p.€v cu v  t<3v ovtoji/ Kal yevonevuv avayKri ttjv  K aTa^acru/ fj 
ttiv  aTrd(j>acav aXi)0fi fj jf'-eudfj e tv c a )-  (2 )  A nd with [a 3 0 ]  u n iv e r s a l s  t a k e n  
universally  it is a lw a y s  the ca se  that on e  is true and the o th er  fa lse  (teal 
€ttI (i€v tw v Ka0oXou cu? KaOoXou a c t t t |v  aXriQfj ttiv  6e (J;€u6fi c i v a i ) .  [ a 3 1 ]
( 3 )  And so too in the c a s e  o f  particulars,  as w e have said. ( 4 )  But w i t h  
[ a 3 2 ]  u n iv ersa ls  not s p o k e n  u n iv er sa l ly  it is not n ece s sa ry .  W e h a v e  
talked [a33 ]  about th e s e  as well. (5 )  But with particu lars  w h ic h  a r e  
g o in g  to be it is not th e  sam e (en i Sk rc5v Ka0 ’ e'Kaoxa kccI neXXdvTcov oux  
oh-oCcds-). ̂

It is su ffic ien tly  c lear th a t  in the first sen tence  o f  this p a ssa g e ,  (1 ) ,

A ristotle says that a c e r ta in  principle holds o f  s ta tem en ts  w h ich  a r e

concerned  with w hat is a n d  w hat has been. W hat seem s to be a lso

clear is that in the last sentence, (5), the Stagirite  says tha t t h e

princip le  in question  does not apply (u nqualif ied ly )  to f u t u r e

singular s ta tem ents , v iz .  s ta tem en ts  such as 'There will be  a s e a

battle tom orrow ', and 'S ocra tes  will go to the m a rk e t-p la c e  in t h e

m orning '. The issue th a t  puzzles the in te rp re te rs  is how  w e a r e

supposed  to read (1). A p p a ren tly ,  the res t  o f  DI. 9 is g iv en  to a

d iscussion o f  why fu ture  s ingu lars  violate the princip le  c o n ta in e d  in

(1). Hence, it t ran sp ire s  th a t  i f  we are to m ake any p ro g re s s  w i t h

the in te rp re ta t io n  of DI. 9, then we need  to figure out w h a t  t h e

princip le  is that A ris to tle  states in 18a28-9.

In the classic v e rs io n  o f  R, the a ssu m p tio n  is that in  (1 )  w e

have a deliberate  am b ig u ity :
W hat Aristotle  says Ln this sen tence  is am biguous; that this i s  
d e l ib era te  can be seen  by the contrast w ith  the next s e n t e n c e .  T h e  
a m b ig u ity  b e tw een  n e c e s s a r i ly  h av in g  a tru th -v a lu e ,  and h a v in g  a 
n ecessary  truth va lue  - is first sustained, and then reso lved  at the e n d  
o f  the chapter.

16 The transla tion s  from DI  p ro v id e d  in this ch ap ter  are based on  A c k r i l l ' s  
translation o f  the work; s e e  A c k r il l ,  1963.
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(Anscom be, 1967: 15-16)

To spell th ings out a bit, E. A nscom be's  c la im  is tha t the o p e n in g

sentence o f  D I .  9 is subject to two different readings:
( 1 ' )  It is necessary that: '/?' (is true) or 'not-/?' (is  true).
( 1 ” ) Either it is necessary  that 'p' (is true) or  it is n e c e s sa r y  that ' n o t -  
p'  ( is  true) .17

And the c rux  o f  her position  is that (1 )  is p h ra s e d  in  such a  w ay a s  

to be de libera te ly  am biguous be tw een  (1*) and  ( I ” ) . 18 W hat is a lso  

im p o rtan t  to note here is that after s ta ting  this m uch A n s c o m b e  

goes on  to m ake  two m ore  claims. First, she takes it that t h e  

purpose o f  D I .  9 is to clear up the am b ig u ity  that (1 )  imports. A n d  

second, she claims that this am bigu ity  is f ina lly  c leared  up at t h e  

end o f  the chapter; nam ely , at 19a23-36 . In particu lar, s h e

m aintains that in  this passage  Aristotle does two things:
(i) H e m akes the d is t in c t io n  b etw een  ( 1 ' )  and ( 1 " ) ,  and he argues to  
the e f fe c t  that what w e  have in DI.  9. 18a28-9  is a statement o f  ( 1 " ) .  I n  
other words, he argues that 18a28-9 is m eant to be read as fo llows:

W h ere  '/?' is a s ta tem en t  c o n ce rn ed  w ith  w hat is or w hat h a s  
been, w e may assert that either it is n e c e s s a r y  that '/?' (is t r u e ) ,  
or it is necessary that 'not-/?' (is true).

(ii) He argues that the fatalist's  argum ent fa i ls ,  b e c a u se  it is based  o n 
the p ro b lem a tic  a s su m p t io n  that ( 1 " )  h o ld s  in the case o f  f u t u r e  
s in g u la r  statements. In m ore detail, the S tagirite 's  argument is this. I t  
is c e r ta in ly  the case  that the p r in c ip le  "it is n e c e s s a r y  that: e i th er  '/?’ 
(is true),  or 'not-/?' (is true)", viz.  ( 1 ' ) ,  h o ld s  o f  all s ta tem ents  — p a s t ,  
p resen t ,  and future. It is also the case that w h ere  '/?' is a s t a t e m e n t  
c o n c e r n e d  with what is or what has been, w e  m ay d iv id e  and say t h a t  
e ith er  it is necessary that '/?' (is true), or it is n e c e s s a r y  that 'no t- /? '  ( i s  
true). That is to say, ( 1 " )  holds o f  every  '/?' w h ere  this is a s t a t e m e n t  
w h ich  bears on the past or  the present. T h e  fatalist, how ever, is w rong  
to a s s u m e  that from ( 1 ' )  w e  may infer that e i th er  it is n ece ssa ry  t h a t  
'Fp' ( is  true), or it is n e c e s s a r y  that '~Fp' (is true). In other w o r d s ,  
A ris to t le 's  ob jection  to fa ta lism  is that in th e  ca se  o f  future s i n g u l a r  
s ta te m e n ts  w e cannot divide-,  that is, he m a in ta in s  that ( 1 ' )  ap p lies  to  
su ch  statem ents , but ( 1 ” ) does  n o t .19

17 What w e  need  to keep in mind here is that in both ( 1 ' )  and ( 1 " ) ,  '/?' is t a k e n
to be a sta tem ent which is con cern ed  with what is or w hat has been.
18 This sam e cla im  is also found in Strang, 1960: 4 4 7 ,  46 0 -1 .
19 For further details on (i) and (ii),  see  A nscom be, 1967: esp. pp. 23-25 .
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Finally, w h a t  we need to no te  at this point is that A n s c o m b e 's  

reading o f  (1) is also accepted by  the advocates o f  S . 20

G ask in  reports that the proponents o f  C  and A R  find (at l e a s t )  

one d iff icu lty  with this reconstruction  o f  (1). As we have ju s t  s e e n ,  

A ncom be 's  suggestion  is that in 18a28-9 we have a d e l i b e r a t e  

am bigu ity . According to G askin, how ever, this suggestion  is 

p ro b lem atic .  Given that in 19a39-b4  A risto tle  sum m arizes t h e  

resu lts  o f  the  a rgum ent in 19a23-36 , then it is ra th e r  strange t h a t  

he 'again  gives avdyKTf a sy n tac tica lly  initial position, f o r m u la t i n g  

the conclusion  in an alm ost iden tica l way to the in trodu c tio n  a t  

1 8 a 2 8 f f  (Gaskin, 1995: 20). In o ther words, Gaskin 's objec tion  is  

this. In 18a28-9 , dvdyKii has a syn tac tica lly  in itial position w h i c h  

suggests tha t it should be taken  to have wide scope. A n s c o m b e 's  

p roposa l is that in 18a28-9 A risto tle  im ports  a d e l i b e r a t e  

am bigu ity . That is, he phrases (1 )  so that it m ay be read e ith e r  a s  

( 1 ’) or ( 1 " ) .  She also adds to this that the am bigu ity  is c leared  u p  

at 19a23-36 , where A risto tle  e x p l i c i t l y  m akes the d i s t in c t io n  

be tw een  (1*) and (1 " ) ,  and argues to the effect that (1) =  ( 1 " ) .  

W hat seem s to pose a p rob lem  for this position is the fact tha t in  

19a39-b4, w here  Aristotle su m m arize s  the resu lts  o f  the d i s c u s s io n  

in DI. 9, he  states the p rinc ip le  in troduced  in 18a28-9 in t h e  

a llegedly  am biguous form o f  (1). Thus, if  one is to maintain that t h e  

d iscussion  in  DI. 9 is aim ed at d isam b ig u a tin g  (1), then one w ill b e  

hard  p re s se d  to explain why in  his concluding rem arks  A r i s to t l e  

states the p rinc ip le  in the sam e form  it appears at 18a28-9.

20 S ee  Hintikka, 1973: esp. pp. 164-169 .
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The objection outlined above is certainly  one that th e

p ropo nen ts  o f R  (and S) need to address. The fact o f the m a t t e r ,

however, is that it is not a k n o ck -d o w n  criticism o f  their read ing  of

( l ) . 21 Furthermore, it should be clear that this negative a rg u m e n t  is

not sufficient to estab lish  the a lte rn a t iv e  suggestion found  in C  a n d

A R ,  namely, the suggestion tha t in 18a28-29 we get a s ta te m e n t  of

P B . 22 In the res t  o f  this part o f  the chapter, I will p re sen t  a n

a rg u m en t which shows that: (a) to obtain  the in tended  read ing  fo r

(1 )  we need to place DI. 9 in context; in particular, w e need to

restore  this chap ter  to its r igh tfu l place as part o f the d iscuss ion  of

con trad ic tion  in itia ted  in DI. 6, and (b) if  this is done, then we can

readily  see that ne ither o f the p roposed  readings for 18a28-9  is

exege tica lly  correct.

In DI. 6, Aristo tle  tells us that an ' a f f i rm a t io n  is a s t a t e m e n t

which asserts som ething  of som eth ing ' (K aT a^acus- s i  i c - n v  a-no^avCTis-

tt.vos’ KaTa Tivdg), w hereas a ' n e g a t io n  is a s ta tem ent w hich  a s s e r ts

som eth ing  away from som ething ' (aTrdcpacn.s' s i  ecmv aTTo^avcas- tiv 6 < t

octto t t . v d s ").23 And after stating this much, he goes on to ta lk  a b o u t

'contradiction'  (dvTv<{)acn.s-):
[ 1 7 a 2 6 ]  N o w  it is possible to [2 7 ]  state o f  what does hold that it does n o t  
hold, o f  what does not [2 8 ]  hold that it does hold, o f  what does  hold th a t  
it does hold, and [29 ]  o f  w hat does not hold that it does not h o ld .  
Similarly f o r  times outside [ 3 0 ]  the p r e s e n t  ( kccI  nepl rous" s k t o s - t o u  v u v  

xpoi'ous- wcraurws-). So it must be p o ss ib le  to deny [3 1 ]  w h a tev e r  a n y o n e  
has a ff irm ed , and to affirm w h a te v e r  anyone has den ied . Thus it is 
clear  that [3 2 ]  for every a f f ir m a t io n  there is an opposite  (dvTi.Kerp.dvTi)

21 One re sp o n se  to this objection  is to say that in 19a39-b4 A r isto tle  is b e i n g  
careless  in the p rese n ta t io n  o f  his c o n c lu d in g  remarks. This r e s p o n s e  m a y  
sound u n c o n v in c in g .  N e v er th e le s s ,  it would  certa in ly  be a p p e a l in g  to t h o s e  
who find it hard to accept that in DI.  9 Aristotle denies or adapts P B .  For s o m e  
further com m ents relating to this last point, see  the d iscuss ion  in part V I .
22 See Gaskin, 1995: e .g . pp. 19-23, and Kneale & Kneale, 1962: 47-48 .
23 DI.  6. 17a25-6.
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n egation , and for ev e ry  [3 3 ]  n e g a t io n  an opposite  (d v riK e in ev T i) 
affirmation. Let us call an aff irmation and a negation  [ 3 4 ]  which a r e  
opposite a contradiction (k c c I  e a T o j  d v T U (j> a cn .s -  t o u t o ,  K a x a i j i a a i s  K a i  a n d ({ > < x < n -s  

a t  di'TT.Kexfievai.). I speak o f  statements as opposite  [ 3 5 ]  when they affirm 
and deny the same thing o f  the same t h i n g  ( X e y to  6 4  d v T t K e t a 0 a a  t t i v  t o u  

a u T o u  k o t o  t o u  a u r o u )  . . .  . 2 4

{DI. 6. 17a26-35)

W hy is all this pertinen t to the puzz le  su rro u n d in g  (1 )?  As we w i l l  

soon  see, the m ateria l  in DI.  6 sets the stage for a d iscussion  w h ic h  

begins in DI.  7 and culm inates in D I .  9.

The first part  o f  DI.  7, viz .  1 7 a3 8 -b2 6 , is largely c o n c e r n e d

w i th :
(a) D e f in in g  two k inds o f  s ta tem en ts :  s ta tem en ts  w hich  are a b o u t  
'un iversa ls  taken u n iv e r s a l ly '  (Ka0oXou tog- KaOo'Xou), and s t a t e m e n t s  
w hich  are about ’u n iv e r sa ls  n o t  taken u n iv e r sa l ly '  (Ka0oXou M-h 
Ka0o'Xou).26
(b) F igu r in g  out w hat kinds o f  s ta tem en ts  may q u a l i fy  as t h e  
contraries and contradictories  o f  th o se  tw o  kinds o f  s ta tem en ts .26

W h at is im pera tive  to note for our p re se n t  purposes, though, is t h e

m ateria l in 17b26-33. In this passage , A risto tle  states that:
[ 1 7 b 2 6 ]  Of co n tr a d ic to r y  s ta te m en ts  about a u n iv ersa l  [ 2 7 ]  t a k e n  
universally  it is necessary  for on e  or  the other to be true or fa lse  (o 'aai  
Hsu ouv dvTupaaei.s' ti3v  Ka0oXou e ic i  Ka0oXou, dvdyicn Tf|v €Tepa v  dXr|0rj elvcu h 
i|seuofj); s im ila r ly  [ 2 8 ]  i f  they are about p articu lars ,  e.g. 'Socrates i s  
white' and 'Socrates [ 2 9 ]  is not white'. But i f  they are about a u n i v e r s a l  
not taken [3 0 ]  universa lly  it is not a lw ays  the case  that one is true a n d  
the Other fa lse (ocrai. 8k  4m  r<2>v Ka0oXou pev, pr) Ka0oXou 84. o u k  d e l h  p.4v 
dXr|0fis' f| 54 ijjeuSTi's-). For it is true to say at the sam e time [3 1 ]  that a m a n  
is white and that a man is not [ 3 2 ]  w h ite ,  or that a man is n o b le  and a 
man [3 3 ]  is not noble. For i f  base, then not noble ... .

24 T he italics are mine. As w e w ill see, the i ta l ic ized  parts o f  this p a ssa g e  a r e  
re levant to the reconstruction o f  DI.  9. 1 8 a 2 8 -3 3 .
25 For Aristotle, a statem ent w hich  is about 'a universal taken universally ' is a 
sta tem ent that makes a c la im  about every item  o f  w h ich  a u n iv ersa l  term c a n  
b e  truly predicated; e.g. 'E very  man is w h ite ’. On the other hand, he h o l d s  
that a sta tem ent about a 'u n iv ersa l  not taken u n iv e r s a l ly '  is a s t a t e m e n t  
w h ic h  makes a c la im  about a u n iv ersa l ,  su ch  as man, w ithout ad ding  that i t  
h old s  o f  man universally; e .g .  'Man is w hite'. For a more detailed d iscu ss io n  o f  
the nature o f  these two kinds o f  statements, see  Whitaker, 1996: ch. 7, and e s p .  
pp. 83-4 ,  91-4.
26 For a usefu l d isc u ss io n  o f  the issues  c o v e red  in DI. 7. 17a38-b 26 , s e e  
W hitaker, 1996: ch. 7.
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Clearly , the s ta tem ent in 17b26-7 bears a strong resem b lan ce  to t h e  

one we get in 18a28-9. The S tag irite 's  claim  in the fo rm er p a s s a g e  

is this: o f  a pair o f  c o n tra d ic to ry  sta tem ents , w h ere  th ese  a r e  

s ta tem en ts  abou t un iversals  tak e n  universally , one  or the o th e r  is  

true or false. It appears that the obvious m ove to m ake h e re  is to  

assert that in  17b26-7 the S tag ir ite  claims that the  p r in c ip le  f o u n d  

in 18a28-9  is applicable  to s ta te m e n ts  which are abou t u n i v e r s a l s  

taken u n i v e r s a l l y .27 This m uch , of course, does not give us a n y  

im m ed ia te  help  with the q u es t io n  at hand: 'W hat e x a c t l y  is t h e  

p rinc ip le  A ris to tle  states in these  two passages?’.

C. W h ita k e r  has recen tly  a rg ued  that the p r in c ip le  w e ge t in  

17a26-7 and 18a28-9 is not any  o f  the ones m en tio n ed  so far; viz-

( l 1), ( 1 " ) ,  and P B . 28 His position is that w hat we have  in th ese  tw o  

passages is a  s ta tem en t  o f  w hat he calls the 'Rule o f  C o n t r a d i c t o r y  

Pairs '  (R C P ): 'O f every  c o n tra d ic to ry  pair, one m e m b e r  is true  a n d  

the o th er  false ' (W hitaker, 1996: 79). W hat rem ain s  to be seen  is 

how he argues for this claim.

As we have seen, in 18a28-9 Aristotle states tha t 'W ith r e g a r d  

to th ings w hich  are and those tha t have been it is n e c e ssa ry  f o r  

e ither the a ffirm ation  or the negation  to be true or false'. W h i t a k e r  

concedes th a t  '... taken lite ra lly , this scarcely  m akes s e n s e '  

(W hitaker, 1996: 113). On the face o f  it, it could be taken to be a n

27 O bviou s ly ,  in 18a28-9 the p r in c ip le  in question  is said  to hold o f  a  w i d e r  
class o f  s ta tem en ts;  nam ely , the c la ss  o f  statem ents  w h ich  bear on th e  p a s t  
and the p resent.
28 S ee  W hitaker, 1996: chs. 6 -9 . N o te  that Whitaker does not ex p lic it ly  m ention  
the first two op tions .  His a rg u m e n ts  are d irected a g a in s t  the P B  o p t i o n .  
T hese  argu m ents,  h ow ever ,  are e q u a l ly  e f fec t iv e  aga inst  the c la im  that ( 1 )  i s  
to be construed as ( ! ' )  or ( 1 " ) .
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abb rev ia tion  o f  R C P , or an ab b re v ia ted  fo rm  o f  P B .  W h i ta k e r ,

however, goes on to claim that this issue can be  se ttled  through t h e

context o f  the discussion in D I .  7-8 and DI.  9. 18a29-33.29

In D I .  7. 17b26-29, A risto tle  makes the fo llow ing  point:
There are sta tem en ts  w h ich  are about u n iv e r s a ls  taken u n i v e r s a l l y ;  
e.g. 'Every man is white'. W here we h a v e  an a n t ip h a s is  o f  s u c h  
statements, it is necessary that one or the other is true or f a l s e .  This i s  
also the ca se  where w e g et  an an tiph asis  m ade up o f  s ta tem en ts  w h i c h  
are about particulars; viz .  an an tiph asis  such  as 'Socrates  is white' - 
'Socrates is not white'.

W hitaker 's  p osition  is that in this passage A ris to tle  gives us a c le a r

s ta tem en t o f  R C P . 30 It seem s to me, though, tha t  this is the w r o n g

assum ption  to m ake. I th ink  it is fair to say tha t 17b26-29 , w h e n

taken  on its own, is as p ro b lem atic  as 18a28-9 . A fter all, t h e

phrasing of the principle  in  17b26-7 is p ractically  iden tica l with t h e

one we get in 18a28-9. N everthe less , in the case o f  the f o r m e r

passage we get some helpful com m ents  in 1 7 b 29 f f .  In 1 7 b 2 9 - 3 3 ,

the Stagirite is c learly  try ing  to bring out the po in t that there is a n

exception  to the principle  w hich was just said  to be applicable  to

singular s ta tem en ts ,  and s ta te m e n ts  which are  abou t u n iv e r s a l s

taken  un iversa lly .  To be m ore specific, he c la im s that when i t

com es to an an tiphas is  such as 'M an is white' - 'M an is not w h i te ' ,

v iz .  an an tiph as is  of s ta te m e n ts  which are abou t un iversa ls  n o t

taken  universally, 'it is not a lw ays the case tha t  one is true and t h e

o ther false'. As the Stagirite goes on to add, in such an an tiphasis  i t

is possible for both s ta tem en ts  to be  true. In short, his claim a t

17b29-33 is to the effect that a lthough R C P  app lies  to certain  k in d s

o f  antiphases, viz .  the ones m entioned in 17b26-9 , it does  n o t  a p p ly

29 W e w ill  see  h ow  Whitaker argues for this claim in  the n ex t  fe w  paragraphs.
30 S ee  Whitaker, 1996: 92.
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to those m ade up o f  s ta tem ents w hich  are abou t u n iv e r s a ls  n o t  

taken  u n iv e rsa l ly .3 1

Given the above, it seems p lausib le  to claim  th a t  w h a t  we g e t  

in 17 b 2 9 f f  am oun ts  to an e luc ida tion  of the m a te r ia l  in 1 7 b 2 6 - 9 .  

Thus, it also ap pea rs  p lausible  to assert, along w ith W hitalcer, th a t :  

(a) in 17b26-9 A risto tle  states that R C P  holds o f  a n t ip h a s e s  w h o s e  

m em bers  are s ingu la r  s ta tem ents, o r  s ta tem en ts  w h ich  axe a b o u t  

universals taken universally , and (b) in l l b 2 9 f f  the S ta g ir i te  asserts 

that there is an excep tion  to RCP,  namely, pairs o f  c o n t r a d i c t o r i e s  

w here  these are s ta tem en ts  which are about u n iv e rsa ls  n o t  t a k e n  

u n iv e r s a l ly .

According to W hitaker, what is also im portan t  to n o te  is t h a t  

D I .  8 is given to a discussion of a second exception to R C P ? -  In t h i s  

chapter, A risto tle  brings up the issue of assertions w h ere  w e  h a v e  

one word which 's tands for two things taken to g e th e r  a s  if  t h e y  

were one' (W hitaker, 1996: 105). Such assertions m ay  be fo rm e d  if, 

for instance, we take  'cloak' to stand for horse and m an, a n d  t h e n  

proceed  to say that 'Cloak is white'. A pparen tly , in the c a se  o f  a n  

antiphasis like 'C loak is white' - 'C loak is not white', the  m e m b e rs  d o  

not have to abide by R C P .  For an affirmation o f  this k ind to be t r u e ,  

both o f  the concealed  predications m ust hold, and fo r  the n e g a t i o n  

to be true, ne ither  p red ica tion  m ust hold. If  it tu rns out th a t  o n e  

concealed p red ica tio n  holds and the other does not, th e n  b o t h

31 R em em ber that a statem ent about a u n iv er sa l  not taken u n i v e r s a l l y  m a k e s  
a c la im  about a u n iv e r s a l ,  e.g. man, w ith ou t adding that it holds o f  m a n  
universally . So, both 'Man is white' and 'Man is not white' m a y  turn out to b e  
true, in the sense  that so m e  men are w hite  and som e are not.
32 S ee  Whitaker, 1996: 95.
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m em b ers  o f  the a n tip h a sis  w ill  b e  fa lse . T hus, at the en d  o f  DI. 8 

A r isto tle  g o es  o n  c la im  that: 'A c co r d in g ly , it  is  not n e c e ssa r y , w i t h  

th e se  s ta te m e n ts  e ither, for o n e  c o n tr a d ic to r y  to be true and th e  

Other false' (cootc ou5 ’ kv TauTatS" avayicri ttjv p.ev ctXT)8fj tt|V 0€ eivat

dvT{({>acn.v).33'34

On the basis o f  the above, W h ita k e r  p roceeds  to argue t h a t  

th e re  is very good  reason to th in k  tha t the obscure  s ta tem en t o f  

18a28-9 is s im ply  an a b b re v ia ted  form  o f  RCP.  This passage  is s e t  

b e tw een  a s ta tem en t o f R C P  at the end o f  DI.  8, and a repe tit ion  o f  

the  results concern ing  this p rinc ip le  d iscovered  in  DI. 7 , viz .  ( 2 ) - (4 ) .  

T hus, W hitaker argues, it should  be c lear that 18a28-9 refers to th is  

sam e principle . As he puts it, it is '... n a tu ra l to a b b re v ia te  RCP,  

w h ich  is a lread y  under d iscussion , but w ould  be strange to  

in trodu ce  P B ,  w hich  is not the topic at hand, in so ab b re v ia ted  a 

fo rm ’ (W hitaker, 1996: 113). In o th er  w ords, his suggestion  is t h a t  

the collective tex tual evidence suggests  that: 'it is n ecessa ry  for t h e  

a ff irm a tio n  or the negation to be true or false' is short  for 'in a 

con trad ic tory  pair, it is necessary  for the a ff irm atio n  to be true a n d  

the negation false, o r for the a ffirm ation  to be false and the negation 

t r u e ’.35

33 DI.  8. 18a26-7.
34 For a more d eta iled  d iscu ss io n  o f  the m ateria l  in DI. 8, see  W hitaker ,  1996:  
ch. 8.
35 It should also be noted that W h itak er  g iv e s  a seco n d  a rg u m e n t for the c a s e  
that the p r in c ip le  stated in 18a28-9 is RCP;  see  W hitaker ,  1996: 114-6 . V e r y  
b r i e f l y ,  his seco n d  argument is this: in DI.  9 w e  are told that i f  the p r i n c i p l e  
o f  18a28-9 holds o f  future s in g u la rs ,  then  fa ta lism  fo l low s;  it is c l e a r ,  
h o w e v e r ,  that from PB  a lone it cou ld  not be deduced  that a n y th in g  is t r u e  
ab out the future — w h ich  is what is required to e s ta b l ish  the n e c e s s i t y  o f  t h e  
future; on the other hand, R C P  seem s to warrant such a ded uction; t h e r e f o r e ,  
the princip le  in troduced  in 18a28-9 m u st  be R C P  and not PB .  I w i l l  get b a c k  
to this argument in part III.
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W hat I th ink  one needs to concede is that D I.  1 & & are i n d e e d

concerned  with R C P .  The discussion in  those two chapters is c l e a r l y

aim ed at estab lish ing  two points: (a) R C P  holds o f an tiphases  w h o s e

m em bers  are s ta te m e n ts  about u n iv ersa ls  taken un iv ersa lly , a n d

s ta tem en ts  w hich  are about particu la rs , and (b) there are tw o

exceptions to R C P ,  nam ely , s ta tem en ts  w hich  are about u n i v e r s a l s

not taken un iv e rsa lly ,  and s ta tem en ts  w hich  appear to be s i m p le

but contain  co ncea led  p red ica tions . Fu rtherm ore , I th in k  t h a t

W hitake r  is co rrec t to c laim  that 18a28-9  gives us an a b b r e v i a t e d

form  of RCP.  Yet, it seem s to me that we m ay provide a s t r o n g e r

argum ent for this last c la im .36

As was a lread y  noted, 18a28-9, w hen  taken on its own, is a t

at best obscure. W hen  the d iscussion  in DI. 9 is put in c o n te x t ,

however, this passage  becom es a whole lot clearer. In 18a28-9 , t h e

Stagirite asserts th a t  a certa in  principle  applies to s ta tem en ts  w h ic h

are about w hat is or w ha t has been. W hat is this p r i n c i p l e ?

W hitak e r  is c e r ta in ly  right to c laim  that 18a28-9 fo l lo w s

im m ediately  after a s ta tem ent o f  R C P  at the end of D I.  8, and that i t

precedes the rep e t i t io n  o f the resu lts  concern ing  this p r i n c i p l e

ob ta ined  through the d iscussion  in DI. 7. As was exp la ined  a b o v e ,

this ev idence  a lone  m akes it very likely that (1 )  = RCP.  It s e e m s ,

though, that there  is m ore  evidence in support o f this c la im .

C onsider these tw o passages:
17 b 2 6 - 7 : O f c o n tr a d ic to r y  s ta tem en ts  about a u n iv er sa l  t a k e n
universally  it is  n ecessary  for one or the other to be true or fa lse .
1 8 a 2 8 - 9 : W ith regard to things w hich  are and those that have b een  it i s  
necessary  for e ith er  the affirmation or the negation  to be true or  fa lse .

36 See also fn. 35.
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In the  first we are told that a certain principle  applies to s t a t e m e n t s  

about un iv ersa ls  taken un iversa lly , w hereas in the second w e  a r e  

told th a t  a certain p rincip le  applies to s ta tem en ts  about w hat is o r  

w hat has been. Are these  two passages concerned  with the s a m e  

p rin c ip le?  A pparen tly  so. In 18a28-9, we are told that w hen  i t  

com es to antiphases m ade up of statements w hich are about w h a t  is  

or w h a t  has been, it turns out that 'it is necessary  e ither for t h e  

a ffirm ation  or the negation to be true or false'. And in 17b26-7, w e  

are told  that when it com es to an tiphases m ade up of s t a t e m e n t s  

a b ou t un iversals  taken un iversally , it turns out that 'it is n e c e s s a r y

that one or the other is true or false'. W hat we need to note he re  is

that in  DI.  7. 17b26-8 A risto tle  is not concerned  with s t a t e m e n t s  

about universals  taken universally  in general. He is concerned  w i t h  

a su b -c a te g o ry  of this k ind of statem ents; nam ely, those that b e a r  

on the p resen t.37 Given w hat was just noted, it would seem that t h e  

only d iffe ren ce  betw een 18a28-9 and 17b26-8 is this: the f o r m e r  

passag e  tells us that a certain principle  applies to a set o f

s ta te m e n ts  2 , whereas the latter tells us that this same p r i n c i p l e

applies to a set of s ta tem en ts  a, where a  is a subset of 2. Now, a s

was show n  earlier, the textual evidence in l l b 2 9 f f  s t r o n g l y

suggests  that 17b26-9 is an abbrev ia ted  s ta te m e n t  o f RCP.  H en ce ,

if  this m uch is right, then it seems fair to say that 18a28-9 is a lso an

ab b rev ia ted  statem ent o f this same principle .

In  DI. 6, the Stagirite  has stated that: 'for every a f f i r m a t i o n  

there is an opposite negation, and for every  negation an o p p o s i t e

37 This is verified by the kinds o f  exam ples  A risto tle  uses th rou gh out DI.  7 -8 ;  
they are e x c lu s iv e ly  exam ples  o f  statements w hich  bear on the present.
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affirm ation '. Furthermore, he  has noted that this is true  not ju s t  f o r  

s ta tem en ts  w hich  bear on the presen t.38 W hat is a lso c lear from  t h e  

d iscu ss io n  in DI. 7-8, is tha t in those two c h ap te rs  A ris to tle  d e a l s  

w ith  the q uestion  of the ap p licab ili ty  o f  R C P  to s ta te m e n ts  w h ic h

are co n ce rn ed  w ith the p r e s e n t . 39 Given this m uch, the con ten t o f  

18a28 -33  should  not com e as a surprise. The s ta te m e n ts  m a d e

im m e d ia te ly  a fte r  (1), viz .  (2 ) - (4 ) ,  are essentially  a su m m ary  of t h e

inves tiga tion  in D I .  7. \ l b 2 6 f f .  Since the results o f  this investigation

w ere  e s tab lish ed  for p re sen t  s ingular and p re s e n t  u n i v e r s a l

s ta tem ents, then we have good reason to th ink that (a) 18a28-9 is a 

s ta tem en t o f  R C P  which says that it applies to the se t o f  s t a t e m e n t s  

2 , w h ere  this is the set o f s ta tem en ts  which are con ce rn ed  w i t h  

w h a t is or w hat has been, and (b) 18a29-33 is m ea n t  to rem ind  u s  

w hich  subsets  o f  2  were found to be subject to R C P , and w hat s e t s  

o f  s ta te m e n ts  were found to be exem pt from  it. I f  this m uch is 

accep ted , then we can also m ake good sense o f  (5). T ha t is, we c a n  

construe  it as stating that despite  the fact that p resen t/pas t  s i n g u l a r  

s ta te m e n ts  fall under the pu rv iew  o f  (1), w here  (1 )  =  RCP,  f u t u r e  

s ingu lar statements do not. To be m ore specific, we can  take it t h a t  

the S tag irite 's  claim is that w hereas in the case o f  a n t i p h a s e s  

c o n s is t in g  o f  p re se n t /p a s t  s ingular s ta tem en ts  one is true and t h e  

o ther  is false, in the case o f  antiphases consisting o f  fu tu re  s in g u la r s  

things are 'not the same' (oux 6p.ofo)s-).

To sum -up, it appears  that the collective  tex tu a l  e v id e n c e

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

38 See  DI.  6. 17a29-30.
39 S ee  fn. 37.

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



6 5

nothing m ore than  a c o n tin u a t io n  of the d iscu ss io n  in DI.  6-8. T h a t  

is, the tex tual ev idence  suggests  that in DI.  9 A ris to t le  is to give a 

d iscussion  w hich  is in te n d ed  to estab lish  tha t fu tu re  s in g u la r s  

constitu te  an o th e r  excep tion  to RCP.  W hat re m a in s  to be seen, o f  

course, is w hy the S tagirite  th inks that this p r in c ip le  is v io la ted  in  

the case of fu ture  singulars.

III.  T h e  t w o  a r g u m e n t s  f  o r  f a ta l i s m . '.

As was no ted  in parts I and II ,  in DI.  9. 1 8 a 3 4 f f  A r i s to t l e  

considers and rebuts two argum ents for fata lism . T hese  a r g u m e n t s  

seem  to w ork  the ir  way into the text like this. I f  one is to a c c e p t  

that the princip le  stated in 18a28-9, viz. R C P ,  app lies  u n q u a l i f i e d l y  

to future singulars , then one has to also accep t the thesis t h a t  

'everything that w ill be ... happens of necessity ' (arravTa ... ra  ecropeva 

ai'ayKatov y e v e a B a i).40 To be m ore specific, it seem s that A r i s to t l e  

puts the m atte r  as follows. It is clear that R C P  app lies  to c e r t a i n  

kinds o f  s ta tem en ts .  Take, for instance, an an tip h as is  o f  p r e s e n t  

singulars. In such an an tiphas is  it is necessa ry  tha t one m em b er  is 

true and the o ther is false. In the case of fu tu re  s ingu lars , h o w e v e r ,  

things are d ifferen t. And pu ta tiv e ly , this is so b ecau se  i f  R C P  d o e s  

hold unqualified ly  in the case o f  future singulars , then  w e will h a v e  

to accept fa ta lism  along with all the ab su rd ities  tha t e m a n a te  f r o m  

it.

W hat I in tend  to do in this part o f the p a p e r  is to give a n  

analysis of the fatalist 's  a rg um en ts .  That is to say, I w ill e x p la in

40 DI.  9. 18b 14-5.
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how A ristotle  th inks  that the fa ta lis t  m ay get f r o m  the c la im  t h a t

R C P  applies u n q u a lif ie d ly  to fu tu re  singulars to the c la im  t h a t

everyth ing  that w ill  be happens o f  necessity .

The first o f  the fatalist a rg u m en ts  com es in the p a s s a g e

18 a 3 4 - b 9 :
[ 1 8 a 3 4 ]  F or i f  every  affirmation and negation  is true or false, [ 3 5 ]  it is  
necessary  fo r  everyth ing  either to b e  the c a s e  or not to be the c a se  (c i.
yap ira a a  KaTa<*>acns- Kal dnd<j>a(ns’ dXTiOfiS" n Kal d 'nav avayKT| uTrdpxeiv
ii M-h u n a 'p x e '- v ) .  For i f  one person [ 3 6 ]  says that so m e th in g  w il l  be a n d
an oth er  d en ie s  this same thing, it is c lea r ly  [3 7 ]  n ece ssa ry  for  one  o f
them to be s a y in g  what is true --  i f  ev e ry  a ff irm a tio n  [ 3 8 ]  a n d
n egation  is true or false; for both w ill  not be the case [3 9 ]  t o g e t h e r
under such c ir c u m s ta n c e s  (djcrrc g I o pgv  <+>Tj(7Gi. e o eo Q a x  n o  6 k  p h  <+> r^cre,-
t o  auTO t o u t o ,  ofjXoi' o n . avayK ri dXtiOeuGU/ t o v  GTGpov auTiov, g I n a a a  K a rc c ^ a o r?
Kal aTTocpacns' aX r|0f|s- r] 4Jeu6t)S'- ap({>a} y a p  oux u n a p ^ e r  a p a  g ttI  r o t s ’ ro u o u  r o t s ’). 
For i f  it is true to say that it is w h ite  or [ 1 8 b l ]  is not w h ite ,  it is  
necessary for  it to be white or not w h ite  ( e i  y a p  aXri8Gs g Ittg Iv  o n  X gukov 
ii ou Xgukov e o n v ,  av ay K ri elvax. Xgukov fj ou X g u k o v ); and if  [2] it is w h ite  o r 
is not w hite, then it is true to either say or deny  this (K a l € l  e o n  X gukov 
n ou Xgukov, dXr)8es n <J>avai. f[ d n o < j> dvai.) .^*  I f  [3 ]  it is not the ca se  it is  
false, i f  it is fa lse  it is not the case  ( k o I  e l  pri u n d p x c p  ti^d S eT au , K al e i  
4 j€u6eT ai, oux u t r a p x e i . ) .  [4] So it is n e c e s s a r y  for the a f f ir m a t io n  or t h e  
negation  to [5] be true. It fo l lo w s  that n o th in g  e ith er  is or is
happening, or  [6 ]  will be or will not be, by ch a n c e  or as ch a n c e  has it,
but e v e r y t h in g  o f  n ece s s ity  [7] and not as ch a n c e  has it ( s in c e  e i t h e r
he who says or he who denies is s a y in g  w hat is true) (o u S e v  a p a  o u t o

I c t t lv  o u t e y iy v e T a x .  o u r€  d u o  t u x e s ’ ou8  ’ orroTep ’ I t u x s v ,  ouo ’ e o r a t  f| o u k
€ a T a u  aXX ’ €§ avayK Tis’ a n a v r a  K al ou x  o n o r e p  ’ €T u x ev . ti y a p  o 4>ds" aXriGcueu i)
o an o4>a's’). [8 ]  For o th erw ise  it m ig h t  eq u a lly  well happen  or n o t
happen, s in c e  what is as ch an ce  has it [9] is no more thus than n o t  
thus, nor w il l  it be.

Like jus t  about e v e ry th in g  else in Dl.  9, the passage ju s t  q u o ted  is

the subject of in ten se  debate am ong the c o m m e n ta to r s .42 W h a t  

gives rise to c o n tro v e rsy  in this case, is the following q u e s t io n :

W h a t  e x a c t l y  is the the fatalist's argum ent? '.

41 I here deviate from Ackrill  who reads this s e n te n c e ,  viz.  18b 1 -2, as f o l l o w s :  
'and if  it is w h ite  or is not w hite, then it w a s  true to say or deny this' (Kal et
eaT u XeuKov ti ou Xgukov, a X i^ e ?  t] v (J>avai. i) d n o < j> d i'aO ; see  A ckrill ,  1963: 50 . I w i l l
e x p la in  later on h o w  this em en dation  o f  the text m ay be ju st if ied .  On t h i s  
same issue, see  Gaskin, 1995: 27. See also fn. 60.
42 Contrast, for ex a m p le ,  W hitaker, 1996: 115-9 with Gaskin, 1995: 2 4 -3 4 .  T h e
v iew s  o f  these tw o authors w il l  be considered  in w hat fo l lo w s .
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Gaskin's position  is that in 18a34 -b9  the fatalist a rg u e s  a s

fo l lo w s . In 18a34-5 , we get a claim  to the effect that u n r e s t r i c t e d

P B  leads to fatalism. That is to say, G ask in  takes it that the f a t a l i s t

is here  saying that i f  (it is necessary that) e v e r y  statement is  true  or

false, then ev e ry th in g  m ust necessarily  be the case or not be  t h e

case . Furtherm ore, G askin  adds that it is im perative  to note th a t  t h e

m odal operator at 18a35, viz.  avayKti, 'm ust have  narrow  scope, s in c e

this line gives us the fatalist 's  conclusion ' (Gaskin, 1995: 25). A f t e r

sta ting  this much, he proceeds to c la im  tha t the statement o f  1 8 a 3  4 -

5 is supported by four steps:
1) If so m e th in g  is w hite  or not w hite , then  it is true to say or to d e n y
that it is w h ite  ( 1 8b 1 -2); 2) But i f  s o m e o n e  asserts and a n o th er  d e n i e s
that F p , then (at least and at most) one o f  them must, given P B ,  be right 
( !8 a 3 5 -9 );  3) I f  one o f  them is right, then  w hat he is right about - t h e  
t r u th /fa ls i ty  o f  Fp - must be ( I 8 a 3 9 - b l ) ;  4) h en ce  the m em bers  o f  t h e
purported F C A  [= future c o n t in g e n t  a n t ip h a s is ]  are in fact s e v e r a l l y  
n e c e s s a r y / im p o s s ib le  ( 1 8 a 3 4 - 5 ,  I 8 b 4 ) .

(Gaskin, 1995: 2 5 )

The pr im a  f a c i e  evidence, how ever, indicates tha t t h i s  

rec o n s tru c t io n  o f  the a rgum en t in 18a34-b9  is problem atic . As w e

have  seen, in 18a28-33 Aristotle tells us tha t in an antiphasis w h i c h

is m ade up of p re s e n t /p a s t  singulars, o r  p re s e n t /p a s t  s t a t e m e n t s  

w hich  are about un iversa ls  taken u n iv ersa lly ,  it is necessa ry  t h a t  

one  m em ber is true and the other false (1 8 a2 9 -3 1 ) ,  where w e  h a v e  

an an tiphasis  o f fu ture  singulars, though , things are d i f f e r e n t  

(18a33). Given the above, along w ith the fac t that 18 a 3 4 jj f  b e g in s  

w ith  the po s tpo s it iv e  conjunction yap, it  seem s unlikely th a t  t h e  

a rg um en t in this passage  takes its start f rom  P B .  What is n a tu ra l  to  

a ssu m e  is that yap  at 18a34 signals the b eg inn ing  of an a r g u m e n t  

w h ich  is meant to show  that if  we allow R C P  to apply u n q u a l i f i e d l y
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to fu tu re  singulars , then the  fa ta lis t  can have his way with t h e  

f u t u r e .

W hitake r 's  suggestion  is tha t the opening sen tence  in 1 8 a 3 4 / f

is to be  read  as follows: 'if  it is the case th a t  in e v e r y  pair o f

c o n tra d ic to r ie s  one m em ber is true and the o th e r  false, then it is

n e c e s sa ry  for every th ing  to be the case or not to be the case'. I n

o th e r  w ords, he proposes tha t w e take 18a34-5 to contain a n o t h e r  

a b b re v ia te d  fo rm  o f  R C P .43 W h a t  is also in te re s t in g  to note here  is  

the a rgum en t he gives in support o f  his claim. As he points out, o n e  

th in g  tha t is ev iden t from 18a34 f f  is that the fa ta lis t  wants to a r g u e  

th a t  i f  there  are true fu tu re  singular a sse rtions , then t h e  

c o r re sp o n d in g  events cannot fail to take place. Hence, what t h e  

fa ta lis t  needs to establish, i f  his argum ent is to get o ff  the ground, is  

that there  are true s ta tem en ts  about the fu ture. From  P B  a lo n e ,  

ho w ever, one can only deduce  that whatever a sse r t io n  is true is n o t

false, and not that anyth ing  is true about the fu tu re . On the o t h e r

hand , from  R C P  it follows tha t 'there  must be tru ths about t h e  

fu ture, since o f  any co n tra d ic to ry  pair, either the  a ff irm ation  or t h e  

n e g a t io n  m ust be true' (W hitaker, 1996: 115). Thus, W h i t a k e r

con cludes , the principle  w hich  is at play in the fatalist 's  ( f i r s t )  

a rg u m en t m ust be R C P  and no t P B  44

T he question  I want to consider  here is w he ther  the o b je c t io n s  

ra ised  against Gaskin's reading  o f  18a34-5 are fair. W hat we n e e d

to a c k n o w le d g e  at this point is that the textual ev idence  seems to

s u p p o r t  G askin 's  in te rp re ta t io n .  In these two lines, A r i s to t l e 's

43 S e e  W hitaker, 1996: 114-5.
44 F o r  further details on W hitaker's argum ent, see  W hitaker, 1996: 114-5 .
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fa ta lis t  states tha t if  every a f f i r m a t io n  a n d  n eg a tio n  is true o r

false ( e i  ... naoa KaTacpacn-S" Kai anocpacns' oX tiG tis- t |  {p€u6T]S‘),  it is n e c e s s a r y

for every th ing  e ithe r  to be the case or not to be  the case '.

Obviously, the p ro tas is  in this conditional m ay be co n s tru ed  as a

sta tem ent o f  P B  .45 In fact, the wording in it m atches the  w ord ing  o f

Categories  {Cat.) 4. 2a7-8, which is widely c o n s id e re d  to b e

A ristotle 's c lea res t  s ta tem ent o f  this principle .46-47 I f  w e accep t t h a t

18a34-5 states tha t unrestric ted P B  leads to fatalism , how ever, then

it seems that we will have to give up our reading o f  18a28-33 . As

was explained ea r lie r  on, if the S tagirite 's  concern  in the o p e n in g

paragraph of D I .  9 is with R C P ,  then it is only na tu ra l to expec t t h a t

1 8 a .34 f f  contains an a rgum en t to the effect that if  we accep t t h a t

R C P  applies u n q u a lif ie d ly  to fu ture  singulars, then we will have to

also accept fa ta lism  along with all its absurd co n seq u en ces .  11

appears, though, that the textual ev idence  suggests tha t the fatalist 's

(first) argument takes its starting point from P B  and not R C P .

I think it is fair to concede that 18a34-5 conta ins a s t a t e m e n t

o f  P B  and not RCP.  A t the same time, however, I d o n 't  th ink  t h a t

we need to take this to suggest that (a) our read ing  o f  18a28-33  is

p rob lem atic , a n d /o r  (b) the fatalist a rgum en t in 1 8 a 3 4 j j f h a s  p p  as

its starting point. If  we take a look at 18a35-8, we will see that t h e

fa ta lis t  points ou t  that:
Given that every affirmation and negation is true or f a l s e ,  then it  
fo llow s that i f  one states that so m e th in g  will be the case ,  and a n o t h e r

45 It is the p re se n c e  o f  the co n ju n c t io n  Kal, instead o f  n, w h ic h  a l lo w s  us to
read the protasis in this conditional as a statement o f  P B .
46 Cat.  2a7-8 reads as fo llow s: dnaoa yap SoksI KaTd(t>acn.s' K<*1 dTrotpaais’ nToi d\n0ns' 
n cp€u6f|S' el vat.
47 S ee  Sorabji, 1980: 95, and Whitaker, 1996: 126.
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denies this very same thing, then it is n ecessary  for on e  o f  them to b e
say ing  w hat is true.

W hat we need  to note here is that in 18a35-7 we get a n  

ab b rev ia ted  s ta tem en t  o f R C P : if  A asserts that Fp,  and B  a s s e r t s

that ~Fp, then one of them m ust be stating what is true (and th e

other what is false). W hat is even  more im portan t to note, th o u g h ,  

is how the fatalist justifies this claim. He clearly states that we c a n  

m ain ta in  that o f  A and B  one m ust be saying what is true and t h e

other w hat is false, p r o v i d e d  that we accept the p rinc ip le  stated a t

18a34-5. T hat is, he states that we can m aintain that R C P  holds o f  

future singulars , provided we accept the principle w hich  states t h a t  

every  a ff irm ation  and negation is true or false (el -naaa KaTdci>acn.s‘ Kal 

dTToĉ acn.s' dArie-ris" h (jjeuSfis'), viz. P B .  Now, the question  we need to  

address is that o f  how we are to understand 18a35-8.

The proposal I would like to put forward is this. As was n o t e d

in part II ,  A risto tle  says that we have a con trad ic to ry  pair w h e r e  

we have a s ta te m e n t  which affirm s P of x,  and a s ta te m e n t  w h ic h  

denies P o f  x .4S Furtherm ore , we know that A risto tle  upholds t h e  

p rincip le  of con trad ic tion  (PC): '... the same a ttribute  cannot at t h e  

sam e time belong  and not belong to the same sub ject in the s a m e  

respec t’ ( to  yap auTo apa uTrdpx€tv re  Kal (jlti UTTapxetv aSuvaTov tcD auTq) 

Kal KaTa to  au T o ).49 Now, the princip le  that we have  seen t h e  

Stagirite  in troduce  in DI. 7, nam ely  R C P , is a rule concern ing  t h e  

way truth values are appo rtion ed  among the m em b ers  o f a

con trad ic to ry  pair. But if  A risto tle  is to get f r o m  the defin ition  o f

4S See DI.  6. 1 7 3 3 1 #
49 Met.  r .  3. 1005b 19-20.
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con trad ic tion  and P C  to  R C P ,  then an ex tra  step is req u ired . W e

m ay accept that in a  c o n trad ic to ry  pair one m em ber a sse rts  that P 

holds o f x,  and the  o th er  asserts tha t P  does not ho ld  o f  x. 

F u r the rm ore , we m ay  accept that a p ro p e r ty  P  cannot at the s a m e  

time belong and not be long  to the same entity  x .  N evertheless, i f  we 

are going to m a in ta in  tha t one m em ber o f  a c o n trad ic to ry  pa ir  is 

true and the o ther false, then we need to also accept that P B  h o ld s  

o f  all statements. T hus, what I would like  to suggest here  is tha t in  

18a35-8 the S tag irite  expresses , on b e h a lf  o f the fatalist, the p o i n t

ju s t  noted. That is to say, he exp l ic i t l y  a ck now ledg es  that i f  w e a r e  

to p ronounce  that it is necessary  tha t o f a pair o f  f u t u r e  

contradictories one m em b er  is true and the o ther is false {RCP),  w e  

have to also assum e that e v e r y  a ff irm ation  and negation  is e i t h e r  

true or false {P B ) .

If  the a rg u m e n t  g iven above is adop ted , then we m ay a lso  

expla in  what is go ing  on in 18a34-5. At the end o f  the f i r s t

pa ra g rap h  of DI. 9, A ris to tle  asserts that R C P  does no t a p p l y

un q u a lif ied ly  to fu tu re  singulars. At the beg inn ing  o f  the n e x t

pa rag rap h , he sta tes tha t from  u n re s t r ic te d  P B  there  fo l lo w s  

fa ta lism  (18a34-5). But, as W hitaker has po in ted  out, from  P B

alone the fata list c an n o t  deduce  what he needs for his a r g u m e n t ;  

nam ely , that there are  tru ths about the future. It seem s to m e ,

ho w ever, that if  we accep t the analysis o f  1 8 a.3 5 f f  ou tlined  a b o v e ,

then we may easily  reso lv e  the difficulty at hand. W e can take i t  

that Aristo tle 's  in te n d e d  claim  at 18a34-5 is this: if  w e  a c c e p t  

u n re s t r ic te d  P B ,  w h ich  is w hat is req u ired  if  we are to be able to
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asse rt  that R C P  applies (unqualif ied ly )  to fu tu re  singulars, t h e n  

fa ta lism  ensues. In m ore detail, the suggestion  m ade  here  is th is :  

(a) in. 18a28-33 , Aristotle  acknow ledges tha t R C P  cannot app ly  to  

fu tu re  s ingulars  in the sam e way that it app lies , for instance , to  

p resen t singulars; (b) in the m ain body of the a rg u m e n t  in 1 8 a 3 4 f f ,  

he exp la ins  that if this p rinc ip le  applies (u n q u a lif ie d ly )  to f u t u r e  

singulars then fatalism follow s; (c) in 18a35-8, he  states that i f  R C P  

is to be said to hold o f  fu ture  singulars, which is w ha t is re q u ire d  to  

es tab lish  that everything tha t will be happens o f  necessity , we m u s t  

assum e that P B  holds un iversa lly ; and (d) i f  (c) is correct, t h e n  

18a34-5  m ay be construed  as saying that u n re s t r ic te d  P B  leads to  

fa ta lism , in the sense tha t it is a necessary  co nd it ion  for c la im in g  

that R C P  holds unqualified ly  o f  future singulars.

This m uch seems to be sufficient to e s tab l ish  the c o n g r u e n c e  

of the d iscuss ion  theme in 18a28-33 and 18a34 -b9 . W hat we a r e  

yet to settle, however, is the issue of how we are to rec o n s tru c t  t h e  

fa ta lis t 's  first a rgum ent.

A ccord ing  to R. Sorabji, who endorses A R 50, the key step in the 

fa ta lis t  a rg u m e n t  is this: '... o f  two con trad ic to ry  p red ic tions  one  is 

true [18b7], is earlier true [ 18b 10], has a lw ays been  true [ 18b  10- 

11], and  has been true for the whole o f  tim e [ 19a 1 -2]' (S o ra b j i ,  

1980: 91). M ore specifically, Sorabji's position is tha t the fa ta lis t  o f  

DI.  9 argues along these lines: o f  two c o n tra d ic to ry  fu ture  s in g u la r s ,  

'Fp' - '~ F p ', one is true; if ’Fp'  is the s ta tem en t th a t  is true, then  it is 

fair to say that it was true earlier; the past is n e c e ssa ry  in the s e n s e

50 S ee  Sorabji, 1980: 96.
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tha t it is irrevocab le ; given the past, and thus necessary , t ru th  o f  

our predic tion , it  follows that there  is noth ing  w e can do to p r e v e n t  

the com ing  to be of the re lev an t  state of a f f a i r s .51 On the o t h e r  

hand, G askin, who espouses C, suggests that the key prem iss in  t h e  

fa ta list 's  a rg u m e n t is that o f  the necessity  o f  the present. V e r y  

b r ie f l y ,  h is position is that the fatalist argues as follows: if A  a s s e r t s  

and B denies that Fp, then (at least and at m ost) one of them  m u s t ,  

given P B ,  be right; suppose that the true s ta te m e n t  is 'Fp'; t h e  

p resen t is n ecessa ry  in the sense that it is irrevocable; i f  t h e  

sta tem ent 'Fp '  is now true, then, given the n ecess i ty  o f the p r e s e n t ,  

it follows that the relevant state o f  affairs is (now ) unpreven tab le .52

W hat w e ought to notice here is that both  o f  the s u g g e s t io n s  

outlined  above  are com patib le  with the spirit o f  both A R  and  C. 

A ccording  to these two approaches to the in terpreta tion  of DI. 9, t h e  

Stagirite finds his opponent's argum ent to be valid . That is, A R  a n d  

C have it that he concedes to the fatalist that i f  it is indeed the c a s e  

that there are true predictions, then it d o e s  follow  that w ha t is  

p red ic ted  canno t fail to obtain. Putatively , this poin t creates n o  

exegetica l d ifficu lties  for Sorabji and Gaskin, since there is t e x t u a l  

ev idence w hich  suggests that the Stagirite reg a rd s  the p resen t a n d  

the past to be necessary  — in the sense that they  are i r r e v o c a b le .53 

In other words, it seems that there is tex tua l ev idence  w h i c h  

suggests th a t  Aristo tle  would not object to the  m ove f r o m  t h e

51 For fu rther  details  on this r e c o n s tr u c t io n  o f  the fa ta lis t  argum ent, s e e  
Sorabji, 1980: ch. 5, esp. pp. 91-92, 100-3.
52 See Gaskin, 1995: ch. 5, esp. pp. 4 7 -8 ,  and chs 8 & 9.
53 S ee  the r e f e r e n c e s  in Sorabji, 1980: 8. See also the d isc u ss io n  in G a s k i n ,  
1995: ch. 9.
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p a s t /p re se n t  tru th  o f  a future s ta te m e n t  to  the n ecess ity  otf t h e  

re levan t state o f  a f fa i r s .54 In w hat follows, how ever, I in tem d to  

show that there  is no indication in 18a34-b9 that e ith e r  t h e

necessity  of the p re sen t  or the necess ity  o f the past e n te r  i n to  t h e  

fa ta lis t’s (first) a rgum ent.

As we have seen, in 18a34-5 A risto tle  claims that, if  P B  Ih o ld s  

universally, then everything will be o f  necessity . We have also s e e n  

that the next few lines, viz.  18a35-9, are m eant to e lu c id a te  pa*rt o f  

the claim in the first sentence o f  the paragraph . T ha t is, in th is  

passage the Stagirite  goes on to explain that if  P B  holds u n iv e r s s a l ly ,  

then we can p roceed  to claim that o f  two people, one of w rh o m  

asserts that Fp  and the other that ~Fp, one m ust be say ing  w h a t  is 

true (and the other what is false). The crucial part o f  the a r g u m e n t  

for fatalism, though, comes in 1 8 a3 9 f f .  A pparen tly , it is here  t h a t

Aristotle explains how unrestric ted  R C P  leads to fata lism . In t h e s e

lines, the Stagirite  presents a series o f  claims:
(1) If it is true to say that x  is white, then it is necessary that x  is w / h i t e ;  
and, i f  it is true to say that x  is not w h ite ,  then it is n e c e s s a r y  thatr .v i s  
not w hite  ( I 8 a 3 9 - b l ) .
(2) If (it is the case that) x is white or not white, then it is true to either  
say or deny this (18b 1-2).
(3) If it is not the case that, let us say, an en tity  y has the p r o p e r t y  P, 
then it is false to say that y is P.  And i f  it is false to say that y  is P, t h e n  
it is not the ca se  that y is P (18b 2-3) .
(4) In a pair o f  co n tra d ic to r ies  it is n e c e s sa r y  that e i th er  t h e
affirm ation or the negation is true (1 8 b 4 -5 ) .
(5) From ( l ) - ( 4 )  fo l low s  that: '... n o th in g  e ith er  is or is h a p p e n in g - ,  o r  
will be or w ill  not be, by chance or as chance has it, but e v e r y t h i n g  o f  
necess ity  and not as chance has it' (1 8 b 5 -7 ) .

W hat remains to be seen, o f  course, is w hy Aristotle  th inks  tha t t h e

above amounts to som e kind of a rgum ent for fatalism.

54 As was ind icated  in part I, A R  and C h ave  it that A ristotle  c o n s id e r s  t h e  
fatalist argument to be valid but not sound. To be more sp e c i f ic ,  they  h a w e  i t  
that he rejects the c la im  that there a r e  fu ture truths.
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To u n d e rs ta n d  how A risto tle  sees the m ove from  ( l ) - ( 4 )  to

(5), we need to co n s id e r  w hat he has to say about tru th  and f a l s i t y

in M e t .  E. 4. 1027bl8-2255:
[b 18]  That w h ich  is as true and that w h ich  is not as [19 ]  fa ls e h o o d  a r e
c o n c e r n e d  w ith  c o m p o sitio n  and d iv is io n  and, taken  to g e th e r , [2 0 ]
w ith  the ap portionm en t o f  a co n tra d ic tio n  ( t o  6 e  us a x le s '  ov, Kal n n  o v
us ifrevdos, ensiof) napa cru vQecriv t o n  Kal Siafpecnv, t o  6k avvoXov rrepl
pspiopov ai/Ti.<))daeco9). For truth has th e [21]  a ffirm a tio n  in the c a se  o f
what is com p ou n d ed  and the d en ia l in  the case  o f  [2 2 ]  w hat is d iv id e d ,
w h ile  a fa lse h o o d  has the c o n tr a d ic to r y  o f  the a p p o r tio n m e n t ( t o  p e v
y a p  a X T iQ e s ’ t t | v  K a T a c f > a c n .v  e m  t <2  c r u y K e T - p e v u  ' r n v  6  ’ a.T Td(J>aO T.v € ttI  tc 5

6 i _ i j p n p € v c j ,  t o  8k 4 J€ u 6 o s -  t o u ' t o u  t o O  p . e p i _ a p o u  t t [ v  a v T U j j a c n v ) . ^

In  this passage A risto tle  appears to assert  R C P .  To be more sp e c if ic ,  

the  c la im  in this passage  is to the e ffec t that if  the s ta te m e n ts  'p'

and  '~p'  are the m em b ers  o f  a c o n tra d ic to ry  pair, then one m u s t  b e

true and the o ther false. W hat is a lso  im portant to note here, is t h a t

in  1027b20-22 the S tag irite  c learly  sta tes  that:
(i) A  true a ff ir m a tio n  co rresp o n d s to a co m b in a tio n  o f  th in g s  in t h e  
w orld. For exam p le, i f  Socrates and ta ll are co m b in ed  in a cer ta in  w a y ,  
then 'Socrates is tali' is true.
( ii)  A  fa lse  a ffirm ation  asserts the co m b in a tio n  o f  th in g s w h ich  are i n 
fact d iv id ed . For ex a m p le , i f  S o cra tes  and tall are d iv id ed , t h e n  
'Socrates is tali' is fa lse .
(iii)  I f  th in g s are d iv id ed , then a true sta tem en t about them  w ill  be a
negation . For ex a m p le , i f  Socrates and tall are d iv ided , then 'S ocrates i s
not tali' is true.
(iv )  If th ings are com b in ed , then a  fa lse  statem ent about them  w il l  be a  
n eg a tio n . For ex a m p le , if  S ocrates and tall are co m b in ed  in a c e r t a i n  
w ay, then 'Socrates is not tali’ is fa lse .

In o ther  words, it seem s that w hat A ris to t le  is trying to say in  M e t .

1 0 2 7 b l8 - 2 2  is this: (a) in a pair o f  c o n trad ic to r ie s  (it is n e c e s s a r y

that) one m em ber is true (and the o th e r  false), (b) in a con trad ic to ry

pa ir , the a ff irm atio n  is true if it a sse r ts  the com bina tion  o f  t h i n g s

55 T h is is not the o n ly  p la ce  w h ere A r is to t le  d isc u sse s  his th eory  o f  truth  - - 
w h ich  is e sse n tia lly  a corresp on d en ce  th eo ry  o f  truth. S ee a lso , DI.  1. 16a9jjf, 
M et .  r . 7. 1 0 1 1 b 2 5 ^ f, and ©. 10. 1 0 5 1 a 3 4 -b l5 . For a u sefu l d isc u ss io n  o f  t h e s e  
tex ts , see  W hitaker, 1996: 25 -3 4 .
56 K irw an ’s translation; see  Kirwan, 1993: 7 2 .
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w hich are in fac t com bined, and it is false i f  it asserts t h e

co m b in a tio n  of th ings w hich are in fact d iv ided , and (c) in  a

c o n tra d ic to ry  pair, the negation  is true if it asserts  the d iv is ion  o f

things w hich  are in fact divided, and it is false i f  it asserts t h e

division o f  things w hich  are in  fac t combined.

To see how all this rela tes to the a rg um en t for fatalism, w e 

need to go back to 18a35-9 . As we have seen, in  this passage  t h e  

S tag irite 's  op ponen t claim s that i f  A  asserts that F p , and B  a s s e r t s

that ~ F p ,  then it is necessary that one of them is saying what is t r u e .

In o ther  words, the c la im  is this: given the fact tha t R C P  holds o f

future singulars, it fo llow s that in a con trad ic to ry  pair, such as 'Fp - 

’~ F p ' ,  one m em ber m ust be true (and the other false). W hat I w o u l d  

like to suggest here  is tha t the d iscussion  in the nex t few lines, viz .  

1 8 b l-5 ,  very  m uch like the d iscussion in M et .  E. 4. 1 0 2 7 b l8 -2 ,  is

designed  to establish  the fo llow ing:
(1 ) R C P  holds o f  sta tem en ts w h ich  bear on the p resen t. In o t h e r  
w ords, o f  a pair o f  c o n tr a d ic to r ie s , w here th ese  are sta tem en ts a b o u t  
w hat is, it m ust be the ca se  that one m em ber is true (and the o t h e r  
fa ls e )  [ l8 b 4 -5 ] .
(2) Let us c o n s id e r  the pair o f  co n tra d ic to r ie s  'x  is w hite' - 'x is n o t
w h ite' — both o f  w h ich  bear on the p resen t. In a pair o f
c o n tr a d ic to r ie s  like th is, the co n d itio n s  for the a p p o r tio n m en t o f  t h e  
truth values, v i z .  T ru e/F a lse , have as fo llo w s:

(a) If it is true to say that x  is w hite, then it m ust be the ca se  t h a t
.t and w h ite  are som eh ow  com bined  [ I 8 a 3 9 -b l] ,
(b) If it is true to say that x  is not w hite, then it must be the c a s e
that x  and w h ite  are d iv id ed  [1 8 a 3 9 -b l] .
(c) If it is fa lse  to say that x  is w hite, then it must be the c a s e
that jc and w h ite  are d iv id ed  [ 18 b 2 -3 ].
(d) If it is fa lse  to say that x  is not w hite, then it must be the c a s e
that x  and w h ite  are com bined  [1 8b 2-3 ].

Furtherm ore, I w ould like to suggest that the a rg u m e n t which l e a d s

from  the above to the conclusion  that ev e ry th in g  happens o f

necess ity  (18b5-7) conta ins a couple of om itted  steps. First, t h e
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conditions for the ap p o rtionm en t o f  tru th  values am ong  a pair o f  

fu ture  con trad ic to ries , are the sam e as the ones for p r e s e n t  

con trad ic to ries . That is to say, fu tu re  s ta tem en ts , like p r e s e n t  

sta tem ents, fall un de r  the purview  o f  the co rre sp o n d en ce  theory  o f  

truth outlined  in DI. 9 and M et .  E. 4. Second, if  this m uch  is r i g h t  

then a fu ture  s ta te m e n t  may be said to be true, p r o v i d e d  that i t

co rresponds to a truth maker, nam ely, the c o m b in a t io n  or t h e

division o f  certain  things in the world. Now, if it is indeed  the c a s e  

that R C P  holds o f  future singulars, then it follows that o f  a 

con trad ic to ry  pa ir  such as 'Fp' and '~Fp' one m em b er  m u s t  be t r u e  

(and the other false). Let us suppose that 'Fp' is the m em b er  o f t h e  

contradiction w hich is true. W hat does it mean to say that a c e r t a in  

s ta tem en t is true? As was just  noted, it means tha t it c o r r e s p o n d s  

to a certa in  fact. Obviously, in the case of 'Fp' the tru th  m aker is 

some future state o f  affairs. And clearly, what the re q u ire m e n ts  fo r  

truth entail, is that the truth m aker for 'Fp' c anno t fail to o b ta in

once we are given the truth o f  'Fp'.

To spell things out a bit, my proposal is tha t in 1 8 a 3 4 - b 9  

A risto tle 's  o pp o n en t argues as follows. If R C P  applies to f u t u r e  

singulars, then it m ust be the case that in a pair o f  c o n t r a d ic to r i e s  

such as 'Fp' - '~Fp', one m em ber is true and the o ther is fa lse .  

Future s ta tem en ts , like present s ta tem en ts  fall u n d e r  the p u r v i e w  

o f  the correspondence theory of truth described earlie r  on. This l a s t  

point has some serious im plications concern ing  the nature  o f  t h e

future. As was ju s t  indicated, if  R C P  holds of fu ture  singulars , t h e n  

one o f  the m em bers o f the pair 'Fp' - '~Fp' m u s t  be true. W hat th is
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m eans is that there are  fu tu re  truths. In  turn, this entails tha t i f

'Fp '  is the member o f  the  con trad ic t ion  w h ich  is true, then it c a n n o t

fail to correspond to a fu tu re  fact. I f  we re fu se  to accept this m u c h ,  

then w e cannot p laus ib ly  m ain tain  that 'Fp '  is true. In other w o r d s ,  

the fa ta lis t 's  view is this. The ap p licab ili ty  o f  R C P  to f u t u r e

s ingu lars  guarantees tha t on e  of 'Fp' and ' -F p '  is true. Suppose t h a t  

it is 'F p ' which is true. I f  w e  are to say tha t this s ta tem en t  is t r u e ,  

then w e  have to accept th a t  it m ust c o rre sp o n d  to som e future  fac t .

And to accept this is to accep t that the tru th  m ak e r  for 'Fp' c a n n o t

fail to obtain. Hence, the fata list concludes, on the basis o f  t h e

above one may go ahead  and assert that: '... no th ing  either is or is

hap p en in g , or will be o r  will not be, by chance  or as chance has it,

bu t every th ing  of n e ce ss i ty '.57

B efore  I close the d iscussion  o f  18a34-b9, I need  to de liver  o n  

a p ro m ise  made ea r l ie r  on. That is, I have to show that t h e  

in te rp re ta t ion  o f  this p a ssa g e  suggested here  is m ore  p lausib le  t h a n  

the ones put fo rw ard  by  Gaskin and Sorabji. Let us begin w i t h  

Gaskin. According to Gaskin, the key p rem iss  in the f a t a l i s t ' s  

a rgum ent is that o f  the necessity  o f the present. It seem s, h o w e v e r ,

57 N aturally , the issue that a r ises here is this. If the fa ta list's  c o n c lu s io n  is to  
go th ro u g h , viz.  the c la im  that e v e r y t h i n g  w ill be o f  n e c e s s ity , then it m u s t  
be the ca se  that: for e v e r y  fu tu re even t, there ex ists  a re lev a n t pair o f
con trad ictory  statem ents. B u t, is it p lau sib le for on e to a ssu m e that there a r e  
(u tte r a n c e s  of) such c o n tr a d ic to r ie s  for ev ery  fu tu re state o f  a ffa irs?  T h e  
fa ta list's  in s is te n c e  that th e  a p p lic a b ility  o f  R C P  to fu ture s i n g u l a r s  
g u a r a n te e s  the fix ity  o f  all  fu tu re  even ts, see e .g . 1 8 b l4 -1 5 , su g g ests  that h e  
w ants to a n sw er  this q u e stio n  in the a ff ir m a tiv e . A s w e w ill see in part V ,  
th o u g h , h is v iew  is not that for  every  future e v e n t  th ere is in e x is te n c e  a 
r e le v a n t pair o f future s in g u la r  sta tem en ts. R ather, h is p o s it io n  is that t h e  
a p p lic a b ili ty  o f  R C P  to su ch  sta tem en ts  sh ow s that i f  on e w ere to ex a m in e  a 
pair o f  s ta tem en ts  such as 'Fp' - '-Fp',  then one w ou ld  see  that the r e l e v a n t  
sta te  o f  a ffa irs is n ow  u n p rev en ta b le .
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that there is no th ing  in 18a34-b9  which in d ica te s  th a t  the f a t a l i s t  

makes use o f  the claim  that the present is n e ce ssa ry .  In  fact, in h is

account o f  DI.  9 Gaskin m akes  no a ttem pt to f ind  such  a c laim  in

18a34-b9. T he  way he im ports  this p rem iss in  his in te rp re ta t io n  is 

via  c o n s tru in g  19a23-4 as giving us a s ta te m e n t  o f  this th e s is .58 

Hence, g iven  Gaskin's inab il i ty  to find a s ta te m e n t  o f  this thesis in  

18a34-b9, I w ould like to subm it that his su g g e s t io n  is (at b e s t )  

problem atic. As far as Sorabji's suggestion is co n ce rn e d , it seem s to

me that there  is no ev idence  w h a tsoeve r  w hich  m ay be c ited  in its

support. P u ta tive ly , the p lace  where the p ast seem s to creep in to  

the fa ta lis t 's  f irst a rg u m en t is 18b 1 -2: 'and i f  it  is w hite  or is n o t  

white, then it w a s  true to say or deny this'/icai d  cam. Xcukov r\ ou

Xcukou, dAT)0es‘ nv 4>avca f| drro<j)avai..59 H ow ever, as was in d ic a te d

earlier on, v iz .  fn. 41, the text should be e m e n d e d  to read: Ka\ d  I a n

XeuKou h ou Xcukou, ouXnOls- n n aTTo4>ai/oa. T he  reason  I th ink  th e

second read ing  is the co rrec t one, is the m ate r ia l  in 18b2-3. As w e  

have seen, in these lines A ris to tle  states that: i f  it is no t the case  

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

that x  is F, then  it is not the case that x  is F. G iven  that this is th e

conten t o f  18b2-3, then it is reasonable  to a ssu m e  that 1 8 a 3 9 - b 2  

states the pa ra lle l  case for true statements: i f  it is true  to say that x 

is/is not F,  then  it must be the case that x  is/is no t F ;  and, i f  it is th e

case that x  is /is  not F, then it is true to say th a t  x  is /n o t  F. But, to

get this out o f  18a39-b2, we need to read  1 8 b l - 2  as s u g g e s te d  

above. T hat is, we need to read  it as saying that: 'if  it is [the c a se

58 S ee G askin 1995: ch. 4. I w ill com e back to this poin t in part V I .
59 S ee , for ex a m p le , A ckrill's translation  in A ckrill, 1963: 50 .
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that it is] white or not white, then it is e ither true  to say or to d e n y

this'. In short, m y position is that there  is only one poin t w here  w e

m ay say tha t the past enters into the fa ta lis t 's  (first) a r g u m e n t ;

namely, nv at 18b2.60 As was ju s t  explained, though, the text m a k e s

m ore sense i f  instead  o f  nv a t 18b2 we read r]. Obviously, if  t h i s

suggestion  is adop ted  then 18a34-b9  does not seem  to contain a n y

refe rence  to the past. Hence, I w ould  like to su b m it  that S o ra b j i 's

p roposal lacks the required tex tual support.

T im e now to turn to the fatalist 's  second a rgum en t w h ic h

comes in the passage  18b9-16:
[ 1 8 b 9 ]  A g a in , i f  it is w h ite [1 0 ]  now  it was true to say ear lier  that i t  
w ould  be w hite; so that it w as a lw ays true [1 1 ]  to say o f  a n y th in g  t h a t  
has happened  that it w ould  be so ( i n  e l e c m  Xcukov vGv, a X i^ e s  i|v  e l r r e i v  
rrp o x ep o v  dm  'ia Tax. XeuKov, tucr-re d e l  aXiiSe? n v  e ln e t v  o n o u v  t G j v  y e v o p sv a w  oVi 
i a n v  h e o r a i ) .  But i f  it was a lw ays [1 2 ] true to say  that it was so , o r
w ould be so , it could not not be so , [1 3 ] or not be g o in g  to be so ( e l  6 ’ d e l
dXnSes- rw e l n e l v  o n  i a n v  r\ earax., o u x  o lo v  Te t o u t o  pr| e lva i. o u 6 e  pf) 
e c r e o G a i ) .  B ut i f  som ething cannot not happen it is im p o ss ib le  for it n o t  
to [1 4 ]  happen; and i f  it is im p o ss ib le  for so m eth in g  not to happen it is  
n e c e ssa r y  for it to happen  (o  oe  ph o lo v  Te ph  yeve'crQca, d d u v a T o v  ph
yevecrQ at- o 6k  a o u i'a T o v  p f| yeve'crSai., dvayKT) y ev e 'aS a i.) . E v ery th in g  [1 5 ]  t h a t  
wil l  be, therefore, happens n ecessa r ily  (d 'n a v T a  o u v  r a  e o o p e v a  d v a y K a lo v  
y e v e 'o Q a i ) .  So n o th in g  w ill co m e about as ch a n c e  has it [1 6 ]  or b y 
chance; for i f  by chance, not o f  n ecessity  (o u 6 e v  a p a  o n o r e p  ’ e r u x e v  o u S e  
d n o  tuxtiS” e l  y a p  a n d  T u x n ? . o v K avayKTis’).

The pr im a  f a c i e  evidence ind icates that in this passage  the f a t a l i s t  

d o e s  m ake use o f  the necessity o f  the past. In particular, the textual 

ev idence from  18b9-14 appears  to indicate  that the f a t a l i s t 's  

position is this: i f  x  is now white, then it was true to say earlier t h a t  

x would be w hite; the past is necessary; g iven the past (and t h u s

necessary) tru th  o f our p red ic tion , it follows tha t x  could not h a v e

failed to be white.

60 It should  be noted  that fjv at 18b2 has long been  su sp ec ted  o f  b e in g  a 
corruption o f  rf. For further details on this point, see  G askin , 1995: 27, and esp . 
fn. 15.
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W hat seem s to tell aga inst this reconstruc tion  o f  18b9-14  is 

the m ate r ia l  in  1 8 b l4 -6 . U nder the reading ou tlined  above, 1 8 b 9 -  

14 turns out be an a rgum ent to the effect that the past (and t h u s  

necessary) tru th  o f a p red ic tion  w hich has a lready  occurred , a n d  

which re la tes  to a state of affa irs  that obtains now, ren ders  th i s  

state o f  affa irs necessary -- in the sense that it could no t have f a i l e d  

to obtain. T h e  problem  is that in  18b 14-5 A ristotle  goes on to s t a t e  

that given w h a t  was jus t  said, viz-  18b9-14, it follows t h a t  

'every th in g  th a t  will be ... h app en s  necessarily '.  It shou ld  be c le a r ,  

how ever, tha t i f  we accept the suggested  reading o f 18b9-14 t h e n  

the s ta ted  conclusion  does not follow. Under the r e c o n s t r u c t i o n  

outlined here, all this passage can  be said to es tab lish  is that t h e  

p resen t sta tes o f affairs are n e ce ssa ry  — again, in the sense t h a t  

their o ccu rren ce  could not have been  prevented.

Given w ha t was noted above, I think that it is p lausib le  to  

assum e that in 1 8 b 9 j j fw e  get an a rgu m en t which p icks things u p  

from where they  were left off  in 18a34-b9. W hat I m ean  by this is 

that the fa ta lis t 's  in tention  in 18b9-16  is to argue as follows: If  a 

prediction is true, regard less o f w h e th e r  this p red ic tio n  rela tes to a 

state o f  affa irs  that obtains now  or to a still la ter s ta te  of a f fa i r s ,  

then the p re d ic te d  event cannot fail to obtain. In o th er  words, m  y 

suggestion  is tha t 18b9-16 is a  con tinuation  of the d iscuss ion  in  

18a34-b9 w h ich  is in tended to m ake the follow ing point. I f  a 

p red ic tion  is to be said to be true, then  the p red ic ted  even t c a n n o t  

fail to obtain , rega rd less  of w hen, in rela tion to the abso lu te  n o w , 

either the p red ic tion  or that even t occurs.
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I f  the su gges tion  made above is accepted, then we can s e e  

that, despite  a p p ea ra n c es  to the con tra ry , the n e c e ss i ty  o f  the p a s t  

does no t en ter  into the second fa ta lis t  a rg um en t.  To be m o r e  

specific, my p roposa l  is that in 18b 9-14  Aristotle m ay be taken to  

be saying  that: o f  two con trad ic to ry  p red ic tions w h ich  have a l r e a d y  

occu rred , and w hich  relate  to a p re se n t  state o f  affa irs , one m u s t  

have been true and  the other false (by  R C P ) ;  g iven that one of t h e s e  

p red ic tio n s  was in d ee d  true, then  its tru th  m ak e r ,  w hich  o b ta in s

now, could not have  failed to obtain; i f  it was po ss ib le  for its t r u t h  

m a k e r  to fail to obta in , then we w ould  not have been  able to s a y  

that the prediction was true. W hat we also need to keep in mind a t  

this po in t is that the fatalist has it tha t a parallel line o f  r e a s o n in g  

app lies  to con trad ic to ry  predictions w hich  relate to a  fu ture  state o f  

affa irs  (18a34-b9). It seems, then, that the fa ta lis t 's  position  is t h a t  

(a) the app licab ili ty  o f  R C P  to c o n tra d ic to ry  p red ic tio n s  c o n c e rn in g  

p re se n t  states o f  affa irs shows that the presen t states o f a f f a i r s  

w ere  (p re - )d e te rm in e d ,  and (b) the  app licab ili ty  o f  R C P  to

p red ic tio n s  conce rn in g  future even ts shows that the  fu ture  is a lso  

fixed. On the basis o f (a)-(b), I w ould  like to subm it,  the f a t a l i s t  

goes on  to assert that ’... nothing will com e about as chance  has it o r  

by chance', because o f  a n y  two c o n tra d ic to ry  p red ic tio ns , r e g a r d l e s s  

o f w h e th e r  these re la te  to p resen t o r fu ture  s ta te s  of affairs, o n e  

is /w as true and the  o ther false.6 1

W hat rem ains  to be seen is how  Aristotle re sp o n d s  to t h e

argum ent(s) for fatalism . Before w e do this, how ever, we have to go

61 S e e  fn. 57.
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over the S tagirite 's  d iscussion  of a certa in  a ttem p t to reso lve  t h i s  

p rob lem  (18b 16-25), and some fu r the r  com m ents  on the f a t a l i s t  

p o s i t io n  (1 8 b 2 6 -1 9 a 6 ) .

I V .  A  f i r s t  a t t e m p t  t  o r e b u t  f a t a l i s m :

In DI. 9. 1 8 b l7 -2 5 ,  Aristotle rejects one possible an sw er  to  

the threat o f  fatalism. To be more specific, in this passage he s t a t e s  

th a t :
[ 1 8 b  17]  Nor, h o w e v e r , can we say that n e ith e r  is true — that it [18 ]  
neither w ill  be nor w ill not be so. For, fir s t ly , th ou gh  the a f f i r m a t i o n  
is [19] fa lse  the n eg a tio n  is not true, and th ou gh  the n eg a tio n  is f a l s e  
the [20]  a ff ir m a tio n , on this v iew , is not true. M oreover, i f  it [2 1 ]  i s  
true to say that so m e th in g  is w h ite and la rg e , both have to hold o f  it ,
and i f  [2 2 ]  true that th ey  w ill hold tom orrow , they  will have to h o l d
tom orrow ; and i f  it n e ith er  w ill be [ 2 3 ]  nor w ill not be the c a s e
tom orrow , then there is no 'as ch a n ce  has it'. Take [24] a sea battle: i t  
w ou ld  h a v e  n eith er to happen nor [25]  n ot to happen.

W hat seem s to be su ff ic ien tly  clear is tha t in 1 8 b l7 -1 8  A r i s to t l e

proposes to cons id er  the suggestion th a t  the fatalist m ay b e

answ ered  if we assum e that both m em bers  o f  an an tiphasis  o f

future singulars are false. Putatively , if  this suggestion is a c c e p te d ,

then one m ay b lock  the key prem iss in the a rgum en t for f a ta l i s m ,

namely, the claim  that R C P  holds o f  fu tu re  singulars. As t h e

Stagirite goes on to point out, however, there  are two problem s w i t h

this proposal. First, if  the affirm ation  is false and the nega tion  is

also false, then the ob jec tion  at hand leads to con trad ic tion  ( 1 8 b 1 8 -

20). Consider, for exam ple, the contradictory pair [si =] There w ill be

a sea battle  tom orrow ' -  [SB =] T h e re  w ill not be a sea b a t t l e

tom orrow '. If  both Si a n d  SB are false, then  it follows that (a) it  is

true that a sea battle  will not take place tom orrow , and (b) it is a ls o

true that a sea battle  will take place tom orrow . This is c learly  a
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contradiction. Second, if  we go ahead and assum e tha t both  A a n d  B 

are false, then the fatalist's conclusion  follows a n y w a y  ( 1 8 b 2 0 - 5 ) .  

That is to say, the 'a rgum ent from  truth to necess ity  (falsity  to  

im possib ility ) w ould  still hold, and it would be n e c e s s a r y  for th e  

even t both not to happen and not not to happen ' (Ackrill, 1963 : 

13 7 ) .62

To sum -up, it appears tha t Aristotle thinks tha t  s t ip u la t in g  

that both m em bers o f an antiphasis o f future singulars are false w ill  

not do to rebut the argument(s) for fatalism. As we w ill see in w h a t  

follows, he will p roceed to suggest a d ifferent ob jec tion  to fa ta l i sm . 

Before he does this, however, he will add a few more co m m ents  o n  

his opponent's  thesis.

V. M o r e  o n f a t a l i s m :

Perhaps the least co m m en ted  on part of DI. 9 is the p a s s a g e

18b26-19a6. In his notes on the chapter, Ackrill devotes only a f e w

lines to this passage. Similarly, in W hitaker's recen t study  of th e

book  18b26-19a6 receives very  little  attention.63

In 18b26-19a6 , A risto tle  p resen ts  a d iscussion  w hich  is

in tended  to fu rther  elucidate the fatalist 's thesis. L et us see h o w

this d iscussion goes:
[ 1 8 b 2 6 ]  T hese and others lik e  them  are the ab su rd ities that fo llo w  [2 7 ]  
i f  it is n ecessary , for every  affirm ation  and n egation  e ith e r  about [2 8 ]  
u n iv ersa ls  sp ok en  o f  u n iv er sa lly  or about p articu lars, [2 9 ]  that one o f  
the opposites be true and the other fa lse , and that n oth in g  [3 0 ]  o f  w h a t  
happ en s is as ch a n ce  has it, but e v e r y th in g  [3 1 ]  is and h ap p en s o f  
n e c e ss ity . So there w ould  be no need to d elib era te  [3 2 ]  or to t a k e  
trouble (thinking that i f  w e do th is, this w ill happen , [3 3 ]  but i f  w e do

62 For further details on the a n a ly s is  o f  1 8 b l7 -2 5  outlined  a b o v e , see  A c k r i l l ,  
1963: 135, 137. S ee  also the d iscussion  in G askin, 1995: 28-9 , and esp . fn. 22.
63 S ee A ckrill, 1963: 137, and W hitaker, 1996: 118-9.
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not, it w ill n ot). For there is n oth in g  to prevent som eon e’s [3 4 ]  h a v i n g  
said ten th ou sand  years b e fo r eh a n d  that th is w ou ld  be the c a se , a n d  
another's h av in g  [ 3 5 ]  den ied  it; so th at w h ic h e v e r  o f  the tw o w a s t r u e  
to [3 6 ]  say then , w ill be the case  o f  n e c e s s ity . Nor, o f  co u rse , d o es i t  
m ake any d if fe r e n c e  w h eth er  any p eo p le  uttered [ 3 7 ]  t h e  
co n tra d ic to ry  sta tem en ts  or not (dXXa h t f  °u6e t o u t o  6utcj>€p€i., ex T r u s s -  

e ln o v  t t | v  a u T i ( j ) a c a v  i i  p.f| s u t o v ) .  For clearly th is is how  the actu a l t h i n g s  
[3 8 ]  are even  i f  so m eo n e  did not affirm  it and another deny it (SfjXov y a p  
o n  o u t o ) ?  T<* T T p a y p a T a ,  K a v  pf| o p . € v  K a T a < b r ia T )  n  o 6« diro<j>T)CTTi). For it is
not [3 9 ]  becau se o f  the affirm ing or d e n y in g  that it w ill be or w ill  n o t  
be the case , nor is it a q u estio n  [ 1 9 a l ]  o f  ten th o u sa n d  y e a r s  
b efo reh a n d  rather than any o th er tim e (ou6€ yap  6uz t o  K aT a^aQ fjvar r[ 
dno(J>a0fjvai ear ax n  o u k  earai, ou6 ’ ex$ pupioaTov C T O S ' paXXov f |  kv o t t o c t c u o u v  

xpo 'vu j). H ence, i f  in the w hole [2 ] o f  tim e things w ere so that on e or t h e  
oth er was true, it w as n ecessary  [3 ] fo r  this to happen, and fo r  th e s t a t e
o f  things a lw ays to be su ch  [4 ] that e v e r y th in g  that h app en s h a p p e n s
o f  n ec e ss ity  ( u f c r T  ’ e l kv a n a v n  T u i x p o * 71̂  o u t c o s  elxev w o t s  t o  erepov 
dXT)0€ueCT0ai., avayK alov rj v t o u t o  yeveoQax, Kal c k o c t t o v  t u v  yevopevaiv d e l  o u t c j s  

ex€i.v dknre kt, dvayKris' yeve 'aO ai). For w hat a n y o n e  has tru ly  sa id  [5 ]
w ou ld  be the ca se  ca n n o t not happ en ; and o f  w hat happens it w as [6 ]
alw ays true to say that it w ould be the case  (o Te yap dXtiGcjs etne' t i j  o n
la T a i, oux °^°1' Te M-h yeveaGai- Kal t o  yevdpevov aXriGes' nv e ln e tv  d e l  o t t . 

l o T a i ) .

In the  first few lines o f  this passage, v i z .  18b26-31, A risto tle  te lls  us 

tha t  from  the un iversa l  app licab ili ty  o f RCP,  and the e n s u i n g

a b sen c e  of contingency, there  seem to follow certain  ' a b s u r d i t i e s '  

( a T o n a ) .64 The rest o f  the passage, 1 8 b 3  1^f, e labora tes  on this c la im  

and  in  the process adds som e new com m ents  on fatalism.

The first new co m m en t on fa ta lism  com es in 18b31-6 . I n  

these  lines, the S tag irite  explains that the fa ta lis t 's  thesis has s o m e  

im p lica tio n s  for hum an  action. As he notes, if  it is indeed the c a s e

th a t  ev e ry th in g  hap pens  o f  necessity , then there  is no n eed  to

d e l ib e ra te  about any th ing . To be m ore  specific, the point A r i s t o t l e  

is t ry in g  to make here  is this. D e libe ra tion  is about what is in o u r  

p ow er, and it depends on the o p enness  o f  a lte rn a tive  co u rses  o f

64 A p p a r e n tly , A r isto tle  th in k s that the a b su rd ity  that fo llo w s from  t h e
fa ta lis t  p osition  is that d elib era tion  is fu tile . In other w ords, it seem s th at Vd 
p.ev of| aup(3alvouTa oToua touto  refers to the m ateria l in 1 8 b 3 1 /jf  and n o t to
so m e  p rev iou s d iscussion . S ee  a lso  A ckrill, 1963: 137.
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a c t io n .65 T he  fatalist, ho w ever ,  m aintains th a t  no th ing  p r e v e n t s  

som eone hav ing  pred ic ted  ten thousand years ago that I will d o  

som eth ing , and som eone else having p red ic te d  the o p p o s i te .  

Pu ta tive ly , i f  this is the case, and given that R C P  a p p l i e s  

un iversa lly , then my action  (or its opposite) can no t fail to c o m e  

a b o u t .66 Thus, Aristotle's fata lis t goes on to claim , i f  it is indeed  t h e

case that the future  is not open  then it follows that d e lib e ra t io n  is

futile. A nd this conclusion, the Stagirite has a lready  told us, is  

p a te n tly  a b su rd  (1 8 b 2 6 -3 1).

As w e have just  seen, the fatalist holds tha t o f  any pa ir  o f  

contrad ic tory  predictions concern ing  human action  one m ust be t r u e  

and the o ther false; given that this is the case, then it follows that all 

hum an  actions are necessa ry  — in the sense  that they a r e

u n p r e v e n t a b l e . 67 In 18b36-8 , however, A ris to tle  goes on to a d d ,  

again propr ia  v o c e , that the fatalist 's posit ion  would not b e

ham pered  even if nobody 'u t te red ' (el-nov) the re le v a n t  s t a t e m e n t s .  

That is to say, the claim is tha t the inev itab ili ty  o f  my action, let u s 

say, g o ing /n o t going to the sw im m ing  pool la te r  on today, is n o t  

d e p en d e n t  on w hether som e people have u t te red  the r e l e v a n t  

c o n tra d ic to ry  s ta tem en ts .

65 For m ore d eta ils  on A r isto tle 's  v iew s on d e lib e ra tio n , see  N i c h o m a c h  e a n  
Ethics (NE)  r .  3, and esp. !I1 3 b 3 -2 2 .
66 The fa ta list argu m en t here is e s s e n t ia lly  the sam e as the on e in 1 8 a 3 4 - b 9 .  
T here is n o th in g  w hich  p reven ts A h a v in g  pred icted  ten  th ou san d  years a g o  
that I w ill go  sw im m in g  today, and B h a v in g  p red icted  that I w ill not. G i v e n  
the fact that R C P  applies u n r e s tr ic te d ly , it fo llo w s that on e o f  them  m u s t  b e  
right. S u p p ose that A is right. I f  th is is the case, then  m y action  ca n n o t f a i l  
to co m e about.
67 S ee  fns 57 and 66.
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The question  we need to consider  here is how  w e are to  

un d ers tan d  the m ate r ia l  in 18b36-8. The d iscussion in 1 8 a 2 8 - b 3 6  

shows that the fa ta list 's  a rgum ent takes its start from  certa in  fa c ts  

about language and truth: if R C P  applies to future  s ingulars , a n d  

given the truth conditions for s ta tem en ts  such as 'Fp' - '~Fp', then i t  

follows that the fu ture  is fixed. N evertheless , in 18b36-8  A r is to t le  

tells us that the fa ta lis t  takes it that the future is fixed even  if no  

one has u tte red  the re levan t s ta tem en ts .  In o ther  words, t h e  

fata list m ain ta ins  that a fu ture  state of affairs JL is (n o w )  

determ ined, even i f  there are no re lev an t con trad ic to ry  s t a t e m e n t s .  

Does this tell against our reco nstruc tio n  o f  18a28-b36?  In 1 8 b 3  8 -  

19a3, Aristotle tells us that the fata lis t 's  position is rough ly  th is .  

Suppose that things in the world are an d /o r  have been  such t h a t  

make it so that one o f  'Fp' - '~Fp' is true and the o ther  false ( 1 9 a l -  

2). Furtherm ore , suppose  that these p re s e n t /p a s t  cond itions  m a k e  

it necessary that 'Fp '  is the m em ber o f  the antiphasis w h ich  is t r u e .  

If  this much is right, then it is necessa ry  for the state  o f  affairs A, 

which is described by 'Fp',  to come about (19a2-3). In o ther  w o rd s ,  

it seems that the fata list 's  view is this. There are ce r ta in  p r e s e n t  

and past state o f affairs which necess ita te  the com ing  to be of a 

future state o f affa irs A. Naturally, the puzzle we are faced  with a t  

this point is w h e th e r  the n e ce ss i ta r ian is t  of DI. 9 is not really  a 

logical fatalist, but a causal d e te rm in is t  whose view s are akin to  

those exam ined in M e t .  E. 3. M ore specifically, the question  is 

w he ther  at I8b36/jf Aristotle 's opponent makes a sudden  sh if t  in h is  

line o f  argumentation. The answer, I think, is to be found  in: (a) t h e
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claim  o f  18b36-8 that the fu tu re  even t SI is fixed even  if  nobody h a s  

u tte red  the re levan t co n tra d ic to ry  sta tem ents, and  (b) the p h r a s i n g  

o f  19a 1-3 — dxTTe ei ev a-navm. tc5 outojs- e lx€V ukrre to eTepov

aXT]0€U€cr0at, avayK atov rjv touto yeveaSar. It is c lear  enough that t h e  

th eo r is t  o f  DI. 9 holds that w h a t necessita tes the fu tu re  even t is  

not the  fact that some people  uttered the s ta tem en ts  'Fp' - '~Fp', b u t  

ce r ta in  (p resen t and/or) pas t causal conditions ( outws- elx^v dxrre ...). 

D espite  ap p ea rances  to the con tra ry , though, this m uch does n o t  

nu llify  the argum ent constructed  in 18a28-b36. T he ev idence  f r o m  

1 9 a l-3  suggests that the p o in t A ristotle 's o p p o n e n t  is try ing  to  

make is this. The causal cond itions  which n ecess i ta te  the com ing  to  

be o f  the fu ture  event si, m ake  it also necessary  that one o f  'Fp' - 

'~Fp' is true and the other false. And, a lthough the fixity o f  t h e  

fu ture  is not dependen t on the existence of these  s ta tem en ts ,  t h e  

fact rem a in s  that: there are cond itions  in the w orld  which m ake  i t  

necessary  that the future even t SI will come about; this m uch e n t a i l s  

that o f  the two sta tem ents  'Fp' - '~Fp' one is (of necess ity )  true a n d  

the o ther  false; hence, if  we w ere  to examine this pa ir  o f s t a t e m e n t s  

we w ou ld  see that the future is (now) fixed.68

68 For a n o th er  attem pt to c o n n e c t  the argum ent o f  DI.  9 w ith  the m a t e r i a l  
con tra  cau sa l determ inism  in M e t .  E. 3, see  W hite, 1981; esp . 2 3 6ff.  [T here a r e  
tw o related  points w hich I w ould  lik e  to n o te  here. First, W h ite finds s u p p o r t  
for the c la im  that there is a co n n ectio n  betw een  DI.  9 and M e t .  E. 3 in 1 9 a 3 2 -3 5  
— he n ev er  m entions the m ateria l in 18b 36-38 . It is not c lea r  at all, t h o u g h ,  
that at !9 a 3 2 -3 5  A risto tle  is tr y in g  to p resen t an a rg u m en t c o n tr a  c a u s a l  
d ete rm in ism ; see the d iscu ss io n  in  the latter half o f  part V I .  And s e c o n d ,  
W hite tak es it that the Stagirite m akes no d istin ctio n  b e tw e en  lo g ica l f a t a l i s m  
and ca u sa l d eterm in ism . That is, he takes it that DI. 9 g iv e s  us a n o t h e r  
a rg u m en t a g a in st causal d e te rm in ism . It is my in te n tio n , h o w ev e r , to s h o w  
that the d isc u ss io n  in 19a6_/jfis s t ill fo c u ssed  against the a rg u m en t o f  1 8 a 3 4 -  
b9; vi z .  an argum ent w hich  takes its start from  the c la im  that RC P  a p p lie s  to  
fu ture s in g u la r s , w ithout any fu rth er  co n sid era tio n  o f  the reasons t h a t
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To sum up, the suggestion  here  is tha t A risto tle 's  o p p o n e n t  

acknow ledg es  that the reason  R C P  holds o f  future s in g u la rs  a r e  

c e r ta in  presen t an d /o r  past causal conditions. This m uch, h o w e v e r ,  

does not upset the line o f  reasoning in  18a28-b36 . As we h av e  j u s t  

seen , the material in  18b36 f f  may be construed  as follows. It is n o t  

the  fac t that som ebo dy  has u tte red  'Fp' and som ebody  else  h a s  

u t te re d  '~Fp' that m akes the future fixed. Rather, the fix ity  o f  t h e  

fu tu re  is the resu lt  o f  certain  p r e s e n t /p a s t  causal c o n d i t io n s .  

N ev erth e less ,  this fact about reality  m akes it also n e ce ssa ry  t h a t  

R C P  holds of fu ture  singulars . Hence, the fata list tells us, i f  o n e  

w ere  to consider a pa ir  o f  future statements such as 'Fp '  - '~Fp', t h e n  

one  w ould  readily see that the future is fixed. And, I w ould  like to  

suggest, the focus o f  A ris to tle 's  d iscussion  in DI.  9 is an a r g u m e n t  

tha t takes its start from  the claim that R C P  applies u n iv e rsa l ly ,  viz .  

the  argum ent o f 18a34-b9, w ithout any fu rther  co n s id e ra tio n  o f  t h e  

reasons  that pu tatively  ju s t ify  this claim .

W ith  the rem arks o f  18b26-19a6 , A ris to tle  also signals  tha t i t  

is tim e to turn to the refu ta tion  o f  his oppon en t 's  views. In  the l a s t  

pa rt  o f  the chapter, we will see how the S tagirite  goes a b o u t  th i s  

t a s k .

V I .  T h e  R e f u t a t i o n  o f  F a t a l i s m :

Aristo tle 's  re sp o n se  to the fata list com es in two s tre tc h es  o f  

text. In 19a7-22, we get a kind of r e d u c t i o  a rg u m en t a g a i n s t

(a lle g e d ly )  ju stify  this c la im . To be more sp ec ific , in  part V I  I w ill arg u e  t h a t  
the S ta g ir ite  u n d erm in es the fata list's p o s itio n  w ith ou t im p o r tin g  a n y  
argu m en ts d irected  a g a in st ca u sa l determ in ism . F or further d is c u s s io n  o f  t h e  
c o n n e c t io n  betw een  DI.  9 and M et .  E. 3, see  chapter 5.]
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fata lism . A nd  in  19a23-b4, the S tag irite  finally explains w h a t  is t h e  

co rrec t view to hold  on the issue tha t has given rise to fa ta lism ; v iz .  

the a p p o r t io n m e n t  o f  truth va lues am ong the m e m b e rs  o f

antiphases o f  fu ture  singulars. I w ill  exam ine  these two p a ssa g es  i n  

t u r n .

In 19a7-22 , the Stagirite lau nches  his attack on fa ta l ism  a s

fo llow s:
[ 1 9 a 7 ]  B ut what i f  this is im p o ss ib le ?  For w e see that w h at w ill  be [8 ]  
has an o r ig in  both in d e lib e r a tio n  and in action, [9 ] and that, i n
gen eral, in th ings that are not ev e r -a c tiv e  there is the c a p a c ity  [1 0 ]  o f  
b eing  and n ot b eing; here both p o s s ib i l i t ie s  are open, both  b e in g  [1 1 ]  
and not b e in g , and, con seq u en tly , both  co m in g  to be and n o t c o m in g  to  
be (opc3p€v y£p  o n  ecm.v apxn T ( 5 v  ecropev&jv Kal ano  toG |3ouX€U€CT6ai. Kal a iro  
tou  npd£a£ n ,  Kal o n  0 X109  e o n v  k v  T0 I 9  (j l t ) d e l evepyouar to  SuvaTov e l  v a t
Kal n-fj, ev 0 I 9  apcjxo e vSe'xeTat Kal t o  e l v a t Kal to  pi) e tv a t, wcttc Kal t o
yeve'aGat Kat to pi) yeve'aG at). [1 2 ]  M any th in gs are o b v io u s ly  lik e  t h i s
(Kal noXXa f)ptv SfjXa e a n v  oG'tcos- e x o v T a ) . For exam ple, this [ 1 3 ]  c lo a k  i s
capable o f  b ein g  cut up, and y et it w ill not be cut up but [ 1 4 ]  w ill w e a r
out first. B ut eq u a lly , its not b e in g  cu t up [1 5 ]  is also p o s s ib le , for i t  
w ould not be the case  that it w ore ou t first [1 6 ]  unless its n o t b e in g  c u t
up w ere p o ss ib le . So it is [1 7 ]  the sam e with all other e v e n ts  that a r e
spoken o f  in terms o f  this [1 8 ]  kind o f  capacity . C learly, th e r e fo r e , n o t  
e v e r y th in g  is or [1 9 ]  happens o f  n e c e s s ity :  som e th in g s h a p p en  a s
ch an ce has it, and o f  [2 0 ] the a ff ir m a tio n  and the n eg a tio n  n e ith e r  i s  
true rather than the other; w ith  o th er  th in g s  it is one rather than t h e
other and [2 1 ]  for the most part, but still it is possib le for th e [2 2 ]  other
to happen instead (4>avepov ap a  o n  OUX a r r a v ra  kk, dvayKi) 9  o u t  ’ e a n v  o u tc  
y tyveT ai, aXXa Ta pev onoTep ’ c tu x ^  Kal ouSev paXXov f| r) K a T a ^ a a if  ?| f| 
dnd(^aoi. 9  d.Xr|6T)S\ Ta Sk  paXXov pev Kal d) 9  e n l to  noXu GaTepov, ou pf)v aXX 
€v6ex£T<*T. y€V €a6at Kal GaTepov, GaTepov Sk pn)-

As we have a lready  seen, the fa ta lis t  m ain ta in s  that (it is n e c e s s a r y  

that) in every  p a ir  o f  con trad ic to ry  fu tu re  singulars one m e m b e r  is 

true and the o th e r  false (RCP).  F u r th e rm o re ,  we have seen  tha t h e  

argues to the e ffec t that (a) o f  two co n trad ic to ry  p red ic tio n s  o n e  

m u s t  be true -- by R C P , and (b) g iven  that this particu lar p r e d i c t i o n  

is true, then w ha t is predicted cannot fail to come about. P u t a t i v e ly ,  

if  this much is righ t then it follows th a t  the future is fixed, and t h a t
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there  is no use  in de libera ting  abou t any th ing  (1 8 b 2 7 /)0 .69 

A ris to tle 's  claim in the passage q uo ted  above, how ever, is that t h e  

fu tu re  is not fixed, and thus d e lib e ra tio n  is not futile (19a7-9). To 

see how  he reaches his conclusion we will need to pay close  

a tten tion  to the text.

In 19a9-lL , Aristotle  in troduces, in a ra ther abbrev iated  form, 

a thesis which plays a key role in his d iscussions o f  the r e l a t e d  

issues o f  m odality  and de term in ism . In particu lar, he in t r o d u c e s  

the thesis that those entities w hich are 'not e v er-ac tiv e ' (pj} del 

evcpyouai), as opposed  to those which are ever-ac tive , are capable o f  

both  'being and not being, and, consequently , both coming to be a n d  

no t com ing to be'. As it is w itn essed  by other texts, w hat t h e  

S tag irite  is trying to say in 1 9 a9 f f  is roughly th is .70 There  a r e  

certa in  entities, such as the sun and the o ther e ternal bodies, w h ic h  

have  these charac teristics: (a) they have single capacities w hich a r e  

a lw ays actualized, and (b) it is im possib le  for them  to ever  s to p  

exerc is ing  these capacities of theirs. For exam ple, the sun has t h e  

capacity  for only one kind of motion, viz .  motion in a circle, and it is 

im possib le  for it to ever stop exercis ing  this capacity . On the o t h e r  

hand , there are entities, like the tran s ien t  ind iv iduals  in t h e

sub lunary  realm, w hich have the fo llow ing  characteristics:
(1 ) T hey have double (passive) ca p a citie s. For exam ple, this c lo a k  h e r e  
has the ca p a c ity  to be cut up th is a ftern o o n , o r  not be cut up t h i s  
a f t e r n o o n .
(2) T he en tit ie s  in th is ca tegory  m ay end up e x e r c is in g  e ith er  o f  t h e  
tw o options open  to them.
(3) N o m atter w hich  option these en tit ie s  m ay end up e x e r c is in g , t h e y  
can n ot e x e r c is e  it sem p itern a lly .

69 S ee  fn. 57.
70 S e e  fn. 71.
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As A risto tle  explains at several p laces , the main d if fe ren c e  b e t w e e n  

these two classes of entities is this. The future o f  a ll  e v e r - a c t i v e

entities is fixed. The sun has the  capacity  to move in its sphere , a n d

it is not possib le  for it to ever cease  doing so. Hence, i t  is safe to s a y

that o f  the s ta tem en ts  'The sun  will m ove in a c ircle  to m o rro w ' - 

'The sun w ill  not move in a c irc le  tomorrow ', the fo rm er  is now  t r u e  

w hereas the  la t te r  is now false. On the o ther hand, the fu tu re  o f  

those en ti t ie s  w hich are not e v e r - a c t iv e  is open. T ake  the case  o f  

this cloak here; it has the c a p a c i ty  to w ear out, but it does no t h a v e  

to do so — it m ay be cut up b e fo re  it w ears out. A n d  as w e w i l l

soon see, the Stagirite  takes it th a t  the very  nature o f  en tit ie s  s u c h

as the c lo ak  is w hat spells tro u b le  for the fatalist’s pos it ion .71

W hat we need to no te  at this point is th a t  A r i s t o t l e 's  

i l lu s tra tion  o f  the claim that th e re  are entities w hose fu tu re  is n o t  

fixed, viz .  the case of the cloak, is  p rob lem atic .  To be m ore  sp e c if ic ,  

in 19a 12-6 the Stagirite says th a t  there are many th ings w hich  have

double (pass ive)  capacities. T ak e , for instance, this c loak  h e r e .  

According to Aristotle, it is po ss ib le  for this cloak to be  cut up, e v e n  

if  it is n e v e r  cut up, but w ears o u t  first. As should be  c lea r  f r o m  

1 9 a l6 -2 2 ,  the  poin t he is t ry in g  to bring out here is this. In  t h e  

case of a t r a n s ie n t  thing, such as a cloak, it is not ( m e t a p h y s i c a l l y )  

fixed that it w ill wear out, o r  tha t it will be cu t up  i n s t e a d .  

Puta tive ly , in the case of the c lo a k  both possib ilities are  now  o p e n .

That is to say, ne ither  o f  the tw o  availab le  options is (now) f ix e d .

71 A risto tle  sp e lls  out the deta ils o f  the d is t in c t io n  su m m a rized  h ere in a 
num ber o f  tex ts. S ee , for exam ple, De Caelo  (DC)  A. 2-3, r . 1, GC  B. 11, and Met.  
E.2, ©. 8. T his issue w ill be d iscu ssed  in  so m e detail in ch ap ter 5. S ee  a lso  t h e  
d iscu ssio n  in chap ter 1, esp. part I V .
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T he p ro b lem  w ith  the p re s e n ta t io n  of the c loak  exam ple , though, is  

tha t it is p h ra se d  in such a w ay that it does not do m uch to d i s p e l  

the threat o f  fata lism . W hat A risto tle  needs to do to rebu t f a t a l i s m  

is to show tha t in the case o f  events which re la te  to things w hich  are 

not e v e r -a c t iv e  there  are no an te r io r  tru ths availab le . In 1 9 a  1 2 - 4 ,  

how ever, he concedes to the fa ta lis t  one c ruc ia l  point. He says t h a t  

'... it is possible  for this cloak to be cut up, and  yet it will n o t  be c u t  

up but w i l l  w ea r  out first'. In o ther w ords, he concedes that it is  

true that the cloak will w ear  out. Given this m uch, the fa ta list c a n  

easily  go on to reason  that: it is n o t  possible  for this cloak to be c u t  

up; in fact, g iven  the tru th  o f the s ta te m e n t  T h is  c loak will w e a r  

o u t’, it fo llow s that the re levan t state o f a ffa irs  is unpreventab le .72

The fact that (the p h ras ing  of) A ris to tle 's  c loak  exam ple  is  

p rob lem atic  need  not deta in  us here. W hat is im p o r ta n t  to note f o r

ou r present purposes  is that in 19a7-22 the S tagirite  argues that: (a)

fa ta lism  has it that e v e r y t h i n g  happens o f  n e c e s s i ty 73; (b) if  t h e  

fa ta lis t is right, then there is no need to d e lib e ra te  about any th ing  - 

- d e lib e ra t io n  requ ire s  tha t the fu ture  is open; (c) it should b e 

ev iden t, how ever ,  that there  are cases w here  the fu tu re  cannot b e 

said to be fixed; namely, the cases where w e have even ts  re la ting  to  

th ings w hich are not ever-ac tive ; (d) given tha t (c) is true, then i t

72 O ne s u g g e s t io n  w h ich  m ig h t ex p la in  the p ro b lem s w ith the case o f  t h e  
c lo a k , is that A r isto tle  is here c o n fu s in g  fa ta lism  w ith  d e t e r m i n i s m .  
O b v io u sly , the c lo a k  ex a m p le  w orks qu ite  w ell in s h o w in g  that the p r i n c i p l e  
o f  p le n itu d e  d oes not apply  in the ca se  o f  tra n sien t th in gs in the s u b l u n a r y  
realm . That is, it sh o w s that in th eir  ca se  w e h a v e  u n a c tu a liz ed  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .
A s w as noted a b o v e , th ou gh , it is not c lear  at a ll h ow  th is ex a m p le , as it i s
p h ra sed  in 1 9 a l 2 - 1 6 ,  m ay sh ow  fa ta lism  to be p r o b le m a tic . For f u r t h e r  
d isc u ss io n  o f  th e  p o in ts brought up here, see G ask in , 1995: ch. 7, and esp . p p .  
5 4 - 6 1 .
73 S ee  fn. 57.
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fo llow s that de libera tion  is not poin tless. W hat is also im p o rtan t  to  

no te  here  is that in 19al9-22 A risto tle  states th a t  the events w h i c h  

re la te  to things that are not ever-ac tive , are  d iv ided  into tw o  

c a te g o r ie s :
(1)  E vents w hich  happen 'by ch an ce’ (onoTcp ’ e-ruxc).
(2) Events w hich  happen 'for the m ost part' (cj?  en i to noXu).

In  the final analysis, it seems that in 19a7-22 A ris to tle  takes it t h a t  

i t  is se lf -e v id en t  that fatalism is a p rob lem atic  thesis. As h e  

r e p e a te d ly  states in this passage, it is ev ident, p re su m ab ly  f r o m  

se n so ry  ob se rv a tio n  (opcopsv ... 6Vi), that there  are certa in  f u t u r e  

even ts , viz .  those that involve entities that are  not e v e r - a c t iv e ,  

w h ich  are not now d e te r m in e d .74 W hat rem a ins  to be seen, o f  

course , is how the Stagirite  will em ploy  the m a te r ia l  in 19a7-22 to  

address the issue which has given rise to the w hole  d iscussion  in DI. 

9; nam ely , the issue of what is the correct view  to hold  c o n c e rn in g  

the  a p p o r t io n m e n t  o f  truth values am ong the m em bers  o f  

an tip h ases  o f  fu ture  singulars.

Before I move on to the final passage o f  D I .  9, viz .  19a23-b4, I 

w ou ld  like to m ake a note concerning  Gaskin's ap p roach  to 1 9 a 1 8 -  

22. In his co m m en ta ry  on these lines, he ex p re sses  some c o n c e rn  

reg a rd in g  the sta tistical notions A risto tle  in trod uces  here. As w a s  

in d ica ted  above, in 1 9 a l8 -2 2  the Stagirite s ta tes that (a) w hen i t

com es to things that happen by chance, '... o f  the affirm ation and t h e

n eg a tio n  ne ither  is true rather than the other' — ouS€v p.aAAov h q 

Kara^acn.S’ q q diTdc{>aais- ttX-nQ-qs* (19al9-20), and (b) with other things ' i t

74 T he situation here is quite sim ilar to the one w e get in M e t .  E. 3. That is, t h e  
S ta g ir ite  d oes not g ive  us a fu ll d iscu ssion  o f  the c la im  that '(it is evident) t h a t  
th ere are certain  en tities w h ose future is not fixed'. S ee  a lso  the d iscu ssion  i n 
ch ap ter 1, esp . part I V .  I w ill com e back to this issue in chapter 5.
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is one ra th e r  than the o ther  and for the m o s t  part, bu t still it  is

possible for the other to happen  instead' — t<x 8k \loX\ov kcci cos- e m  t o

ttoXu Gcrrepov, ou [rqv aXX ’ evdexeToa y e v ia Q a i  k o l  Gerrepov, OaTepov 8k  p.ij

(19a20-2 ) . Gaskin takes it that the p ro p o n e n ts  o f  C, a n d  A R , m a y

assum e that what is going on  in 19al9-20 is this:
... 'iL&Wov' (1 9 a l9 )  w ou ld  m ean 'rather th an '; and the 'KaTa^aCTrs-' a n d  
'dTTo^aCTi?' would have to be understood  as F C S s , s in ce  in the ca se  o f  a n 
antiphasis o f  the form  'A sea  battle is ta k in g  p lace (has taken p la ce ) - a 
sea  battle is not taking p la ce  (has not taken p lace)' one m em ber is  t r u e  
rather than the other.

(Gaskin, 1995: 37)

It seem s to me, though, tha t no such re a d in g  o f  the text is n e e d e d .  

It should  be clear from the m aterial in 1 9 a 7 -1 8  that A r i s t o t l e ’s 

concern  here is with fu ture  statements c o n c e rn in g  things w hich  w i l l  

happen by chance. Thus, I subm it that w h a t  the Stagirite  is t r y i n g  

to say here is that w hen it comes to such k in d s  of p red ic tions it is 

not the case that the a ff irm atio n  ra ther th a n  the negation is ( n o w )  

true (or fa ls e ) .75 W hat G askin  finds to be p ro b lem a tic ,  how ever, is 

19a20-2. As he points out, the m aterial i n  these  lines seem s to  

im ply that Aristotle w ants to say that th e re  are some f u t u r e  

an tiphases  where one m em b er  is true m o re  often than the o t h e r .  

Then, he goes on to add that this claim is '... o f  course ir re lev a n t  as a 

move against the fatalist' (Gaskin, 1995: 38). In w hat follows, I w i l l  

show that the m aterial in 1 9 a 2 3 j j f c a n  do tw o  things. It can j u s t i f y  

my reading  o f  19a 19-20, and it can also sh o w  that 19a20-2 does n o t  

make a claim  which is irrelevant to the a rg u m en t  c o n t r a  fa ta lism .

Let us now turn to A r is to t le ’s d iscu ss io n  in the last passage  o f

DI. 9:

75 I w ill exp lain  what this m eans w hen  w e get to th e  an a lysis o f  19a23jjf-
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[1 9 a 2 3 ]  W hat is, necessarily is, when it is; and what is not, n e c e s s a r i ly  
is not, [2 4 ]  when it is not ( t o  pev ouv elvai t o  ov  orav  fi <al t o  (in ov txri
elvai orav  ph fi. dvayKu). But not everyth in g  that is, n e c e ssa r ily  is; a n d
not [2 5 ] ev e ry th in g  that is not, n ecessarily  is not. For to say t h a t
ev e ry th in g  that is, is o f [2 6 ]  n ecessity , when it is, is not the same a s
saying u n c o n d it io n a lly ( /u n q u a lif ie d ly )  that it is o f  n e c e ss ity  (ou yap
TauTo'v €CTL t o  ov a n a v  e lv a i  avayKTis- a r e  ecJTTv, Kal t o  duXaS? e lv a i  e£
a v a yKtis-). Similarly [27] with what is not. And the same account (o auTof
Xo'yo?) holds for con trad ictories: [28 ] ev e ry th in g  n e c e ssa r ily  is or is
not, and w ill be [29] or w ill not be; but one cannot d ivide (SieX o'vTa) a n d  
say that one or the other is necessary . I m ean, [3 0 ]  for exam ple: it is  
necessary for there to be or not to be a sea battle tom orrow; [31 ] but i t  
is not n ecessa ry  for a sea battle to take p lace tom orrow , nor for [3 2 ]  
one not to take place -- though it is necessary  for one to take place o r 
not to take place. So, [3 3 ] sin ce  statem ents are true accord in g  to h o w  
the actual things are, it is clear that [3 4 ] w herever these are such as to  
allow  o f  contraries as chance has it, [35] the sam e necessarily  holds for  
the con trad ictories  also. This happens with [3 6 ] th ings that are n o t  
always so or are not always not so (onep aup(3aivei e-nl t o i ?  pu d e l ouaiv  rj
pi) ae I pf| ouaiv ). With these it is necessary for [3 7 ]  one or the other o f
the contradictories to be true or false — not, [3 8 ]  h ow ever, this one o r 
that one, but as chance has it; or for one to be true r a t h e r  [3 9 ] than t h e
other, yet not a l r e a d y  true or false (tou tg jv  yap avayKri pev Scrrepov popiov
Tfjs- dv-n<>d<j€U)<r aXnSes- e lv a i fj 4*€u5os\ ou pevToi ToSe rj rode aXX ’ oncrrep ’ 
I tu x s v , Kal paXXov pev aXr|0fj ttiv  eTe'pav, ou pevToi -non dXTiGfj rj 4>eu6fj).
Clearly, then, [ 1 9 b l ]  it is not necessary that o f  every a ffirm ation  a n d
opposite negation [2] one should be true and the other fa lse (durre SrjXov
cm. ouk dvdyKti Traaris- KaTaddacais- Kal dno<paaecoS' T(3v dvTuceipcvcov Triv pev 
aXri8fj TTjv 8k 4jeu6fi elvai). For what holds [3] for th ings that are does n o t
hold for th ings that are not but may p ossib ly  [4] be or not be; w i t h
these it is as we have said (ou yap ujanep enl tw v  ovtojv outcjs- exst Kal enl
to jv pf| ovtujv, ouvaTaiv oe elvai rj pf| elvai, aXX ’ cllcrnep eipnTai).

A ccording to G. Fine, who advoca tes  a vers ion  o f  S 76, the key to

u n d e rs ta n d in g  w hat A risto tle  is trying to do in 19a2 3 -b 4  is to b e

found in the first five lines o f  the p a s s a g e .77 She notes that in

19a23-7 the S tag irite  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) O f what is, it is necessary without qualification that it is.
(4) O f what is not, it is necessary without qualification that it is not.7 8

76 See Fine, 1984: esp. pp. 34-5.
77 What fo llow s in the next few  paragraphs is a summary o f  Fine, 1984: 24-37.
78 This, viz .  ( l ) - ( 4 ) ,  is how Fine analyses 19a23-7; see  Fine, 1984: 24. At t h i s  
point, I would like to note that her analysis o f the text is at best inaccurate. I 
w ill explain what the correct reading o f  19a23-7 is later on.

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



9 7

Puta tive ly , w hat A ris to tle  wants us to see here is that (1) is a 

s ta tem ent o f  n e c e s s i t a s  c o n se q u e n t ia e ,  whereas (3) is a  s ta te m e n t  o f  

n e c e s s i ta s  c o n s e q u e n t s .  That is to say, he wants us to see that (1) is

to be read as
(5 ) N e cessa r ily  ( i f  p  then p ) .

w hereas (3) is to be  read  as
(6) If  p  then n e c e ssa r ily  p . 79

To support the c la im  that this is w h a t  A risto tle  is try in g  to do in  

19a23-7 Fine goes on  to point out two things. First, she  notes that i t  

shou ld  be c lear th a t  the Stagirite  considers  (1) to be a s t a t e m e n t  

w hich  expresses  q u a lif ie d  necessity . To be m ore specific, s h e  

con tends that we can  gather this m uch from 19a25-6 , w h e r e  

A ris to tle  p la in ly  sta tes  that the n ecess ity  expressed  by  (1) is to b e  

co n tra s ted  with u n c o n d i t io n a l /u n q u a l i f ie d  necessity . A nd seco n d , 

she cites a couple  o f  p laces in the c o r p u s , where A ris to tle  seem s to  

ind icate  that: (a) the logical re p re se n ta t io n  o f qua lif ied  necess ity  is: 

'N ecessarily  (if p  then  q ) \  and (b) the logical r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  

unconditional necess ity  is: 'N ecessarily  p ' . so

Naturally, the question  that arises here is this: 'W hat does th is  

d iscussion  conce rn ing  the logical form  o f  m odal s ta te m e n ts  have to 

do with the p ro b lem  o f  fatalism ?'. Fine goes on to a rgu e  that w h a t  

we need to notice at this point is that in 19a23-7 A ris to tle  is 

e ssen tia lly  try ing  to d raw  our a tten t io n  to a logical m is take . To b e

m ore  specific, her thes is  is this. In  19a23-7, the S tag ir i te  tells u s

79 L ikew ise , (2 ) is a statem ent o f  necess i tas  c o n s e q u e n t i a e  and is to be read a s  
'N e c e ssa r ily  ( i f  n o t-/?  then  n ot-/? )', and (4 ) is a s ta tem en t o f  n e c e s s i t a s  
c o n s e q u e n t i s  and is to be read as 'If not-/? then n ecessa r ily  not-/? '.
80 T he texts F ine u ses to th is purpose are Pr i or  A n a l y t i c s  (A P r .) A. 10. 3 0 b 3 1 -  
40 , and P h y s .  B. 9. 2 0 0 a l5 -2 2 .  For fu rth er d eta ils on her d is c u s s io n  o f  t h e s e  
texts, see Fine, 1984: 2 7 -9 .
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that m any  times we are faced with sen tences o f  the form  'if  p  t h e n  

n ecessa r ily  q'. A p p a ren tly ,  this sen tence  m ay be read in tw o  

d if fe ren t  ways; it can  be read as a s ta tem en t  o f  n e c e s s i t a s

c o n s e q u e n t i a e , or as a s ta tem ent of necess i tas  c o n s e q u e n t i s .

A risto tle 's  w arn ing  is tha t i f  we read it as necessi tas  c o n s e q u e n t i a e  

then, g iven p ,  one m ay  in fer that q , but n o t  that q is n e c e s s a r y .

T hat is to say, his w arn ing  is that under this reading of the f i r s t

p rem ise , we canno t validly in fer  that q  is 

'u n c o n d i t io n a l ly /u n q u a l i f ie d ly '  (duJuSs') necessa ry . In more d e ta i l ,  

Fine's c la im  is that the purpose o f  19a23-7 is to warn us against tw o

form s o f  fallacious argum ents:
( I )  N ecessa r ily  ( i f  p then p )

P

.*. N ecessarily  p

( I I )  N e cessa r ily  ( i f  not-p  then not-p ) 
not-p

.- .  N e cessa r ily  not-p

W hat rem ains to be seen, o f course, is how this much relates to t h e

m ateria l in 19a.21jf and the problem of fatalism .

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

'there is the same argum ent (6 o c u t o s - Ao'yosO with the c o n tr a d ic t io n ’.81

F u r th e rm o re , she notes that in 19a28-32 Aristo tle  goes on to

consider  statem ents o f  the form:
(7 ) N ecessa r ily  (p or not-p)

Putatively , his contention  in  the passage u n d e r  considera tion  is t h a t

when it comes to s ta tem en ts  like this we need to guard a g a i n s t

some illicit forms o f  in ference . In particu lar, he warns us that o n e

81 This is F in e’s ow n translation o f  19a27-8; see F ine, 1984: 29.
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cannot 'd iv ide ' (SutXdvra) (7), and say th a t  '... one or the  o ther  is 

necessary' (19a29). A ccording to Fine, w h a t  the Stagirite  is trying to 

say here is this. F rom  (7) and the truth o f  'p' one m ay in fe r  b u t  

not 'necessa r i ly  p ' .  A nd similarly, from  (7) and the tru th  o f  'not-/? ' 

one may in fer  'no t-/? ', but not 'n e c e ssa r i ly  n o t -p '.  M ore  p r e c i s e ly ,  

Fine's p roposa l is that in 19a27-32 A r is to t le  is try ing  to w arn u s  

that we sh o u ld  guard  against the fo l lo w in g  form s o f  in v a l id

in fe re n c e :
( I I I )  N e c e s s a r ily  (p  or not-p)

P

.- . N e c e ssa r ily  p

( I V )  N e c e s s a r ily  (p  or not-/?) 
not-/?

N e c e s s a r ily  not-/?

Finally, Fine adds to this that A risto tle  is  perfec tly  ju s t i f ie d  to s a y

that the a rg um en t we get in 19a27-32 is the  same as the one we g e t

in 19a23-7. A s she p roceeds to claim, this is so because  (a) t h e

second p rem isses  and  conclusions of ( I )  and  ( I I I ) ,  and o f  ( I I )  a n d

(IV ) ,  are the sam e, and (b) if  co n d it io n a ls  are e q u iv a le n t  to  

d isjunctions, then  it is also the case th a t  the first p rem iss  of ( I )  

implies, or is e q u iv a le n t  to, the first p re m iss  o f ( I I I ) ,  and  the f i r s t  

prem iss o f ( I I )  im plies, or is e q u iv a le n t  to, the first p rem iss  o f  

( I V ) .82

After s ta tin g  this much, Fine goes on  to deal w ith  1 9 a 3 2 -9 .

She notes that in this passage A ris to tle  draw s our a t te n t io n  to

statem ents o f  the  form :
(8) N e c e s s a r ily  (/? is true or not-/? is true)

82 For further d eta ils  on  (a) and (b), see Fine, 1 984: 30.
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Then, she  goes on to claim  that in 19a32-9 the S tag irite  w arns u s

against two o ther forms o f  invalid  inference:
( V )  N e ce ssa r ily  (/? is true or not-/? is true) 

p  is true

p  is n ecessarily  true

( V I )  N e cessa r ily  (/? is true or not-/? is  true) 
not -p

. - .  not-/?  is n ece ssa r ily  true 

In o th e r  w ords, her con ten tion  is that the point A ris to tle  is try ing  to  

m ake in  19a32-9  is that (V)  and ( V I )  ought to be re jec ted  b e c a u s e  

they c o m m it  the same k ind o f  m odal fallacy fo und  in ( I ) - (V I ) .  A s 

she pu ts  it, the m odal o p e ra to r  'has again been illic itly  t r a n s f e r r e d  

from  a d is junction  to its indiv idual disjuncts' (Fine, 1984: 32).

T he  nex t question  we need  to consider is ho w  Fine's a n a l y s i s  

o f  19a23-39 rela tes to w hat A ris to tle  is supposed  to be doing h e r e .  

That is, we need to see how this passage, under F in e 's  

in te rp re ta t io n ,  m ay be c o n s tru ed  as a response to the fatalist. F in e  

begins to add ress  this issue by considering  the fo llow ing  q u e s t io n :  

'W hy does A ris to tle  i l lu s tra te  the sam e fallacy th ree  times?'. H e r  

answ er is that in 19a23-32 A risto tle  is 'softening us up' (Fine, 1 9 8 4 :  

32). As she points out, it  is re la t iv e ly  easy to see tha t ( I ) - ( I V )  a r e  

fallacious. (V)  and (VI) ,  how ever, may be m is ta k e n  for v a l i d  

in fe ren ces .  As we have seen, (V)  and (VI),  un like  ( I ) - ( IV ) ,  m a k e  

explicit  m en tio n  of truth. Thus, one '... may be tem p ted  - i n d e e d ,  

m any  hav e  been  tem pted  - to suppose  that c o n s id e ra t io n s  o f  t r u t h  

do h av e  fa ta lis tic  im plica tions , that one can m o v e  from tru th  to  

necess ity ' (Fine, 1984: 32). In 19a32-39, Fine claims, A r i s to t l e
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shows us that this tem pta tion  is to be resisted . In this passage  h e  

argues that g iven  the fact that ( I ) - ( IV )  are fallacious, then it  fo l low s 

that (V)  and ( V I )  are also fallacious. In short, Fine's thesis is th is .  

I f  one accepts th a t  (V)  and (VI )  are valid in ferences, then one is 

only  a short step aw ay  from fatalism . T hat is, if we su b s ti tu te  'p' - 

'n o t -p '  in (V)  and  ( V I )  with 'Fp' - '~Fp', then these two in f e r e n c e s  

seem  to lead us from  a disjunction o f  two future s ta te m e n ts  to th e  

necessary  tru th  o f one of these s ta tem en ts . A nd  A r is to t le 's  

response, acco rd ing  to Fine, is that to guard against the th rea t o f  

fatalism  we need to be aware of the fact that ( V ) - ( V I ) ,  like ( I ) - ( I V) ,  

are  invalid  in fe re n c e s .83

Fine's re c o n s tru c t io n  of 19a23-39  may appear  to be q u i t e

plausible. The fac t o f  the matter, however, is that it faces a n u m b e r  

o f  problem s. I w ill not a ttem pt to reh ea rse  all o f  these  d if f ic u l t ie s  

h e r e .84 I th ink  tha t what is su ff ic ien t to point out is that h e r

reco n s tru c t io n  o f  19a23-39  falls apart  as soon as one a ttem pts  to  

place it in the con tex t  of the d iscussion  in DI. 7-9. The t e x tu a l

evidence suggests tha t D I .  9 is a continuation of the d iscuss ion  in DI. 

7-8. That is, the collective textual ev idence  suggests that in th is  

chap ter  A ris to tle  in tends to show that there is one m ore  e x c e p t io n  

to RCP\ viz.  a n tip h ases  which are com posed  o f  fu tu re  s in g u la r  

s ta tem ents . F u r th e rm o re ,  we have seen  that the S tag irite  c le a r ly

states that he is to achieve his in ten d ed  goal by show ing  that if  w e  

d o  accept that R C P  holds of future singulars , then we will be fo rc e d

83 For fu rth er d e ta ils  on the part o f  F in e ’s argum ent d escr ib ed  in t h i s  
paragraph, see  F ine, 1984: section  V , and esp . pp. 32-3 .
84 Quite a few  o f  th ese  d ifficu lties are d iscu ssed  in som e detail in G askin , 1995: 
ch . 4 , esp. pp 32-3; ch . 5 , esp. pp. 36-7 , 4 4 -6 .
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to em brace  fata lism  along with all its ab su rd  consequences . I n 

o ther words, all the indications are that A risto tle  does n o t  th ink t h a t  

the fa ta l is t’s a rg u m en t is invalid. From the analysis o f  1 8 a 2 8 -  

19a23, it  should be ev iden t that what he f inds to be p ro b lem atic  is  

the key prem iss in the fata list argument: the cla im  that R C P  h o ld s  

unqualifiedly  of future singulars. Hence, if  this m uch is right th en  i t  

would seem  that F ine’s analysis cannot be right. T hat is, it  seem s to  

fail to reco n s tru c t  the text in a way w hich  conform s to t h e  

announced  purpose o f  the chapter in 18a28-35 . In fact, it l e a v e s  

intact the one thing A risto tle  e xp l ic i t l y  says he is not w illing to  

grant the fatalist: The claim  that R C P  holds (unqualif ied ly )  o f  f u t u r e  

s in g u la rs .

How are we, then, to unders tand  A ris to tle 's  d iscussion  in  

19a23-b4?  To m ake sense of what is going on in this last p a s s a g e  

of DI. 9, we need to rem ind  ourselves o f  the e lem ents o f  t h e  

argum ent leading up to this point. In the open ing  p a rag raph  o f  DI. 

9, viz .  18a28-33, the Stagirite  tells us that R C P  does not a p p l y  

u n q ua lif ied ly  to fu tu re  singulars. In 1 8 a 3 4 -b l6 ,  he p roceeds to  

explain tha t if one accepts that this rule d o e s  hold of f u t u r e  

singulars unqualif ied ly , then one will also have  to accept tha t t h e  

future is fixed. W hat is particu larly  im p o r ta n t  to keep in m in d ,  

though, is what Aristotle has to say in 18 b 2 6 -1 9 a2 2 . In I 8 b 2 6 - 3 3 ,  

he p resen ts  us with a kind o f  lazy argum ent: i f  the fa ta lis t is r i g h t ,  

viz.  if the un iversal app licab ility  of R C P  en ta ils  that the fu tu re  is  

fixed, then there is no need to de libera te  o r take trouble o v e r  

anything. And in 19a7-22, he goes on to asse r t  that d e libe ra tion  is
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a genuine  cause  of future events. H e claims that w hat shows us t h a t  

de libera tion  is not pointless is the fact that o b se rv a t io n  reveals t h a t  

there  are m any  things in  the w orld  which will not happen  o f  

n ecess i ty  (1 9 a l8 -9 ) .  To be m ore  specific, A ris to tle 's  a rg u m en t i n  

1 8 b 2 6 -1 9 a 2 2  is this. If  the fa ta lis t  is right, that is to say if  t h e  

fu tu re  is fixed, then there is no need  to de libera te . D e l ib e ra t io n  

requ ire s  th a t  the fu ture  is open. But it is ev id en t that the f a t a l i s t  

c anno t be  righ t. Obviously, there  are all sorts o f  th ings which w i l l  

not h a p p en  o f  necessity; v iz .  the events which invo lve  entities t h a t  

are not ever-ac tive . Hence, de libera tion  is not poin tless.

To p u t  things in slightly  d ifferen t terms, it w ould  seem that by 

19a22 A ris to t le  has p rov ided  us with a re d u c t io  a rg u m en t a g a i n s t  

fatalism . T h a t  is, the S tag irite  appears  to th ink that his a u d ie n c e  

can see tha t  (a) it is ev iden t that there  are m any  things w hich d o  

not happen  o f  necessity, v iz .  the events which involve  the t r a n s i e n t  

things in the  sub lunary  rea lm , and (b) if (a) is true, then it s h o u l d  

be c lear th a t  the fa ta lis t 's  thesis, that the fu tu re  is fixed, is  

un tenab le . Now, if  the fa ta lis t 's  thesis is un tenable , then the b a s i s  

for his a rg u m en t,  viz. the c la im  that R C P  holds of fu tu re  s in g u la r s  

unqualified ly , must be problem atic . G iven this much, it  is na tu ra l to  

expect tha t in  19a23f f  we w ill get an argum ent w hich  explains w h a t  

is the c o rre c t  way to ap p o rtio n  tru th  values am ong  c o n t r a d ic t o r y  

fu tu re  s in g u la rs .

W hat seem s to be the g rea tes t  source o f  p u zz lem en t for t h e  

in te rp re te rs  o f  DI. 9. 19a2 3 -b 4  are the lines 19a23-7. G a sk in  

suggests tha t in this passage, and in pa rticu la r  in 19a23-4, A r i s to t l e
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gives us his o w n  s ta tem en t o f a c la im  which he accep ts  from  t h e  

fatalist: i f  it is  n o w  true that Fp,  th en  it is n o w  u n p re v e n ta b le  t h a t  

Fp. T ha t  is to say, Gaskin suggests  that the S tag ir ite  is h e r e

exp ress ing  his a g re em e n t  with the fata lis t  on the c la im  that t h e

p resen t is n e c e s s a r y .85 I do no t in tend  to cha llenge  G a sk in 's

asse rtion  th a t  A ris to tle  d o e s  e n d o rse  the thesis tha t the p r e s e n t

(and the past)  are  n e c e s s a r y .86 A t the sam e time, though, I am n o t

p rep a red  to c o n ce d e  that this is w h a t  is at the core o f  the f a t a l i s t

argum ent in D I .  9. As was ex p la ined  earlie r  on, there is no point in

the p resen ta tio n  o f  the fatalist a rgu m en t(s )  in 1 8 a 3 4 -b l6  w here  t h e  

thesis o f  the n e ce ss i ty  o f the p re s e n t  (or the past) gets u t i l iz e d .  

Hence, I subm it that it is a m is take  to take the m ateria l  in 1 9 a 2 3 - 4  

to be A ris to t le 's  own s ta tem en t o f  one of the p rem isses  in t h e  

fa ta l is t  a rg u m e n t.

W hat I th in k  A ristotle  is try in g  to say in 19a23-7  is th is .

W here he s ta te s  that 'what is, n e ce ssa r i ly  is, when it is' (19a23), I 

p ropose  that w e  read: if  a state o f  affairs obtains now, then th is

state o f a ffa irs  is necessary  in the  sense that it is i r r e v o c a b le .

F u rth e rm o re , I w ould  like to sug ges t  that the reason he brings u p 

the n ecess ity  o f  the present, is no t so that he can give his o w n  

version o f  a p rem iss  in the fata lis t  a rg u m en t.  The reason  he b r in g s  

up the issue o f  this kind of necess i ty ,  which (for our p r e s e n t

85 See G askin, 1995: 4 6 -8 , and chs 8 & 9.
86 G askin e x a m in e s  a num ber o f  p la ces  in the c o r p u s , o th er  than DI.  9
(1 9 a 2 3 ^ /) ,  w h ere the S tag irite  appears to ex p ress  his com m itm ent to the t h e s i s
o f  the n ecessity  o f  the present; see  G askin , 1995: ch. 9. A lthough  I d o n ’t t h i n k  
that all o f  th ese tex ts  su cceed  in a d v a n c in g  G askin 's cau se, I h a v e  to c o n c e d e  
that at least so m e  o f  them , viz.  R h e t o r i c  ( R h e t .) r .  17. 1418a4-5  and Met.  E. 3, 
sh ow  that A r is to t le  w as indeed  com m itted  to this con troversia l th es is .
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p u rp o ses)  we m ay label as 'qualified  necessity ',  is so tha t he c a n  

con tras t  it with 'uncond itional '/ 'unqualif ied ' (d-nXcus-) necessity. To b e  

m ore specific, in 19a23-7 the Stagirite  e x p l i c i t l y  states tha t the f a c t  

that som eth ing  is qua lif ied ly  necessary  does not m ean that it is a lso  

u n co n d it io n a l ly  necessa ry  (19a25-6). T he question  tha t  rem a ins  to

be addressed , of course, is this: 'W hat ro le  does this po in t p lay  in  the

context o f  D I.  9. 19a23f p . ' .

To answ er the question  jus t  posed, we need to re tu rn , for a

m om ent, to the d iscussion  in 19a7-22. As w e have a lread y  seen, in

this passag e  A risto tle  m akes his d is t inc tio n  be tw een  (a) th in g s  

which w ill happen o f  necessity, viz- future events w hich  invo lve  t h e  

entities in the cosm os that are ever-active, and  (b) things w hich  w ill  

not h appen  of necessity , viz .  the events w hich  involve the t r a n s i e n t  

en tities in the su b lu n a ry  r e a lm .87 F u r th e rm o re ,  we have  seen t h a t  

he d iv ides  the events w hich do not h ap pen  o f  necessity  into t h o s e  

which happen  'by chance ' (6ttot€p ’ eruxe), and those w h ich  h a p p e n  

'for the m ost part' ( d ) ?  4 m  t o  t to X u ) -  W hat I would like to s u b m i t  

here is tha t the po in t the Stagirite is try ing  to make in  19a23-7  is 

this. It is true to say that things which happen  for the m ost part, o r  

by chance, when they do  obtain, are necessa ry  in the sense  t h a t  

they are irrevocable. At the same time, though, we need  to g u a r d  

against a  serious m is take . The fact tha t a chance or fo r the m o s t  

part even t may be said to be necessary w hen  it  d o e s  ob ta in  does not 

m ean that that event is unconditionally  necessary . To see  w ha t th i s  

m eans, we have to b riefly  consider the nature o f  the e v e n t s

87 S ee  fn . 71 .

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



1 0 6

A risto tle  classifies under the category  of things w hich  will h a p p e n  

o f necessity. Take, for example, the case o f  a heavenly  body such  a s

the sun. Apparently, the Stagirite holds that it is now, and in fac t  a t

all times, 'uncond itiona lly  necessary ' that the sun will be  i n

(circular) m otion  tom orrow  m orning. And as he points o u t  i n

Generatione et C orrup t ione  (GC) B. 11, to say that it is n o  w

un co n d it io n a lly  necessary  that the sun will be in (circular) m o t i o n

tom orrow  is to say that the a fo rem en tio n ed  state o f  affairs is n o  w

u n p r e v e n t a b l e .88 On the o ther hand, how ever, it is not n o  w

unpreventab le  that there will be a sea battle tom orrow , or tha t th d s  

c loak  will be cut up later on today.

To spell th ings out a bit, my suggestion is tha t in 1 9 a 2 3 - 7  

A risto tle  advances the following thesis: chance and for the m o s t

p art  events, viz.  events which involve entities tha t are not e v e i r -  

active, can be said to be necessa ry  in the sense tha t when they  cTo 

occur, they are irrevocable. These kinds o f  events, however, are  n o t  

un cond it iona lly  necessary . That is to say, they are not the k in d  o f  

even ts which m ay be said to be un p rev en tab le .  F o r exam ple, it Ls 

not now unpreventable  that there will be a sea ba ttle  tom orrow . A_s 

Aristotle points out elsewhere, e.g. in G C  B . 11, this k ind  of n e c e s s i t y  

is restricted to a specific kind o f  events; namely, events which r e l a t e  

to things that are ever-active .89

88 It is quite clear from  the d iscu ssion  in GC. B. II that A r is to tle  co n s id e rs  th  e  
n e c e s s i t y /u n p r e v e n t a b i l i t y  o f  the sun's future m otion  to be a k ind  o f  
u n q u a li f ie d /u n c o n d it io n a l  n ecess ity ; see  esp. GC. 3 3 7 b l0 -3 3 8 b 5 . I w ill c o m  e  
back to this issu e  in chapter 5.
89 S ee  fn. 88.
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If this is the  distinction Aristotle has in  m ind  in  19a23-7 , t h e n  

w ha t e x a c t l y  does he m ean  w hen  he says th a t  'the sam e a c c o u n t  

holds for co n trad ic to rie s ' (1 9 a2 7 -8 )?  As w e have  seen, F ine 's  

in te rp re ta t io n  prov ides us w ith  an answ er to this question . T h e

standard  ve rs ions  of A R  and  C, how ever, have a p ro b lem  w i th

accom m odating  the opening  sen tence  of 1 9 a 2 7 - 3 2 .90 T hat is, t h e y  

have a p ro b lem  show ing how  the d iscussion  in 19a23-7 , w hich  is 

m ean t to be p a rt  o f  the an sw er  to the fa ta lis t ,  con ta ins  a  line o f  

reason ing  w hich  is of the sam e k ind  as the o ne  found  in 1 9 a 2 7 -3 2 .  

It seems to me, though, that we can read ily  p rov id e  a read in g  fo r  

this last passage  which m akes sense of the  rem a rk  at 1 9 a 2 7 - 8 .  

W hat I w ould like to p rop ose  is that the S tag ir ite 's  in ten tio n  in

19a27-32 is to m ake the fo llow ing  point. I t  is ce r ta in ly  the c a se  

that it is necessary  that e ither a sea battle w ill  take place t o m o r r o w  

or that a sea battle  will not take place tom orrow . O n the o ther hand, 

it should be no ted  that it is no t leg itim ate  to 'd iv ide ' (Si.€XdvTa) a n d  

say that it is necessary  that this state o f affairs will obtain, o r that i t  

is necessary  that it will not obtain . Dividing will be ta n ta m o u n t  to  

a ttr ibu ting  u ncond it ion a l  necess i ty  to that s ta te  o f  affairs. In o t h e r  

words, i f  we assum e that it is now  necessary  that a sea ba tt le  w ill 

take place tom orrow , or that it is necessary  that it will no t t a k e  

place, then w e have to accep t that the  re le v a n t  ev en t is 

un co n d it io n a lly  necessary . T hat is, we hav e  to accep t tha t th e

90 S ee Gaskin, 1995: 4 4 -7 . [G askin n otes that the b est the a d v o ca te s  o f  A R  a n d  
C  can do w ith  1 9 a23-32 , is to say that: (a) in 19a23-7 , A r isto tle  g iv e s  h is o w n  
sta tem en t o f  one o f  the fa ta list's  p r e m isse s , and (b ) in 1 9 a27-32 , A r is to tle  is  
y et to get to the so lu tion  o f the p ro b lem  o f  fatalism ; in th ese  lin e s , he m e r e l y  
m akes the d ist in c tio n  betw een  L E M  and P B ,  so that h e can p roceed  later on to  
a cc ep t the form er and re jec t/restr ic t th e  latter.]
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(future) event in  question  is now u n p rev en tab le .  As w e have se en ,  

how ever, A risto tle  is p repa red  to a ttr ib u te  this kind o f  necess ity  to  

only one class o f  events, namely, even ts  which involve  en tit ies  t h a t  

are ever-ac tive . A nd clearly, a sea  battle  is not an ev en t  w h ic h  

belongs to this category.

To sum -up, m y proposal is that the connec tion  b e t w e e n  

19a23-7 and 19a27-32 is this. In the first passage, A ris to t le  w a r n s  

us against the m istake o f  taking a chance  or for the m ost p a rt  e v e n t  

to be abso lu te ly  necessa ry . Such events are necessary  only  in t h e

sense that w hen they  do  occur they are irrevocable. In  o ther words,

they can be said to be qualified ly  necessary , w hen they  d o  occur,

but they cannot be said to be u n p rev e n tab le  and  th u s

u n cond it iona lly  necessary . For Aristotle, this la t te r  k ind  o f

necessity  belongs only to events which involve the e v e r - a c t i v e

things in the cosm os. In 19a27-32, the Stagirite goes on to po in t o u t  

that it is necessa ry  that a state o f  affairs such as a sea ba tt le  w ill

either obtain or will fail to obtain. Furthermore, he w arns us that it

is wrong to divide. In other words, he warns us that w e s h o u ld  

guard against the m is take  that the fa ta lis t  seems to com m it, n a m e ly ,  

the m istake of tak ing  it that it is n ecessa ry  that the sea  ba ttle  w ill 

take place, or that it is necessary  th a t  it will not take place. To do  

this is to ascribe to the relevant state o f  affairs a kind o f  n ecess i ty  i t  

does not have, nam ely , uncond itional necessity . For A ris to tle , a  s e a  

battle, and all o ther  events which re la te  to entities w hich  are n o t  

ever-ac tive , canno t be said to be uncond itiona lly  necessa ry . I n 

short, it is my sugg es tion  that in bo th  19a23-7 and 1 9 a 2 7 -3 2  th e
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Stagirite 's a rgum en t is intended to es tab lish  the sam e claim . W e  

should guard against the mistake that the fata list seem s to c o m m it;  

viz.  the m istake  o f  a ttr ibu ting  uncon d it io na l  necess i ty  to e v e n t s  

which involve entities that are not ever-active .

Now that we have taken care o f  19a27-32, it is t im e  to turn to  

19a32-9. W hat I th ink  is im portan t  to note here  is the f i r s t  

sen tence of the passage: ’... since s ta tem en ts  are true  accord ing  to  

how the actual things are, it is clear that wherever these are such a s  

to allow of contra ries  as chance has it, the same n e ce ssa r i ly  h o ld s  

for the contradictories also' (19a33-5). The suggestion  I w ould  l ik e

to put forward here is this. In 19a32-6, the Stagirite says that:
(i) A  true statem ent m atches the way th in g s  are. That is to say, a t r u e  
sta tem en t co rresp o n d s to a re lev a n t state o f  affairs; viz.  a d iv is io n  o r 
com bin ation  o f  th in gs in the w orld .9 1
(ii) A s was ex p la in e d  earlier on, viz.  I9a 7 -3 2  and 19 a 2 3 -3 2 , th ere a r e  
m any th in gs w h ich  do not happen o f  n e c e s s ity . T hat is , th ere a r e  
m any events w h ich  happen by chance or for the m ost part; vi z .  all t h e
even ts w hich  relate to things w hich are 'not alw ays so or ... not a l w a y s
not so' ( I 9 a 3 5 -6 ) .92 So, if  a thing is such that its future is not fix ed , t h a t  
is to say i f  it is such that both o f  two availab le p o ssib ilitie s  are open f o r  
it, then, g iv en  (i) , this fact must be re fle c te d  in the a p p o r tio n m e n t o f
truth values to the members o f  the an tiph asis w hich re la tes to it.

Accordingly, in 19a35-9 Aristotle goes on m ake the fo llow ing  c la im . 

With these  kinds o f  fu tu re  con trad ic tories, viz .  the ones re la ting  to  

things which are not ever-active , '... it is necessary  for one or t h e  

other ... to be true or false — not, how ever, this one or tha t one, b u t  

as chance has it; or for one to be true r a t h e r  than the other, yet n o t

a l r e a d y  true or false' (19a36-9). W hat we need to do nex t is to

determine what Aristo tle  is trying to say in these lines.

91 E ssen tia lly , this is an ab brev ia ted  sta tem en t o f  A risto tle 's th eo r y  o f  t r u t h .  
This was d iscussed  in the latter half o f  part I I I .
92 I take it that A r isto tle  intends this to be an oth er d escr ip tio n  fo r  t h i n g s  
w hich  are n ot e v e r -a c tiv e .
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In 19a36-7, A ris to tle  seems to b e  m aking  the claim th a t  w h e n  

it com es to a pa ir  o f  fu tu re  c o n tra d ic to ry  s ta tem en ts  w h ich  d e a l  

with th ings that are no t ever-ac tive , i t  is n ecessa ry  that one is t r u e  

and the o ther false. Then, he goes on to m ake two f u r t h e r

s ta tem en ts .  First, i f  w h a t  we are faced  w ith  is an a n tip h as is  o f  

fu tu re  s ta tem en ts  that re la te  to so m e th in g  that happens by c h a n c e ,  

then w e cannot say th a t  th is  p a r t ic u la r  m em b er  is true and  t h i s  

pa rticu la r  m em ber is fa lse  (19a37-8). A p p a ren tly ,  his c la im  here  is 

that in such an a n tip h as is  it is not m e ta p h y s ic a lly  fixed w h ic h  

m em ber is true and w hich  one is false. Second, if  what we are f a c e d  

with is a pair o f  fu ture  con trad ic to rie s  tha t re la te  to so m e th in g  t h a t  

happens for the m ost part, then we can say that one m e m b e r  is 

more likely  to be true than the o ther. T he fact o f the m a t t e r ,

how ever, is that even  in such an an tiph as is  it is no t n o w  

m etaphysica lly  fixed tha t one m em ber is true and the o ther is f a l s e .  

It m ight very well be the case that one  m em ber is more like ly  to b e 

true than  the other, but it is not y e t  true  (19a38-9). The k ind  o f

event it describes m ay fail to obtain; w e  are, after all, ta lk ing  a b o u t

an event which does no t happen o f  necessity .

I f  this is what is go ing  on in 19a36-9, then we need to e x p l a i n  

w hat A ris to tle  m eans b y  saying that w ith  an tiphases  o f  the  k i n d  

descr ibed  above it is necessa ry  that one  m em b er  is true and  t h e  

other is false (19a36-7). Obviously, he cann o t possib ly  m ean  tha t i t  

is, n o w  the case that one m em ber o f such  an an tiphasis  is true  a n d  

the o ther false. This w ou ld  be to conced e  tha t R C P  does h o ld  o f  

fu ture  singulars , and tha t the fa ta lis t 's  accoun t of the shape  o f
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things fu tu re  is correct. F u rth e rm o re , it should  be clear tha t t h e  

m a te r ia l  in 19a37-9 is an ou trigh t re je c t io n  o f  this. Thus, w h a t  I 

w ould  like  to subm it is that to m ake sense  o f  19a36-7 we n eed  to

read it  as part o f  the line o f  thought c o n ta in e d  in 19a36-9. T h a t is,

we need  to read this p assage  as say ing  that: (a) o f  a pair o f  f u t u r e  

c o n tra d ic to r ie s ,  w here  these  are s ta te m e n ts  dealing with t h in g s  

w hich  a re  not ever-active , we may say tha t it is necessary  that o n e

is true and  the other false, in the sense  th a t  it is necessary  that o n e

m em b er w ill  turn out to be true w h e reas  the o ther will turn o u t to

be false; (b) at the sam e time, how ever, it should  be noted that it  is

not now  m e tap h y s ic a lly  fixed w hich m e m b e r  o f the an tip has is  is  

true and  which one is false.

G iven  what was said above, it w o u ld  seem  that in the e n d  

A ris to tle  d o e s  want to solve the p ro b lem  of fa ta lism  by c u r t a i l i n g  

the applicability  o f  P B .  As we have ju s t  seen, in 19a36-9 he s t a t e s  

that som e future s ta te m e n ts  are not now  true or false. A n d  

apparen tly , i f  this suggestion  is accepted, then  one m ay easily b l o c k  

the key  prem iss  in the fatalist 's  a rg u m en t,  viz .  the claim that R C P  

applies to future singulars unqualifiedly. In o ther words, the line o f

reason ing  I want to a ttr ibu te  to A risto tle  is this:
( i)  To b lock  fa ta lism  w e need to adapt R C P  w ith  resp ect to f u t u r e
sta tem en ts  w h ich  d ea l w ith  en titie s  w h ich  are not ev er -a c tiv e .
( i i )  T his can be a c h ie v e d  i f  w e  adapt P B  w ith resp ect to s u c h  
s ta te m e n ts . That is to say, it can be d o n e i f  w e assu m e that w h en  i t  
co m e s  to future s in g u la r s  d ea lin g  w ith  th in g s  w h ich  are not e v e r -
a c t iv e , w e cannot sa y  they  are n ow  e ith er  true or fa lse .
( i i i )  I f  w e adapt P B  as su g g ested  a b o v e , then  w e can claim  that R C P
a p p lie s  to future s in g u la rs  on ly  in a q u a lif ie d  m anner. T hat is ,  
a lth o u g h  it is n e c e s s a r ily  the ca se  that o f  the pair 'Fp' - '~Fp' on e w i l l
turn out to be true and the other fa lse , w e  ca n n o t n o w  ap portion  t r u t h
v a lu e s  to them .
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It shou ld  be noted, how ever, tha t this thesis is strongly  res is ted  b y 

one o f  the m ost recen t c o m m e n ta to r s .93 In his study on DI.  9 , 

W h ita k e r  gives an in te rp re ta t io n  of 19a36-9 w hich is, in its m a i n  

points, in ag reem en t w ith  the reading  o f  the text suggested  h e r e .  

M ost im p ortan tly , he m ain ta in s ,  as I do, that: in a pair o f  f u t u r e  

con trad ic to ries  that deal w ith  events which happen  by chance or f o r  

the m ost  part, it is n ecessa ry  that one will tu rn  out true and t h e  

o ther false; however, it is no t (now) m e tap h y s ic a lly  fixed w h i c h  

m e m b e r  o f  the an tiphasis  is true and which is false. N e v e r th e le s s ,  

W h itak e r  insists that this m uch  has no im p lica tions  w h a tso ev e r  f o r  

the app licab ili ty  o f  P B  to this kind of s ta tem en ts .  I am at a loss, 

ho w ever, to unders tand  how  he can possibly claim  that in such a n  

an tip has is  it is not m e tap h y s ic a lly  fixed w hich  m em ber is true a n d  

which is false, w ithout also hav ing  to say that these  s ta tem en ts  a r e  

now such that neither o f  them  is true or false.94

As W hitaker notes, the thesis that for A ris to tle  the m e m b e r s

of an antiphasis o f future s ta tem en ts  are not true or false, seem s to

co n trad ic t  what A risto tle  says e lsew here  abou t P B .  As is w e l l  

known, there  are a n u m b er  o f  places w here  the Stagirite  f i r m l y  

asserts that all statements are  e ither  true or f a l s e .95 W hat w e n e e d  

to keep  in mind, how ever, is that the tex tual ev idence  in 1 9 a 3 6 - 9  

seems to strongly  suggest that Aristotle is p re p a re d  to curta il t h e

applicability  of P B .  That is to say, given the tex tual ev idence in DI.

93 T he m aterial about to be d iscu ssed  in the next tw o paragraphs is a s u m m a r y  
o f W hitaker, 1995: 125-7.
94 A  s im ila r  objection to W hitaker's cla im  may be found in G askin, 1995: 1 6 7 - 8 ,  
fn. 80 . S ee  also Panayides, 1999b.
95 S e e  the references in W hitaker, 1996: 126.
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9, we have  no choice but to accep t that the S tag ir i te  is not w illing to  

uphold this p rinc ip le  for all s ta tem en ts .  A t the sam e  time, th o u g h ,  

we need not saddle  A risto tle  w ith  an ou tr igh t c o n trad ic t io n . W h a t  

we need to assum e here is tha t  he only wants to adap t this p r in c ip le  

as follows: it  is not the case tha t the members o f  the antiphasis 'Fp '  - 

' - F p '  lack  truth values altogether; it is rather the case  that n e ither  o f  

them is now  defin ite ly  true o r  fa lse .96 And apparen tly , this is pretty  

much in line w ith  what A ris to tle  d o e s  say in the text; namely, t h a t  

in the k ind  o f  an tiphasis  w e  are concerned  w ith , it  is not y e t  

m etaphysica lly  fixed  which m em b er  is true and w h ich  false.

W hat we need  to po in t out here is that the suggestion  j u s t  

made has had  its fair share o f  critics. For ex am ple , both  W h i t a k e r  

and Fine c laim  that it cannot be  the case that A ris to t le 's  in ten tion  i n  

19a36-9 is to say that fu ture  p redictions, o f  the a p p ro p r ia te  k in d ,  

are not y e t  true or false. As they note, the a d v o c a te s  of C h a v e  

supp o rted  this c la im  by po in ting  out that the S tag ir i te  e x p l ic i t ly  

states so in 19a39. They urge us to notice, how ever, that the t e x t u a l  

ev idence seem s to actually tell against such an in te rp re ta t io n  o f  

19a36-9. T hey argue that in the sentence  w h e re  A risto tle  is 

supposed  to be c laim ing that fu tu re  s ta tem en ts  are  no t yet true o r  

false, the focus is on only one o f  the two classes o f  s ta te m e n ts  w h ic h  

deal w ith  en tit ie s  which are no t ever-ac tive , v iz .  those  s t a t e m e n t s  

which deal w ith  things which happen  for the m o s t  pa rt .  From th i s  

much, W hitake r  and Fine go on  to conclude that there  is good r e a s o n

96 This is e s s e n t ia l ly  w hat is at th e heart o f  the C  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  1 9 a 3 6 -9 ;  
see G askin , 1995: ch . 12. I su sp e c t  that the c la im  that a  fu tu re s i n g u l a r  
statem ent 'Fp'  is not d e fin ite ly  true or fa lse , ought to be co n str u e d  as a c l a i m  
to the e f fe c t  that 'Fp'  is p oten tia lly  true or fa lse.
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to th ink  th a t  this is not A ris to tle 's  view on fu tu re  singulars . To b e

more specific , they claim  th a t  i f  he d id  w ant to say that f u t u r e

singulars a re  no t yet true or false, then he w o u ld  have stated t h i s  

m uch fo r  bo th  kinds o f  future contingents.97 It seem s to me, though,

that this ob jec tio n  to C  is a b it  hasty. W hat we need  to keep in m ind

here is th a t  in 19a37-8, w here  A risto tle  refers  to s ta tem en ts  t h a t  

deal w ith  th ings which h appen  by chance, he  sta tes that it is  

necessary  th a t  one  of them  is tru e  and the o th e r  false, bu t not ' t h i s  

one or th a t  one'. In my view, there  is only one w ay to u n d e r s t a n d  

this co m m en t.  W hen  it com es to s ta tem ents  dea ling  with th in g s  

which h ap p en  by  chance, it is n ecessa ry  that one  m e m b e r  will t u r n  

out to be true  and the o ther false. It is no t  now d e t e r m i n e d ,  

how ever, w hich  one is true and  w hich one is false. I f  this much is 

right, then  I th ink  that Aristotle 's position is that in  the case of b o t h  

kinds o f  fu tu re  s ta tem ents , the m em bers  o f  an an tiph as is  are n o t  

yet true o r  false.

W hat we need  to do to w rap  up the d iscuss io n  o f  DI.  9, is to  

see what the  S tagirite  has to say in the closing lines o f  the c h a p te r .  

As he po in ts  out, it is not n ecessa ry  that 'of every  a ff irm ation  a n d  

opposite  n e g a t io n  one should be true and the o th e r  false' ( 1 9 a 3 9 -  

b2). In o ther words, he is here say ing  that R C P  does not hold of a l l  

s ta tem en ts .  A nd finally, he proceeds to re m in d  us that th i s  

p rincip le  does not apply u n q u a lif ie d ly  to fu tu re  singulars, f o r  

reasons w h ich  have  ju s t  been exp la ined  (19b2-4).

97 For further d eta ils  on the F in e/W h itak er objection  to C  ju s t  described , see  
F ine, 1984: 3 3 -4 , and W hitaker, 1996: 123-4 .
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C H A P T E R  3 

Aristotle and the Megarians

3^2 3^2 Sj* 5^2 3^2 5^C 5^* * |*  3^2 *f* 3^2 3^2 3f* 3^* 3^2 «fC 3^2 3^2 « |»  « |» 5^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 5^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3j2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 >̂ C 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3^2 3 ^  3^2

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n :

W e h ave  so far exam ined  two texts, viz .  M e t .  E. 3 and DI. 9, 

where A ris to tle  deals with the closely related issues o f  m odality  and 

de te rm in ism . Putatively , the next m ajor p iece of text where t h e

Stagirite d iscusses  these issues is M e t .  © .3 .  In M e t .  1046b29-32 , h e

tells us that:
[ b 2 9 ]  T h ere  are som e p eo p le , lik e  the M eg a r ia n s , w ho m ain ta in  t h a t  
s o m e th in g  [3 0 ]  has a cap acity  [to do som ething] o n ly  w hen  it is a c t i n g ,  
and that w h en  it is not a c tin g  it does not h ave this ca p a c ity  ( e la l  5e
•n.v€<T o'i 4>acnv, olov ol Meyapu<o(, orav cvepyfi pov  ov SuvaoQau orav 8k pn
evepyn ou 6 u v a a 6 a O -  For exam ple, the [3 1 ] man w h o is not b u ild in g  d o e s  
not h a v e  the cap acity  to build  (o lov  t o v  pf) o lKodopouvTa ou 6u'vacr6ai.  
oi KoSopet v) .  But it is only the man who is build ing, [3 2 ] w hen he does s o ,  
that has the cap acity  to build  (aXXa t o v  olKoSopouvTa oTav o lK oSopq).
L ik ew ise  in the case o f  other things (opouus- ok Kal e n l  tujv aXXcov).

A pparen tly , w ha t Aristotle is trying to say here is that t h e

M egarians, w h o e v e r  these a r e 1, subscribe to the  fo llow ing thesis: 'x

has the capacity  (dui/apts-) to <j>, if  and only if  x  is ac tually  4>-ing’.2 I n

the re m a in d e r  o f  M et .  0 . 3, the Stagirite goes on to do two th in g s .

First, he c la im s that the M egarian  thesis is u n ten ab le .  A nd second ,

he presents  a rgum ents  in support o f  this claim.

1 The M egarians o f  M e t . ©. 3 are y e t to be identified w ith  any k n ow n  sch o o l o f  
thought. I w ill m ake som e su g g e s t io n s  towards r e s o lv in g  this p u zzle  in p a r t s  
11 - I I I . For a gen era l d iscussion  o f  the M egarians, see  K n ea le  & K neale, 1988: 
ch. 3, esp . pp. 113-128.
2 W hat I th ink  w e  need to note at th is poin t is that, fo r  A r isto tle , 'x has t h e  
cap acity  (SuvaprsO to is not e q u iv a le n t  to 'it is p o s s ib le  for x to <j>'. I w i l l  
d iscuss this p o in t in som e detail in part II .  S ee also fn. 8.
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As some of the c o m m e n ta to rs  have noted, the t h e s i s  

ad v o ca ted  by the M egarians seems to be (som ehow) c o n n e c te d  to  

the issue o f  determinism. Thus, it is n o t  uncom m on to see c la im s in  

the l i te ra tu re  to the effect that M e t .  ©_ 3 is an a ttem pt by  A r i s to t l e  

to rebu t yet another argum ent for d e te im in is m .3 Before we go on to 

cons id er  these claims, how ever, I t h in k  it is im p ortan t  to c la r i f y  

som e things regard ing  the place o f  M e t .  ©. 3 in the c o r p u s .  To b e

m ore specific, I th ink  it is im pera tive  that we say a w ord  or tw o

concerning  the role o f this chapter in th e  context o f M e t .  z -© .

As is well known, the d iscussion in the central books o f  t h e  

M e t a p h y s i c s  revolves around the q u e s t io n  of w hat is a  s u b s ta n c e .

In the process o f  this inquiry Aristotle suggests , among o th er  th in g s ,

that (a) substance  is fo r m 4, and (b) m a t t e r  is p o t e n t i a l i t y / c a p a c i t y  

(6ui'ap.i.s‘)5> whereas form is actuality (evep-yei-a).6 The in te rp re ta t io n  o f  

these  claims, as well as that of the a rg u m e n ts  Aristotle p re sen ts  in  

their  support, is a no toriously  d ifficult m atter. F ortuna te ly , all w e  

need  to notice here is that the S tag ir i te  in troduces (a) and  (b) in  

M e t .  Z-H w ithout any prior t rea tm en t o f  the concepts o f  c a p a c i ty  

and actuality . Now, one of the few th in g s  which is u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l  

about the reco nstruc tion  of M et .  Z-©, is that the m ateria l  in © is 

m ean t to fill this pa rt icu la r  gap. That is ,  it is m eant to p ro v id e  t h e  

de ta iled  discussion of actuality  and c a p a c i ty  that is m iss ing  f r o m

3 S ee , for exam ple, Aquinas, 1961: 6 63-669 , B o s le y ,  1998, W illiam s, 1986: 183.
4 S ee , for exam ple. Met.  Z. 17.
5 S ee , for exam ple, Met.  H. 2. 1042b9-10. N o te  that w here A r isto tle  says t h a t  
th is s p e c if ic  bit o f  m atter x  is ’p o ten tia lly ' (6-uva>ei) <*>, he m eans to say that x 
has the 'capacity' (Si/vanA?) to be <t>; or, i f  you p refer , x  is in the state o f  h a v i n g  
the ca p a c ity  to be <t>. H en ce, I take it that 'x is p o ten tia lly  (j> 'I'x has t h e  
p oten tia lity  to be 4>' is equivalent to 'x has the capacity  to be
6 S ee Met.  H. 3. 1043a29j5f.
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M e t .  Z-H. W hat seem s to be also c lea r  is that M et .  0  is in te n d e d  to  

reso lve  some o f  the difficulties that arise  out of cla im s (a) and (b )  

w ithin  the con tex t o f  M e t .  Z-H.7

Given the above, it would a p p ea r  that the d iscu ss io n  o f  t h e  

M egarians  in M e t .  0 .  3 is above all part o f the t r e a tm e n t  o f  

sub s tan ce  in it ia ted  in M e t .  Z-H. A nd there  are indeed  a n u m b er  o f  

p ieces in the recen t  literature w hich a t te m p t  to show how  M e t .  ©. 3 

fits  into the ex tended  treatm ent o f  substance  in the cen tra l  books o f  

the M e t a p h y s i c s . 8 Having said this m uch, however, I th ink  w e n e e d  

to acknow ledge that there is merit to the claim  that M e t .  ©. 3 is a lso  

designed  to say som eth ing  about the issue  o f  d e te rm in ism . It is, so 

to speak, an a t te m p t  by Aristotle to take a stab at his d e t e r m i n i s t  

opponents on his way to taking care o f  another matter.

This c h ap te r  will focus exc lu s ive ly  on the su g g es tio n  t h a t  

there  are connec tions  betw een M e t .  ©. 3, as well as the s u r r o u n d i n g  

chap ters , and the p rob lem  of d e te rm in ism . To an tic ip a te  b r ie f ly ,

w hat I propose to do is to address two closely related questions:
(1 ) W hat is  the con n ectio n  b etw een  determ in ism  and the th es is  o f  Met.
10 4 6 b 2 9 -3 2 ?
(2) W hat e x a c t l y  is A ristotle's quarrel w ith  the M egarians o f  M e t .  © . 3?

7 A p p a ren tly , on e o f  the p rob lem s that (a) and (b) g ive  rise to w ith in  t h e  
co n te x t  o f  Met.  Z-H  is th is. If su b s ta n c e /fo r m  is the a ctu a lity  o f  a c e r t a i n  
cap acity , then it w ill  turn out to be the ca se  that the m usical C or iscu s and ( t h e  
u n m u sic a l)  C oriscu s are d if fe r e n t su b sta n ce s . A s T. Irwin p o in ts  out, one o f  
the aim s o f  M e t .  Q is to rem ove this d if f ic u lty  by fu lly  ex p la in in g  ca p a city  and 
a ctu a lity , and by r e s tr ic t in g  them  in the a p p ro p r ia te  w ays; see  Irw in , 1988: 
ch . 11. S ee  also G ill, 1989: chs 5-6 , and W itt, 1989.
8 One o f  the s u g g e s t io n s  that I find to be p la u s ib le  is that: (a) th e d i s c u s s i o n  
o f  the M egarian s is u lt im a te ly  in tended  to h ig h lig h t  the c la im  that n a t u r a l  
cap a city  ought not to be id e n tified  with p o s s ib il ity ,  and (b) i f  it is  in d eed  t h e  
c a s e  that p o ss ib ility  is  not cap acity , then A r is to tle  can s u c c e s s fu lly  d efen d  the 
th es is  that form is the actuality  o f  a certain  cap acity . For m ore d e ta ils  on t h i s  
su g g estio n , see  Ide, 1990, and Irwin, 1988: esp . pp. 227-230 . S ee a lso  fns 7 & 2.
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T here  is also the q u e s t io n  o f  how the d iscussion  in M e t .  ©. 3 r e l a t e s  

to the S tag irite ’s o ve ra ll  trea tm en t o f  m odality  and d e t e r m i n i s m .  

The discussion  o f  this issue, how ever, will be p o s tp o n ed  for t h e  

conc lud ing  chapter o f  this project.9

I I .  On M e z a r i a n  D e t e r m i n i s m ,  p a r t  l i

A s  W.D. Ross po in ts  out, one o f  the d ifficulties w ith  t h e

in te rp re ta t io n  of M e t .  0 .  3 is that ap ar t  from the re fe re n c e  a t

1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -3 2  'we h av e  no in fo rm ation  abou t M egaric v iew s e a r l i e r  

than  those of D iodorus Cronus' (Ross, 1958: 244). To be m o r e

specific, it seems that: (a) there is no overlap  betw een  the w ork  o f  

D iodorus  and A risto tle ; apparently, the fo rm er was active well a f t e r  

the Stagirite 's d e a t h 10, and (b) the only  in fo rm ation  we have  a b o u t  

the early, viz.  p re -D io d o rean , M egaric  school is w hat w e get a t  

10 46 b 2 9 -3 2 . In short, all we have to go on in the a t tem p t to

re c o n s tru c t  the view s o f  the early M egarians  is the in fo rm a tio n  in  

M e t .  ©. 3. And adm ittedly  this is not m uch.

If we assum e tha t in M et .  ©. 3 A risto tle  m akes an h o n e s t  

e ffo rt  to be an ob jec tive  historian o f  philosophy, then w h a t w e h a v e  

a t hand is the point ou tlined  in part I. That is, the early  M e g a r ia n s  

advocate  the view tha t an entity  x has the capacity  to 4> o n ly  i f  it is 

ac tua lly  <j>-ing; and, i f  x  is actually 4>-ing then x  has the  r e l e v a n t  

capacity . A risto tle 's  first com m ent on this thesis is tha t it is 

ob v io u s ly  u n t e n a b l e .11 A nd a c o n te m p o ra ry  reader o f  the  text is

9 S ee  chapter 5.
10 T his much has been esta b lish ed  by D. S ed ley ; see  S ed ley , 1977.
11 Met.  ©. 3. 1046b32-3.
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very likely to have a sim ilar reaction. Take, for instance, the case o f  

a na tive  speaker o f  French such as Jean  Chretien. T he fact t h a t  

C hre tien  speaks F rench  at time t but is silent at a  su b se q u e n t  t im e  

t', does not mean that at t' he lacks the capacity  to sp eak  French. I f  

we suppose that a t t' Chretien loses his capacity  to speak  F re n ch , 

then we will be faced  w ith a couple o f  serious p rob lem s. First, w e  

will have to explain w hy he loses this capacity  at t'. A nd second, w e  

w ill have to explain  how  he re-acquires it  at the subsequen t time t", 

viz .  a later time at w hich  he resum es speaking French. Thus, t h e  

p laus ib le  thing to do is to assume that Chretien has the capacity  to 

speak  French even w hen  he does not exercise  it. In fact, we take i t  

that what explains his speaking French at r" is the fact tha t at t' h e  

retains the capacity to do so .12-13 Hence, there arises the m ain  puzzle 

about the view advocated  by the early M egarians. W hy w ould  t h e y  

m ain ta in  a thesis which, at first sight at least, appears  to be r i f e  

w ith  d ifficu lties?

In his c o m m e n ta ry  on M et.  ©. 3, Ross m akes the fo l lo w in g  

su g g e s t io n :
The M egarian paradox w as probably reached  by a very s im p le  p iece  o f  
rea so n in g , natural for fo llo w ers o f  P a rm en id es, 'A th in g  is w hat it is ,  
and th erefo re  c a n n o t b e -w h a t- it - is -n o t .

(Ross, 1958: 244)

W hat Ross is try ing  to say here is som eth ing  along the fo l lo w in g  

lines. According to Diogenes Laertius, the M egarians are fo l lo w e rs  

o f Parm enides and Z e n o .14 If this m uch  is right, then it is o n ly

12 I take this to mean that Chretien has the natural cap a city  to sp eak  F r e n c h ,  
and n ot  that it is p o ssib le  for him  to speak F ren ch . For fu rther d isc u ss io n  o f  
this poin t, see the m aterial in the second h a lf o f  part II .
13 A s w e w ill see later on, this is e s se n tia lly  on e o f  the a rg u m en ts A r i s t o t l e  
d ep lo y s against the M egarians in Met .  1046b32/jf. See also fn. 22.
14 For further d iscu ssio n  o f  this point, see  K neale & K neale, 1988: 113-114.
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na tu ra l  to take it th .at they adopt the  P a rm en id ea n  d ic tu m  that 'A  

thing is what i t  is, am d therefore  can n o t b e -w h a t - i t - i s -n o t ' .  To s p e l l  

th ings out a  bit, the suggestion is that the M eg arian s ,  l ik e  

Parm enides , hold  that there are som e serious p h i lo s o p h ic a l  

p rob lem s with the a n a ly s is  of change. As a result, th ey  p roceed  to  

espouse one o f  the s ta n d a rd  Eleatic conclusions: change, any  kind o f  

change, is i m p o s s i b l e . 15 Obviously, i f  one accepts this thes is  then i t  

is not hard to see hoow one may derive  the further c laim  o f  M e t .  © .3 ;  

namely, capacity  = a c tu a li ty .  That is, if  one denies the p o ss ib il i ty  o f  

any kind o f  change t h e n  one has to concede  the fo llow ing: (a) a thing 

is w hat it is, and  it cannot becom e w ha t it is not; (b) hence, t h a t  

w hich is s a id  to be 'capable of <5-ing' canno t be a n y th in g  else b u t  

that which is actually* <}>-ing.

Can this m uch  help us boost the p lau s ib il i ty  o f  the M e g a r ia n  

thesis?  One m ay argue that this is possible , p r o v i d e d  one is 

prepared to go b e y o n d  what Ross ac tua lly  states. W h a t  w e need to  

keep in mind is th .at the Eleatic thesis has a ce r ta in  e s s e n t ia l  

corollary. The empinrical evidence indicates that the w o rld  is s u b je c t  

to change. Thus, t h e  Eleatics con tend , the ev idence  o f  the s e n s e s  

m ust be rejected; it ns patently u n re l iab le .16 Now, if  w e assum e  t h a t  

the M egarians adop t this corollary o f  the Eleatic thesis , then  t h e i r  

position  appears  to gain in p laus ib ility . As we h ave  seen, th e  

objection ra ised  agai.nst their view is that the em p ir ica l  e v id e n c e  

shows that, for e x a m p le ,  Chretien stops speak ing  F rench  at t' but h e

15 I take it that t h e  reader is fa m ilia r  w ith  the fu n d a m e n ta ls  o f  
P a rm en id ea n /E le a tic  o n t io lo g y . For a d is c u s s io n  o f  P a rm en id es' m e t a p h y s i c s ,  
and in particular h is tr ea tm e n t o f  change, s e e  P an ay id es, 1991: e sp . part II .
16 S ee  fn. 15.
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resum es doing so a t  a su b seq u e n t  tim e t". T herefo re , the a r g u m e n t  

goes, to exp la in  th is  p h e n o m e n o n  we need to a ssum e that C h r e t i e n  

reta ins the capac ity  to speak  French even  when he does no t a c t u a l l y  

exercise  it. In o ther  words, we need to assum e th a t  h is  

p o s s e s s io n / r e te n t io n  o f  this capacity  at t' is w hat exp la ins  h is  

speak ing  French a t  r". If we suppose  that the M egarian  thes is  is 

com bined  w ith a re jec t io n  of the em pirica l ev idence , how ever, t h e n  

this a rgu m en t seem s to be innocuous. That is, let us suppose  t h a t  

the M egarians co n cu r  with the Eleatics that: (a) there  a r e

in su p e rab le  p ro b lem s with all a ttem p ts  to give a p h i lo s o p h ic a l  

analysis o f  change, (b) this c learly  indicates that change is n o t  

possible , and (c) w e  should  place no trust in the ev idence  o f  t h e  

senses, which sugges ts  that the w orld  is subject to change. G iv e n  

the above, it w o u ld  seem  to follow that we cannot appeal to t h e  

ev idence  of the senses  in o rder  to point out d ifficu lties  fo r  t h e  

M egarian  position. The M egarians m ay easily respond  tha t t h e  

ev idence  o f  the senses bears no re la tion  to rea lity  w h a t s o e v e r .  

T hey  may argue that, contrary  to w hat percep tion  tells us, rea lity  is 

such that: (i) no k in d  o f  change is possible; (ii) hence, that w hich  is 

s a i d  to be capable o f  4>-ing, cannot be anything else but that w hich  is 

ac tually  <t>-ing. In the final analysis, it  would appear  that u n d e r  

these  co n s id e ra tio n s  the a rg u m en t described  ea rlie r  on canno t s i n k  

the M egarians ' s h ip .17-18

17 For a runaw ay d e v e lo p m e n t  o f  the lin e  o f  rea so n in g  sk etch ed  out in t h e  
last tw o paragraphs, s e e  R osen , 1979 .
18 A s w e w ill see  in th e  n ext cou p le  o f  p ages, there is no good  reason to assum e  
that the M egarian th e s is  takes its start from  any o f  the E lea tic  d octr in es.
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W h at we need to note at this po in t is that a lthough  th e  

ex p anded  version o f  Ross ' proposal makes the thesis o f  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2  

m ore  palatable, it cannot be the truth about the Megarians o f  M e t .  0 .  

3. As I will show, there  are (at least) two problem s w ith  th is  

rec o n s tru c t io n  o f the M egarian  position.

In P h y s i c s  (P h y s .) A .  2. 184b25-185al, the Stagirite  states that 

the inves tiga tion  o f w hether w hat exists is one a n d  

u n c h a n g e a b le ' ,  v i z ■ the Eleatics' doctrine, 'does not be long  to a 

d iscu ss io n  o f  nature '. The natural scientist, he con tends, s h o u ld

sim p ly  assum e that all na tura l things are sub ject to c h a n g e .19 He 

goes on to add, though, that the trea tm en t o f  the Eleatic thesis falls  

u n d e r  the purv iew  of p h i lo s o p h y .20 In fact, he devotes P h y s .  a . 2, 

and m ost o f A. 3, to the p re sen ta tio n  of an a rray  o f 

(p h i lo so p h ic a l /d ia le c t ic a l )  a rgum ents which are in tended  to s h o w  

two things: (a) what exists is n o t  one, and (b) things in the world a r e  

indeed subject to change. Clearly, if  these a rgum en ts  are su c c e ss fu l ,  

then  it w ould  seem to follow that the Eleatics are also m is ta k en  to

cla im  that the evidence o f  the senses is unreliab le .21

As we have seen, the interpretation o f M e t . e .  3 ( 1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 )

descr ib ed  earlier  on has it that:
(1 ) T he M egarians hold  that x  has the ca p a c ity  to <t> i f  and o n ly  i f  x  is  
a ctu a lly  <f>-ing.
(2 ) W hat prom pts them  to accept this th esis is the fact that th ey  a d o p t  
P arm en id es' doctrine that no change is p o ss ib le .
(3) It is not usefu l to cite  the ev id en ce  o f the sen ses as the b asis o f  a n 
a rg u m en t against the M egarian s. The M eg a ria n s, like P a r m e n i d e s ,  
m a in ta in  that w e ou ght not to sh ow  any faith  in the e m p i r i c a l
ev id en ce . As was in d ica ted  above, they take it that this is an e s s e n t i a l
coro lla ry  o f  the th esis  that no change is p o ss ib le .

19 S e e  Phys .  A . 2. 185al2jy.
20 S ee  Phys .  A . 2. 185aI7-20 .
21 A risto tle  states this much at Phys .  A . 2. 1 8 5 a l3 -1 4 .
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If the above  is the correct in te rp re ta t io n  o f  M e t . 1 046b29-32 , t h e n  

it is rea so n a b le  to expect that in M et .  0 .  3  A risto tle  w ould  w a n t  to  

d iscred it (1) by und erm in ing  (2) and (3) -- a task he has a l r e a d y  

perform ed in P h ys .  A. 2-3. Instead  o f  d o in g  so, how ever, he b e g in s  

his a ttack  by utilizing an an ti-M egarian  a rg u m e n t  along the l in e s  

described earlier on. That is, he deploys a n  a rgum en t which s i m p l y  

assum es, w ithout any ju s tif ica tion  or r e f e re n c e  to the d iscuss ion  in  

Phys .  A. 2-3, that the ev idence  of the se n se s  is indeed  r e l i a b l e .22 

Hence, I w ould like to suggest that to a c c e p t  ( l ) - (3 )  is to accept th a t :

(a) A ris to tle  blatantly  begs the question  a g a in s t  the M egarians, o r

(b) the discussion in M e t .  ©. 3 assum es t h a t  the reader knows, f r o m  

P h ys .  A. 2-3, that the M egarians are m is ta k en  to doubt the e v i d e n c e  

of the senses. It seems to me, though,, that both options a r e  

unaccep tab le . The first one is, to say th e  least, u n c h a r i ta b le  to  

Aristotle. As for the second one, I th ink  i t  sim ply  p resu p p o ses  to o  

much. T hat is, it p resupposes  that by s im p ly  going over the l in e s  

10 46b 2 9 -3 2  the reader can au tom atica lly  see that the M e g a r i a n  

thesis has its foundations in Eleaticism, a n d  that these f o u n d a t i o n s  

have been  thoroughly  u n d e rm in ed  e ls e w h e re .  Hence, I w ould l ik e  

to subm it that it is very doubtful th a t  ( l ) - (3 )  gives us a n  

exegetically  correct account o f  the M e g a r ia n  position.

W h a t  seems to also tell against ( l ) - ( 3 )  is the ev idence  f r o m

M e t . o .  3. 1047al0-14. In this stretch o f  tex t,  Aristotle states that:
(i) T he M egarians hold that that w hich la c k s  the capacity to <(> ca n n o t 4>
[ 10 4 7 a l 0 - 1 1],
(ii) G iven  the M egarian  th es is  o f  Met .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -3 2  and (i), it f o l l o w s  
that: i f  x is not now  (}>-ing, then it is in c a p a b le  o f  -ing  (at any f u t u r e  
tim e) [1 0 4 7 a l0 1 2 ],

22 See Me t .  1046b 3 3 -1 0 4 7 a l0 . S ee also the d isc u ss io n  at the end o f  part I I I .
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(ii)  From  (i)-( ii) , it fo llo w s  that he w ho says o f  that w h ich  is  not now  <f>- 
in g  that it is c{>-ing, or that it wi l l  be <)>-ing, sa y s w hat is not t r u e  
[ 1 0 4 7 a l 2 - 1 4 ] .

On the basis o f  (i)-(iii), the S tag irite  goes on to c la im  that: T h u s ,  i t  

follows tha t  these a rg u m en ts  [of the M egarians] do aw ay  with b o t h  

m otion and  becom ing' ( gocft© o u t o l  oi Xoyot €£atpoucn. K ai. k £vt] ° t.v  K a \  

y e v e t n v ) .23 Aristotle’s point here is that it is the M e g a r ia n  thesis, viz .  

'actuality  =  potentiality ', th a t  entails the im po ss ib ili ty  o f  change a n d  

n o t  the o ther  way round. Hence, I would like to subm it t h a t

a lthough  it is true that the  M egarians o f  M e t .  ©. 3 concur w i t h

P a rm en id es  on the point co n ce rn in g  change, the ir  thesis  does n o t  

take its s ta rt from any doc tr ines  o f  the latter. The tex tu a l  e v id e n c e  

from  1 0 4 7 a l0 -1 4  indicates, c o n t r a  ( l) -(3 ) , that the S tag irite  takes i t  

that the E leatic  claim that no change is possible is a co n seq u en ce  o f  

the M eg ar ian  thesis. Hence, it is p lausib le  to a ssu m e  that t h e

M egaric v iew  also implies the corollary  of the E leatic d o c t r in e ,

nam ely, the claim that the  em pirica l ev idence  is u n r e l i a b l e .24 

F u r th e rm o re ,  what we need  to note here is th a t  in M e t .  ©. 3 

A risto tle  states e xp l ic i t l y  tha t one o f  the reasons  the M e g a r ia n  

position  is untenable is tha t it entails  the absurdities  p ropounded  by 

the E leatics. To be more specific, he reasons as fo l lo w s .25 T h e  

M egarian  position  entails the  Eleatics ' claims. It shou ld  be c le a r ,  

though, tha t we cannot accep t that things are static. For exam ple, i t  

is lud ic rous  to m aintain  th a t  that which is now se a te d  will r e m a i n  

seated fo r  ever. Therefore , we ough t to reject the c la im  that g iv e s

23 Met.  ©. 3 . 1 0 4 7 a l4 .
24 It should  be noted, though, that A risto tle  does not actually  sta te  so  in Met.  ©. 
3 .
25 W hat fo llo w s  is a summary o f  the argum ent in Met .  1 0 4 7 a l5 -2 0 .

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



1 2 5

rise to these k inds of ab su rd ities ;  nam ely, the c laim  tha t  c a p a c i ty  

and actuality  are one and the same. In short, it seem s tha t  there is 

plenty o f  ev idence in M e t . Q .  3 (1047al0 /)0  which su ggests  that ( 1 ) -  

(3) cannot be the correct reconstruction  o f  the M egarian  view . M o re  

precisely , the tex tual ev id ence  indicates that the M egaric  view d o e s  

not take its start from E leaticism , but rather that it leads to it.

W hat shou ld  be e v id e n t  from  the discussion  in the last f e w

pages is that w e are still con fron ted  with the original question . I s  

there an y th ing  we can do to m ake the M egarian view  a p p ea r  m o r e  

p lausib le?  W hat I w ould  like to suggest is that to an sw er  th i s

question  we will need to expla in  how the thesis p re s e n te d  at M et .  

1046b29-32 is connected  to determ inism . One line o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

has it that the M egarian  thesis  entails determ inism . A n d  p u ta t i v e ly ,

the obvious way to show that the M egarian  view g e n e ra te s  s o m e

form o f  necessita rian ism  is this:
(a) The M eg a r ia n s  h o ld  that ‘M. -  'a state o f  affa irs S is p o s s ib le , i f  a n d  
on ly  i f  S is an actual sta te o f  a ffa irs'. In other w ords, th ey  m a i n t a i n  
that ’p o ss ib ility  =  a ctu a lity '.
(b) I f  M  is true, then it is a lso  true that there aren't any u n a c t u a l i z e d  
p o ssib ilit ie s . That is, i f  M  is true then so is =  'if the sta te  o f  affa irs S 
is not actual, then it is im p o ss ib le ’.
(c) W hat seem s to fo llo w  from  £W and JVf is that c h a n g e  is a l t o g e t h e r  
im p o ss ib le . H en ce, from  ivf and M' w e m ay m ove to © =  'if S a c t u a l l y  
ob tains, then 5  is a n ecessa ry  state o f  affairs'.26

In short, the c la im  is tha t the M egarian  position en ta ils  the th e s is

that the w orld  is a p lenum  o f  necessa ry  states of affa irs . W h e t h e r

this is the correct way to co n s tru e  the connection  o f  M e t .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -

32 to necessitarian ism  is som eth ing  that rem ains to be se en .27

26 As w as noted  in ch ap ter  1, a r e c o n s tr u c t io n  o f the M eg a ria n  v iew  a l o n g  
th ese lin es, viz.  (a ) - (c ) ,  is su g g e s te d  by D.C. W illiam s; see  W illia m s, 1986: 183.  
A s far as I k n ow , th is su g g estio n  has n ever been  ch a llen ged .
27 The rest o f  part I I  is e s s e n t ia l ly  an argu m en t aga in st the s u g g e s t io n  j u s t
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As was no ted  in pa rt  I, A risto tle  states that the M e g a r ia n

position is this: 'som ething has a capacity (Suvacreoa)  [to do so m e th in g ]  

only when it is acting ( e v e p y n ) ,  and ... w hen  it  is not acting it does n o t  

have this capac ity  (ou 6uvaa0oa)'. The suggestion  we have ju s t  g o n e  

through, h o w ev er ,  takes it that the q u a rre l  be tw een  A ris to tle  a n d  

the M egarians is one concerning poss ib il i ty  and not ( n a tu r a l )

capacity. That is to say, the a ssu m p tio n  in (a)-(c) is that w h e r e  

Aristotle and the  M egarians say that 'x 6 w a a 8 a i  cj>', they m ean  to s a y  

that 'it is poss ib le  for x  to <j>'. It seem s to me, though, that th e  

textual ev idence docs not support such a claim .

In the c o r p u s  we find a num ber o f  d ifferent expressions which 

are intended to denote  modalities o f  one k ind  or another. Tw o su c h  

terms are SuvaTov and evSexopevoi'. A ccord ing  to T. Waitz, the first o f  

these two term s indicates physical poss ib il i ty  w hereas the se c o n d  

one indicates logical p o s s ib i l i ty .28 This claim , how ever, has b e e n

rep ea ted ly  cha lleng ed  by a num ber of the m odern  scholars. Ross, 

for exam ple, u rges us to note that there are several places, such as  

P rior  A na ly t ic s  (A P r . )  3 2 a l 8 f f  and P o s te r io r  Ana ly t ics  (AP o .)  7 4 b 3 8 ,  

w here  it is c lea r  that Aristotle uses Sut'aTov and evScxop-^vov as  

synonyms. T hat is, he uses both o f  them  to indicate  the sam e k in d

o f  p o s s ib i l i ty .29 The question that rem a in s  to be answ ered , o f  

course, is how  this dispute relates to our p re sen t  discussion. As w e 

will soon see, re so lv in g  this old in te rp re t iv e  problem  is essen tia l  to

outlined; viz.  (a ) - (c ) .
28 See W aitz, 1844.
29 See R oss, 1958: 2 4 5 . It is w orth n oting  that R oss n ev er  s p e c if ie s  w hat k i n d  
o f  p o ss ib ility  th ese  tw o term s are m eant to in d ica te . For oth er a r g u m e n t s  
aga in st W a itz’s su g g estio n , see  the references in Irw in , 1988: 564 .
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d e te rm in in g  the m ean in g  of 6ui/acr8aa and  its d e r iv a tiv e s  in  t h e

con tex t o f  M et .  ©. 3.

W hat we need  to concede is th a t  Ross is co rrec t to p o in t  o u t

that there  are places, such  as A P o .  7 4 b 3 8 , w here A risto tle  seem s to

m ake no distinction betw een  SuvaTo'v and €v6€xop.€vov. Yet, I th in k  o n e

ou gh t to acknow ledge tha t there are a lso  places w here  the S t a g i r i t e

c learly  indicates that the two term s a re  n o t  in te rch a n g ea b le .  A n d

one o f  these places is M e t .  ©. 3 .30 A f te r  he has d isposed  o f  t h e

M egarian  view in this chapter, A ris to tle  p roceeds to give us his o w n

view o f  the SuvaTov. In particu lar, he tells  us that a thing 'is duuarov

of som eth ing , i f  there  is nothing im p o ss ib le  (aSuVaToi/) in its h a v i n g

the actuality  ( e v ^ p y e t a )  o f  that o f w hich  it  is said to have the S u v a i n v ' . 31

And to illustrate his poin t, he gives us an  example:
[I mean, for exam ple,] if  a thing is cap ab le  o f  sitting, and it is p o s s i b l e  
for it to sit, then if  it actualizes its cap acity  to sit noth ing i m p o s s i b l e  
will result from it (Xeyai 8k olov, el SuvaTov Ka0na0cu Kai €voex€Tar Ka0fjcj0aa, 
t o u t o j  eav urrdp î] t o  Ka0rja0ai, ou6ev eaTca aouvaTov).

{Met.  1047a26-8)

T here  is a lot here w hich  is of in te res t .  For our p resen t  p u r p o s e s ,  

though, all we need to note is this. I f  we refuse to accep t th i s  

t ran s la t io n  of M e t .  1047a26-8 , v iz .  i f  w e  construe  both ouvaTov a n d  

€v6€xeTar as indicating  possibility , then w e will have to im p u te  to  

A risto tle  a pointless tautology. T hat is, w e  will have to read the t e x t  

as saying that: '... i f  it is possible  fo r  a th in g  to sit, and it is p o s s i b l e  

for it to sit, then .,.'.32 Thus, it m akes  m ore sense to re n d e r  o u r

30 F or a com prehensive list and d iscu ssio n  o f  su ch  p assages, see  B o s le y , 1999 .
31 Met .  1047a24-6 . For a m ore deta iled  d is c u s s io n  o f  th ese lin es , see  B o s l e y ,
1999a .
32 E v en  R oss cannot bring h im se lf  to do th is. Instead , he attem pts to ev a d e  the  
d if f ic u lty  for his v iew  by ren d er in g  Met .  1 0 4 7 a 2 6 -8  as fo llo w s: 'I m ean  f o r  
in s ta n c e , i f  a th ing  is ca p a b le  o f  s itt in g  and it  is open to it sit, th ere w ill  b e
n o th in g  im p o ss ib le  in its a ctu a lly  sittin g '; s e e  B arnes (ed .), 1985: 1653 . I t
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passage  as it has ju s t  been  suggested . In short, it  seems m o r e  

p lau s ib le  th a t  we give the two term s their usual trans la tions; viz.  

6uvaTo'v =  '( tha t  which has a) cap a c i ty /p o w e r ',  and (kvSexeToa =  'it is  

p o s s ib le ' .33

T he  ev idence we have  ju s t  considered  gives us good reason to

th ink  tha t w ith in  the co n tex t  o f  M e t .  0 . 3 SuvaTov and evS^xop-evov a r e

not in te rc h a n g e a b le .  W h a t  we have  yet to do, though, is fix t h e

precise  m ean in g  of these two terms in the texts w hich  concern us.

In the  process o f  d iscuss ing  'ra tional capacities ' (ge-ra Xoyou

Suva ne i?)  in M e t .  ©. 534, Aristotle tells us that:
[ 1 0 4 8 a l 3 ]  N e c e s sa r ily , ... w hen  any subject w ith  a ra tion a l c a p a c i t y  
[1 4 ]  d es ires  <to p ro d u ce  an e ffec t>  for w h ich  it has the c a p a c i t y  
(ouvap.t.v), and in the w ay  it has it, [1 5 ]  it p rod u ces <the effect> . It h a s  
the ca p a c ity  to p rod u ce <the e ffec t>  when the p atien t is p resent and i s  
in [1 6 ]  a certa in  state (exeL Se napdvTos- tou na0r|'n.KOU Kal ai6l sxovtos- 
t t o l € l v ) 3 5 ; otherw ise it wi l l  not be cap ab le o f  p ro d u c in g  it. W e need  n o t  
add [ 1 7 ]  the co n d it io n  'if n o th in g  external p rev en ts  it'; for it has t h e  
[ 1 8 ]  cap acity  in the w ay  in w hich  it is a capacity  o f  producing, and it is  
a c a p a c ity  for p ro d u c in g  not in all co n d it io n s , [1 9 ]  but in c e r t a i n  
c o n d it io n s ,  w h ich  e x c lu d e  the p rese n c e  o f  ex tern a l [2 0 ]  h i n d r a n c e s ,

sh ou ld  be c lea r , h o w ev er , that th is tran sla tion  does not do a n y t h i n g  to  
a d v a n ce  h is  c a u se .
33 S ee  S cott & Liddell, 1989: 2 1 3 , 259.
34 For a u se fu l d isc u ss io n  o f  the A r is to te lia n  d is t in c t io n  b e tw e en  ' r a t i o n a l '  
( p e T o .  X oyou)  and 'non-rational' ( a X o y o u )  capacities, see  G ill, 1989: ch. 6, and e s p .  
pp. 2 0 2 -4 . S e e  a lso  the d iscu ss io n  in part II I .
35 R oss and OCT d elete  n o i e l v  at 1 0 4 8 a l6 , m aking the p r e se n c e  o f  the p a s s i v e  
o b ject n e c e s s a r y  for the a g en t to h ave the cap acity  to act on  it. As T. I r w i n  
poin ts ou t, th o u g h , there are good  reason s not to d e le te  t t o l s l v  at 1 0 4 8 a l6 . F o r  
ex a m p le , i f  w e  a ccep t Ross' rea d in g  o f  the text w e w ill have to co n ced e  t h a t  
A risto tle 's  v ie w  is that a c a p a c ity  is r e la t iv e ly  tra n sien t. T ake the case o f  a 
doctor. U n d er  Ross' r e c o n s tr u c t io n  o f  104813-21 , the doctor has the c a p a c i t y  
to heal o n ly  i f  a patient is present. T here is textual ev id en ce , how ever, e .g . De  
Ani ma  B. 5. 4 1 7 a 2 1 /f  and Met .  ©. 7. 1 0 4 8 b 3 7 -1 0 4 9 a l8 , w h ich  c le a r ly  show s t h a t  
th is is not A r is to tle 's  v iew . To b e m ore sp ec ific , the texts in d ica te  that f o r  
A ristotle: (a) a capacity , such as the ra tion a l cap acity  to h ea l, is a p e r m a n e n t  
state o f  the e n tity  that p o s s e s s e s  it, and (b) the p r e s e n c e /a b s e n c e  o f  t h e  
p a ss iv e  o b jec t, and other ex tern a l co n d it io n s , are m erely  fa cto rs w h ich  a f f e c t  
the r e a liz a t io n /n o n -r e a liz a t io n  o f  a ration a l cap acity , and in no w ay do t h e y  
a ffec t its p o sse ss io n  by the a c tiv e  agent. For a more detailed  d iscu ssio n  o f  t h i s  
point, see  Irw in, 1988: 229, and 56 3 , note 9. S ee  also the d isc u ss io n  in the n e x t  
c o u p le  o f  p aragrap h s.
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s in ce  th ese  are exclu d ed  w hen so m e o f  the cond itions m en tion ed  in t h e  
d e fin itio n  [ 2 1 ]  are present.36

W hat A ris to tle  is trying to say in this passage is ro ugh ly  th e

following. T ake  the case o f  the ra tional agent SI which has t h e

capacity (Suva pis-) for an objective <j>. The claim is that the agen t c a n

produce the re le v a n t  effect, viz .  SI m ay actualize his cap ac ity  to <t>,

prov ided  certa in  conditions are satisfied . That is, it  m ust  be th e

case that the pass iv e  object is p resen t, and it must also be the c a se

that no ex te rna l  factors h inder  the rea lization  o f  the r e l e v a n t

capacity . If  this is the point A ris to tle  is try ing  to m ake here , t h e n

we m ay settle the issue concern ing  the m eaning  of €v6€xerai. a t M et.

1047a26. To be m ore specific, w h a t  I w ould  like to suggest is th is .

As we have a lready seen, SuvaTo'v and ei/Se'xerai. in the con tex t o f  M et .

©. 3 (1047a26-8) are not interchangeable. Now, in M e t .  1 0 4 8 a l3 -2 1

A risto tle  draw s a sharp d is t inc tion  betw een: (a) possess ing  a

capacity, and (b) actually  realiz ing  a capacity . It m ay be true, h e

urges us to note, that SI has the capacity  to «j>. But for SL to rea lize  i ts

capacity  certain  enabling cond itions need to be satisfied . T h e

passive subject m ust be present, a n d  there  must be a c o m p le te

absence of ex te rn a l  factors that m ay p rev en t si from rea liz ing  $.

Given that this is the case, then I think it is plausible to a ssum e  t h a t

M et.  1 0 4 8 a l3 -2 1  spells out the  m eaning  of evSex€Tca at M et .

1047a26. In o th e r  words, I w ould  like to subm it that we need  to

read M e t .  1047a26-8 as follows: 'i f  x  has the capacity to <j>, and  it is

possible  for it to (actualize) <j>, v iz .  there aren 't any fac tors t h a t

hinder the rea lization  o f  the afo rem entioned  capacity, then ...’.

36 Irwin's translation , s lig h tly  am ended; see  Irw in , 1988: 2 2 8 -2 2 9 .
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W hat we have yet to settle, o f  course, is the key  q u e s t io n  

concern ing  the m ean in g  o f 6uVa|xi-S‘. M e t .  10 48 a l3 -2 1  g ives us so m e  

clues towards reso lv ing  this puzzle. I f  we assum e that this p a s s a g e  

fixes the m ean ing  o f  evScxon-evov, in the way suggested  in the la s t  

paragraph, then certa in  things seem  to follow. C onsider the case o f  

Joseph who has the capacity  to build  furn iture . As w e  have  seen , 

the discussion  in M e t .  1 0 4 8 a l3 -2 1  urges us to note th a t  there  is a 

d istinc tion  to be m ade  between: (a) the possession o f  the r e l e v a n t  

capacity  by Joseph, and (b) Joseph 's ability  to realize his c a p a c i ty .  

F u rtherm ore , we have seen that in this passage A ris to tle  takes i t  

that Joseph has the capacity  to build  furniture, even w hen  there  a r e  

factors which prevent him from exercising it. W hat all this seem s to 

imply is that a capacity  is not a tran s ie n t  state. It is ra th e r  a 

pe rm a n en t  state w hich an entity  has even when ce r ta in  f a c to r s  

prevent its realization. To continue with our example, suppose  t h a t  

Joseph has lost all his tools and canno t replace them for a w e e k .  

This much m eans that it will not be possible  for h im  to b u i ld  

furniture for that am ount o f time. But, it does not m ean  that he h a s  

also lost the capacity  to make furniture.

To sum up, it appears that, for Aristotle, to have the c a p a c i ty  

to <j> is to be in a  certa in  n o n - t ra n s ie n t  state. F o r tu n a te ly ,  in  

claim ing so we need not depend exclusively  on the c i r c u m s ta n t i a l  

evidence of M e t .  ©. 5. Further support for our point m ay  be fo u n d , 

among other places, in De Anima (DA)  B . 37 Consider, for exam ple, D A  

B .  5. 417a21-b2:

37 See also Met.  ©. 7. 1048b37/y", and ©. 8. 1 0 5 0 b 6 /jf. I th ink, h o w e v e r , that t h e  
m ost c o n v in c in g  e v id e n c e  for our p o in t is p rov ided  by DA B. 5; see  e n s u i n g
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[ 4 1 7 a 2 1 ]  W e m ust m ake som e d is t in c t io n s  c o n c e r n in g  c a p a c i t y  
(SuvaPecos’) and actuality  (<= vT eX exdag). For just now [2 2 ]  w e  w e r e  t a l k i n g  
about them in an u nqualif ied  manner. For som eth in g  is a k n o w e r  [2 3 ]  
in one sense, as w e  m ight say that a man is a  k n o w er  [ 2 4 ]  b e c a u s e  m a n
is am ong the th ings  that know and h ave  k n o w le d g e  (Ia n .  ncv yap outus
emaTfj [idv n. (Ls- av euimnev avGpajnov em.crnfn.ova o n  o avGpamos- t u >v

6Tn.crTtip.dvcjv Kal I xovtcjv emcrTTipriv). But in [ 2 5 ]  an oth er  s e n s e ,  as w e  a t  
o n ce  call a k n o w e r  the man who p o s s e s s e s  g ra m m a tica l  k n o w l e d g e .  
[ 2 6 ]  And each o f  th ese  has a capacity but not in the sam e way: the [ 2 7 ]  
o n e  because his g en u s  is such and his matter, the other  b e c a u s e  w h e n  
he w ish es  [ 2 8 ]  he is ab le  to contemplate, i f  nothing ex tern a l  i n t e r f e r e s
(eK arepos- 8 k  tou'tuv ou tov  auTov rpoTrov ouvaTos' iffnv , aXX ' o p.ev o n  to  
yevos’ toloutov Kal f) uXn, °  6 ’ o n  fSouXriGels’ Sui/aTo? Gearpetv, a v  jj.rj tt. kcl>Xu0T) 
t i L v  j0ev). T here is a lso the man who is a lready [ 2 9 ]  c o n t e m p l a t i n g ;  
the man who is a c tu a l ly  and in the p rop er  sen se  k n o w in g  t h i s  
p a rticu la r  A. [ 3 0 ]  Thus, both the first tw o , b e ing  p o ten t ia l  k n o w e r s
(K a ra  Suvapvv emaTTfp.oveS'). becom e actual k now ers  (e v e p y e fa  ylvovTaT.
emaTTfp.oves’), [ 3 1 ]  but the one by b e ing  a ltered  through  le a r n in g  a n d  
freq u en t [ 3 2 ]  c h a n g e s  from an opposite  state, the other  by p a s s in g  i n 
a n o th er  way from  the states o f  h a v in g  a r ith m e t ica l  [ b l / 2 ]  o r  
gram m atica l k n o w le d g e  w ithout ex e rc is in g  it to its e x e r c i s e .3 8

This is a passage w h ich  is usually cited in efforts to exp la in  t h e

d is t in c t io n  that A ris to t le  makes b e tw een  first and s e c o n d

a c t u a l i t y .39 It seems, how ever, that it can also settle  the q u e s t i o n

co n ce rn ing  the m ean ing  o f  Suvagts-. Clearly, the S tag irite 's  v iew  is

that a m an has the capacity  to be a know er because a m an is a m o n g

the th ings that know and have know ledge  (4 1 7 a2 2 -2 4 ) .  Then, h e

p roceeds  to unpack this claim  as follows: a m an  has the cap a c i ty  to

know  because  his genus and m atter are o f  the a p p ro p r ia te  s o r t

(417 a2 7 ) . It appears , then, that A ris to tle 's  claim is tha t  w h a t

exp la ins  x's  having the capacity  to $ is the very  nature  o f  x. To b e

m ore specific, he takes it that x  has the capac ity  to <j> because : (a) x

belongs to a certain k ind o f  things K, and (b) all things w h ich  are o f

kind K  are things w hich , by nature, can <j>. In o ther  w ords , t h e

d i s c u s s i o n .
38 H am lyn 's  translation, s l ig h t ly  amended; s ee  H am lyn , 1993: 23 .
39 For a discussion  o f  this issue , see  Gill, 1989: ch. 6, esp. pp. 1 75 -183 . S ee  a l s o  
Hamlyn's notes on DA  B. 5; H am lyn, 1993: esp. pp. 101-105.
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e v id en ce  in DA  B . 5 suggests  that A r is to t le ’s v iew  is this: if  x  is to

have the capacity to <$>, then x  has to be an  entity with a certain  k i n d

o f  na tu re .

To sum up, w ha t I would like to suggest is that w ithin t h e  

con tex t o f  Met .  0 . 3, w h e re  Aristotle says tha t 'x SuvaToa <j>' he m e a n s  

to say that 'x has the n a tu ra l  capacity  to <j>\ T hat is to say, x  is a n  

en ti ty  whose very  n a tu re  is such that it can <j> -- under c e r t a i n  

cond itions . On the o th e r  hand, we have seen that where he s a y s  

that 'x €v6e'xeTai ct>’, he m eans to say that the  conditions other than x ' s  

p o ssess io n  of the capac ity  to <$> are such that it is possible for it to  

actualize  4>.40

It is clear eno ugh  that (a) w ith in  M e t .  ©. 3 Aristotle u s e s  

S u v a T o V  to signify natural capacity, and e v S e x ^ T c o .  to signify the n a r r o w  

sense o f  possib ility  iden tif ied  earlier on, and (b) the S ta g i r i t e  

ind ica tes  that the k ind o f  narrow  poss ib ili ty  s ignified  by evSex^Toa is

not to be confla ted w ith  natural capacity . H ow ever, if  we are to

d isc red it  the analysis o f  M egarian  d e te rm in ism  sk e tched  out e a r l i e r  

on, we have to do one m ore  thing. That is, we need to show t h a t  

A ris to tle  denies the c la im  that to say that x  has the ( n a t u r a l )  

cap ac ity  to <t>, is to say that it is ( lo g ic a l ly /p h y s ic a l ly )  possible for x  

to <{>.41

40 I h o p e  that the d iscu ss io n  in the last few  p a g es  m akes it c lear  that W aitz i s  
m istaken about the m ean in g  o f  ev6e'x€Tav. That is, it should  be clear that W a itz  
is m is ta k e n  to cla im  that w ith in  the context o f  Met .  ©. 3 evSexo'aevov/evSexeTcn. 
in d ica tes  log ica l p o s s ib i l i t y .  In what fo l low s w e  are g o in g  to see that b o t h  
Ross and Waitz are also m is ta k e n  to claim that S w a ro v  in d ica tes  some kind o f  
p o s s i b i l i t y .
41 T he d isc u ss io n  in the n e x t  cou p le  o f  p a ra g ra p h s  is fo c u s s e d  on this p o i n t .  
To be m o re  sp ec if ic ,  it is in ten ded  to show  that A r isto tle  does not i d e n t i f y  
cap acity  w ith  lo g ica l /p h y s ica l  poss ib il ity .  Thus, the word 'possib ility ' ,  as it i s  
used in the rem aind er  o f  part I I ,  is to be u n d ers to o d  in this more g e n e r a l
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There  is certa in ly  evidence which can be construed  as showing 

that A ris to tle  is w illing  to adm it that capacity  im plies p o ss ib i l i ty .  

That is to say, there is textual evidence which seem s to show that he 

subscribes to the c la im  that if x  has the na tu ra l capacity  to <{>, t h e n  

the s itua tion  w here  x  actually 4>'s is a p oss ib le  o n e .42 It is 

im p e ra t iv e  to note, how ever, that the Stagirite  does n o t  accept t h e  

claim that poss ib ili ty  im plies capacity. For exam ple , in M et .  ©. 5. 

1047b31-34 he tells us that:
A s all capacities  are either innate, like the sen ses ,  or com e by p r a c t i c e ,  
like the ca p a c ity  o f  p la y in g  the flute, or by le a r n in g ,  like that o f  t h e  
arts, those w h ich  com e by practice or by rat ional form ula we m u s t  
acquire only when w e  have first exercised them ( a n a o c o v  64 ti3 v SuvaV eun '
oucraSv Tail' uev cruyyevaji/ o tov Tali' aiaQifaecov, T (3 v  6 s  e0ei. olov rfj?  t o u  au X stv ,
Tali' ok |i.a0T|a€i. o lov  ths- t c u v  t s x v u v ,  Tasr (lev avayK q n p o s i 's p y q a a i 'T a s ’ s x e iv ,  
ocrai sQei. K a l  Xoytu).

A risto tle 's  w ord ing  here  is a bit careless. His in te n d ed  point is n o t  

that x  acquires the capacity  to 4 by p rev ious ly  exercis ing  it. As h e  

indicates e lsew here , the correct way to fo rm u la te  the claim in th is  

passage is this: x  acquires  the capacity to 4> by  doing some of t h e  

kinds of actions that it will do once it has acqu ired  the capacity to  

4>.43 Take, for instance, the case of Paul who has ju s t  decided to  

undergo tra in ing  to becom e a pianist. A ccord ing  to Aristotle, P a u l  

will acquire  the capacity  to play the piano only afte r  he has a c tu a l ly  

played the piano (at leas t  once). W hat this show s, o f  course, is t h a t  

the S tag irite  is co m m itted  to the claim that it is poss ib le  for x  to <t>,

even though  x  does no t have the capacity to c|).44 F u rtherm ore , w h a t

s e n s e .
42 See De Interpretatione  12. 2 1 b l0 -1 9 .  See also the d is c u s s io n  o f  this p a s s a g e  
in Ide, 1990: 6-10.
43 See, for exam ple, Nicomachean Ethics B. 4. 1105bljy, Z. 12. 1 1 4 4a l2 /f .
44 W hat w e  need to clarify  here is this. Aristotle's  p o s it io n  is that at the t i m e  
o f  his training, Paul does  not have the capacity to play the piano; this he w i l l  
acquire o n ly  after he has actua lly  played the piano. T he e v id e n c e  from t h e
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we need to note here  is that the  overall po in t is n o t  m ere ly  t h a t  

possibility  is a w ide r  notion than  capacity . Given w ha t a capacity  is, 

it should also be clear that the re  are very specific  reasons f o r  

m ain ta in ing  that, for Aristotle, capacity  is not poss ib il i ty .  I n 

particu lar, it seem s that capacity  requ ires  a w hole  lo t m ore t h a n  

m ere p o ss ib i l i ty .45 As we have seen, for Paul to have  the capacity to 

play the p iano is for Paul to be a  certain  k ind o f  en ti ty  with a 

certain k ind  o f m atte r .  In o th e r  words, to have  the  capacity  in  

question, Paul needs to have a specific  kind o f nature. A nd  it is th is  

nature o f  his that explains w hy he  has just p layed  one  o f  S c a r la t t i 's  

sonatas. By con tras t ,  a very sm a r t  ch im panzee  m ay  e v e n t u a l l y  

learn how to p lay  the scales on  the piano. N e v e r th e le ss ,  it is 

doubtful that A ris to tle  would w a n t  to say that the c h im p an z ee  c a n  

ever have the capac ity  to play the piano. He w ould  v e ry  likely s a y  

that the reason fo r  this is that the  ch im panzee  s im p ly  lacks t h e  

relevant k ind o f na tu re . On the o th e r  hand, though, he w ould  h a v e  

to agree with us tha t the e x p e r im e n t  shows that it is poss ib le  for a 

ch im panzee  to p lay  the piano, ev en  though it does no t have t h e  

relevant capacity . In short, it seem s that Aristotle 's v iew  is that: (a) 

to have a capacity  requ ires  hav ing  a  certain  k ind o f  na tu re ,  and (b )  

the m ere fact tha t  a state of a ffa irs  is possible  is no t  a s u f f ic ie n t  

condition for the en tity  involved to have  a capacity.

W hat the d iscussion  in the last couple o f p a ra g ra p h s  claims to  

have show n is th a t  Aristotle ho lds that: (a) i f  x  has the n a t u r a l

De A ni m a  B. 5. 4 1 7 a 2 1 -b 2 ,  h ow ever ,  s u g g e s t s  that the S ta g ir ite 's  p os it ion  i s  
that at the time o f  h is  training Paul has a more gen era l  c a p a c i ty .  That is, h e  
has the capacity  to learn an art — in c lu d in g  the art o f  p la y in g  the piano.
45 See fn. 41 .
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capacity  to 4), then the s i tu a tio n  w here  x  a c tua lly  4>'s is

lo g ic a l ly /p h y s ic a l ly  possible, but (b) the mere ( lo g ic a l /p h y s ic a l )

possib ility  o f a sta te  o f  affairs does no t am oun t to the p o sse s s io n  o f  

a n a tu ra l  capacity  by the entity  invo lved . In o ther  w ords , i t  

appears  that, for Aristotle, 'x has the capacity to <j>’ and  'it is

( lo g ic a l ly /p h y s ic a l ly )  possible  for x  to <f>' are not equ iva len t .  If  th i s  

m uch is right, then  I th ink  we are ju s t i f ie d  to reject the a n a ly s is  o f  

M egarian  de te rm in ism  presented ear l ie r  on. That is, the c rux  o f  t h e  

m a tte r  is that w ha t is p u rp o r te d  to have a co n n ec tio n  to

d e te rm in ism , viz .  the position o f  the Megarians, is a t h e s i s  

co n ce rn in g  na tu ra l  capacities and not one concerning p o s s ib i l i ty .  

Now, m y suggestion is still that if  we m anage to d e te rm in e  how  t h e  

M egarians ' thesis is tied to n e ce ss i ta r ian ism , then we will also b e

able to give their v iew  some sem b lan ce  o f  plausibility . In  the  n e x t  

part o f  the chapter, I will explain how  we are to go about these  tw o  

re la ted  tasks.

III. O n  M  e g  a r i a  n  D e t e r m i n i s m ,  p a r t  2_:

St. T hom as A quinas ' c o m m en ta ry  on Met .  ©. 3. 1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3  2

reads as follows:
He [v i z .  A r is to tle ]  ... says ... that so m e  said that a thing is in a  state o f
p oten cy  or cap ab il ity  only when it is  acting; for exam ple, a m an w ho i s
not actua lly  b u i ld in g  is in ca p a b le  o f  b u i ld in g ,  but he is ca p a b le  o f
build ing  on ly  w hen  he is actually bu ild ing; and they speak in a s i m i l a r  
w ay about o th er  th ings. The reason  for this position see m s  to be t h a t  
they thou ght that all things co m e  about n e ce ssa r i ly  b e c a u s e  o f  s o m e  
con n ect ion  b e tw e en  causes . Thus i f  all th ings  come about n e c e s s a r i l y ,  
it fo l lo w s  that th ose  things w hich  do not, are im possib le.46

46 Aquinas, 1961: 665 .

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



1 3 6

T here  axe two th ings which we need  to note here . First, A q u in a s  

seem s to th ink  that the position advoca ted  by the M egarians is th e  

outcom e of their co m m itm en t to a certa in  d e te rm in is t  thesis. To b e

m ore specific, his suggestion is this:
(1) The M eg a r ia n s  hold that there is a certa in  kind o f  c o n n e c t i o n  
b etw e en  e v e r y  cause and e f fec t .  As a result o f  this, they  p ro ce ed  to  
c la im , the c o m in g  about o f  every  ev e n t  is pre-determ ined .
(2) It is their com m itm ent to this determinist thesis  w h ic h  prom pts t h e  
Megarians to m ake the claim o f  Met .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -3 2 .

T he next thing we need  to note is th a t  Aquinas n e v e r  spells ou t th e

details o f  his suggestion . That is, he never spells ou t the deta ils  o f

the de term in is t  thes is  putatively  advoca ted  by the M egarians. A n d

m ost im portan tly , he never explains how he th inks the M e g a r ia n s

m ove from this d e te rm in is t  thesis to the position  p re se n te d  at Met .

10 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 .

As we have a lready  seen, we have no in fo rm a tio n  about th e  

early  M egarians besides what we get in M e t .  ©. 3. Thus, a n y  

a ttem p t to rec o n s tru c t  the view that leads to the c laim  o f  Met .  

10 46b 29 -32  has to rely  in large m easu re  on co n jec tu re . W hat I 

would like to propose here is that we need to se r ious ly  consider  t h e  

con jectu re  Aquinas puts forward. T hat is, we need  to consider  h is  

suggestion  that (a) the M egarians advocate  a theo ry  which has i t  

that 'all things com e about necessarily  because o f  som e c o n n e c t io n  

be tw een  causes', and  (b) it is this form  of n e c e ss i ta r ia n ism  t h a t  

leads them to the thesis of M et .  1046b29-32. B efore  w e get on w i t h  

this task, how ever, I th ink it is e ssen tia l  to c larify  one poin t a b o u t  

A quinas ' com m entary . In part I I ,  w e saw that the M egarian  th e s i s  

is one which concerns natural capacities. To be m ore  specific, w e  

saw  that their view is this: jc has the capacity (Suvapxs-) to <j>, i f  a n d
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only i f  x  is actually 4> -ing. Given that this is the case, then it s e e m s  

that A quinas' co n c lu d in g  rem arks on M e t .  104 6b 2 9 -3 2  need  to b e  

carefu lly  considered. It appears tha t the form  o f  d e t e r m i n i s m  

ascribed  to the M e g a r ia n s  does  lead to the conclusion  iden tif ied  b y 

Aquinas; namely, th a t  it is im possible  to have even ts  which do n o t  

come about of n e c e s s i t y .47 We need to keep in mind, though, t h a t  

our ultimate goal is n o t  to establish this last point. W hat we n eed  to  

do for our present p u rp o se s  is to show  how  the form  of de te rm in ism  

p u rp o r ted ly  a d v o c a te d  by the M egarians leads to the c o n c lu s io n  

that an entity x  has th e  capacity  to <t>, if  and only i f  „r is a c tua lly  til

in g .48

To sum up, my p roposa l is this. If we fill out the de ta ils  o f  

A quinas ' conjecture th a t  the M egarians hold that every e v en t  is 

p re -d e te rm in e d , due to some u n iversa l  fact concern ing  c a u s a t io n ,  

then we may see h o w  they reach the thesis o f M e t .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3  2. 

And if  we manage to do this much, then I th ink we can also m a k e  

this thesis appear a l i t t le  bit more plausible.

47 Very briefly , i f  it is Che case  that e v e r y  ev en t  is p r e -d e te r m in e d ,  due to  
som e facts c o n c e r n in g  ca u s a t io n ,  then the c o n c lu s io n  A quinas draws o u r  
attention to seems to im m e d ia te ly  follow. That is, it fo l lo w s  that any s a i d  event  
that does not fall in the ca teg o ry  o f  th ings that co m e about o f  n e c e s s i t y  i s  
s im p ly  an im p o ss ib il ity .
48 I do not hereby c la im  that Aquinas' analysis  o f  the M eg a r ia n  v iew  c o m m i t s  
the sam e mistake as the o n e  presented  in part I I .  I take it, quite c h a r i t a b l y ,  
that the first few lines o f  his commentary on M e t .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -3 2  indicate that h e 
a p p rec ia tes  that the i s s u e  in question  is on e  c o n c e r n in g  capacity  and n o t  
p o ss ib i l i ty .  It should be clear, though, that the last co u p le  o f  lines o f  h i s  
c o m m en ta ry ,  as they s ta n d ,  may prompt on e  to think that he assu m es  t h a t  
A ristotle 's  dispute with t h e  M egarians is o n e  c o n c e r n in g  p o ss ib i l i ty .  H e n c e  
the c lar if ica tion  noted  a b o v e .
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In M et .  ©. 2, A ris to tle  in troduces the  d is t inc tion  b e t w e e n  

{a c t i v e )  ra tional an d  (a c t i v e ) non-ra tio na l  c a p a c i t i e s .49 R a th e r

b riefly , he argues that:
(1) Som e 'p r in c ip le s ’ (dpxar) reside in so u lle ss  th in g s ,  w h ereas  o t h e r s  
are present in th in g s  w hich  p o ssess  a soul. A nd  it is for this r e a s o n  
that 'some c a p a c i t ie s  w il l  be n o n -r a t io n a l  and so m e  will b e  
a c c o m p a n ie d  by reason' ( t o 5v  Suvdpeujv at pev laovTai aXoyca at 5k  peTa 
Xoyou).59
(2 )  A  rational ca p a c ity  is d irected towards a p a ir  o f  contrary ends. T h a t  
is to say, a rat ion al ca p ac ity  is a double c a p a c i ty .  Take, for i n s t a n c e ,  
m edical art. A p p a r e n t ly ,  the doctor, g iven  h is  art, is in a p osit ion  to  
produce both h ea lth  and d ise a se .
(3) A  n o n -r a t io n a l  ca p ac ity  is d irected tow ards a s in g le  end. F o r  
ex a m p le ,  the a c t iv e  ca p a c ity  o f  fire, its p o w e r  to heat, is for a s i n g l e  
result; nam ely ,  th e  production  o f  heat.5 1

W h at is im portan t to notice here is that A ris to t le  resum es t h e  

d iscuss ion  of this d is t in c t io n  in M e t .  ©. 5. In  M e t .  1048a5-13 , h e  

tells us that:
[ 1 0 4 8 a 5 ]  ... with regard to n o n -r a t io n a l  c a p a c i t ie s ,  [6 ]  w hen  the a g e n t  
and the patient m eet  in the way a p p ro p r ia te  to the capacity  i n 
q u estion , [7] the on e  must act and the o th er  be acted on, but w i t h  
rational capacities  this is not [8] n ece ssa ry  (... rd? pev Toiaura? Suvdpeis- 
dvdyKTi, oTav <hg S u v a  v r a i  t o  t to l i i t ik o v  Kal t o  TTaSTiTucdv nXr|cn.dCa>OT., t o  pev 
n o ie lv  t o  o€ n a a x e iv ,  eK cfvas- 6 ’ ouk dvdyK ri)- For the n o n - r a t i o n a l  
ca p a c it ie s  are all p ro d u c t iv e  o f  one effec t  ea c h ,  w h er ea s  the r a t i o n a l  
ones [9] produce contrary e ffec ts ,  so that they  w ou ld  p rod uce  c o n t r a r y  
effects  at the sam e time. This, however, is [ 1 0 ]  im p o ss ib le .  N ecessar i ly ,  
then, that w h ich  is the d e c id in g  factor is s o m e t h in g  d if fe r e n t  (dva'yKu 
a p a  €T€pov t i  c lv a t. t o  Kupvov). I mean [11] by th is ,  des ire  or ch o ice  (Xeyco 
ok to u to  o p e^ iv  rj T rpoaC pecrw ). For w h ic h e v e r  o f  two th ings  the s u b j e c t  
d esires  [ 1 2 ]  d ec is iv e ly ,  it w ill  do, when the e n a b l in g  co n d it io n s  for t h e  
rea liza tion  o f  the ca p a c ity  are present, and it m eets  [ 1 3 ]  the p a s s i v e  
ob ject  (oTioTepou y a p  a v  opeyriTav K\jpuos\ to C to  no\.na€x., OTav dj? S u 'v a T a i 
unapxT) x a l nXr|cn.dCT) Tui na8r|TU«I>).

49 I think it is important to e m p h a s iz e  the point that in Met .  ©. 2, a n d  in Met .  
©. 5, A r is to tle  is p r im a r i ly  in terested  in m aking the d is t in c t io n  b e t w e e n  
a c t i v e  rational and a c t i v e  non-rational capacities. In th ese  two chapters,  t h e  
Stagirite  has very little to say about p ass ive  capacities. S e e  also the d i s c u s s i o n  
in ch ap ter  5.
50 S ee  Met .  1046a36-b2. For a more detailed discussion o f  this p a ssa g e ,  see Gi l l ,  
1989: 2 0 2 -2 0 4 .
51 Points (2) & (3) are a su m m a ry  o f  Met.  \0A6bAff.  For fu rth er  d isc u ss io n  o f  
this material, see Gill ,  1989: 2 0 2 -2 0 4 .
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In  the nex t few  pages, I in tend  to argue that this passage  gives u s  

th e  c lues we need to (a) fo llow  up on A quinas ' suggestion, and (b )  

re so lv e  the puzzle  surrounding the M egarian v iew  o f  M e t .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 -  

3 2 .

As w e can see, in our passage  A ris to tle  e labo ra tes  on t h e  

d isc u ss io n  o f  M e t .  ©. 2. He c la im s that in the case  o f  n o n - r a t i o n a l  

c ap ac itie s ,  the sheer  physical con tact of the ag en t and the p a t i e n t  

w ith  c o rre sp o n d in g  capacities necessita tes  the activa tion  o f  t h e  

agen t 's  active  and the patient's passive capacities  (104 8a5-7 ) . T a k e  

the  case  o f  fire, w hich has the non-ra t iona l  active  capacity  to h e a t ,  

and  a  p iece  o f  w ood, which has the passive capac ity  to be h e a t e d .52 

T h e  S tag ir i te 's  posit ion  is tha t if  fire and w ood  com e into p h y s i c a l  

con tac t,  then it is necessary  that the fire will act, viz .  it will h e a t ,  

and  the w ood will be acted on, viz .  it will be heated . W hat is by f a r  

m o re  in te re s t in g  to note, h ow ever, is w hat he has to say a b o u t

ra t io n a l  capac itie s  at Met .  1048a7-13 . To beg in  with, he tells u s  

th a t  in the  case o f  rational capacities  the phy sica l  con tac t b e t w e e n  

a g en t  and p a tien t  is not su ff ic ien t  to produce the  ac tua liza tion  o f  a 

cap a c i ty  (1048a7-8 ). Then, he re-iterates the po in t  m ade in M e t .  ©. 

2. H e rem inds us that rational capacities, as opposed to n o n - r a t i o n a l  

ones, are doub le  capacities. That is to say, they are d i r e c t e d

to w ards  a pa ir  o f  contrary ends. As he notes, how ever, this does not 

m e a n  th a t  a ra t iona l  capacity  m ay produce c o n tra ry  effects at t h e  

sam e  tim e; this is simply im p oss ib le  (1 0 4 8 a8 -1 0 ) .  And finally, h e

52 T o  sp e l l  th in g s  out a bit, the p o in t  h ere  is that both the fire and the w o o d
h a v e  n o n - r a t io n a l  cap acit ies .  Fire has the s ing le  a c t iv e  ca p a c ity  to p r o d u c e  
heat. On the other hand, the p ie ce  o f  w ood  has a p a s s iv e  ca p a c ity  in r e l a t i o n  
to fire; that is, it m ay be heated.
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goes on  to further discuss the claims he has ju s t  made. It is true, h e  

tells us, that an  active agent who has a ra tional capacity  m a y  

p ro d u ce  e ither o f  two contrary  effects. The active agent, h o w e v e r ,  

canno t produce both  of these effects at the same time. W hen i t  

comes to rational capacities we don 't have ju s t  an active agent and a 

pass ive  subject. T he  Stagirite 's v iew  is that in such cases we h a v e :  

(a) the active agent, who has a doub le  capacity, (b) the p a s s iv e  

sub jec t which m ay  be affected by the agent, and (c) the 'd e c id in g  

factor' (to Kupiov). A pparen tly , at each given time the active a g e n t  

can produce only one of the two availab le  a lte rna tives .  And, t h e  

decid ing  factor, v i z ■ the choice o f  the agent, is the e lem en t t h a t  

d e te rm in es  w hich  resu lt it is that the agent will ev en tu a l ly  b r in g  

a b o u t  (1 048a  10-13 ).

W hat was reco un ted  in the last pa rag raph  gives us a r o u g h  

outline  o f A risto tle 's  theory o f  rational capacities.53 To proceed  w i th  

our task, though, w hich is to resolve the puzzle of M e t . 1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 ,  

we will need a c leare r  picture o f  the position p re sen te d  in Met .  

1048a7-13. To this end, I propose that we utilize one of A r is to t le 's  

favorite examples o f  an agent with a double  (rational) capacity: t h e

case o f  the doc to r .54 If  Callias has the art of health  then  he m ay b e 

said to have a doub le  capacity. To expla in  why this is so, c o n s id e r

the situation w here Callias is at the bedside  of Socrates who s u f f e r s

from  high fever. Given his art, Callias knows that health  is t h e  

balance of the e lem ents in the hum an  body. By exam in ing  S o c ra te s

53 S ee  fn. 49.
54 It is one o f  the exam ples  Aristotle uses tim e and again in his d isc u ss io n s  o f
capacity and actuality. S ee , for example, M e t . Z .  7. 1032b6(f and 0 . 2 .  1046b4-7 .
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Callias can de te rm ine  that to r e s to re  his patient's h e a l th  he needs to  

cool him  to red u c e  the fever. A t th e  sam e time, though , it is c l e a r  

tha t he also recognizes that he can  increase the pa tien t 's  fever, t h u s  

m ak ing  his c o n d it io n  even w orse, b y  inducing m ore  heat. In o t h e r  

w ords, it a p p ea rs  that the doctor, g iv en  his art, can  recogn ize  b o t h  

the positive and  the negative end. W h a t  this means is that Callias is  

in  a position to either heal or h a rm  Socrates. The m ere  fact tha t h e  

is now at the bedside  of Socrates, h o w e v e r ,  is not su ff ic ien t  to b r i n g  

abou t e ither o f  the two a l te rn a t iv e  ends. For one  o f  them  to  

materialize Callias m ust make a ch o ice . In fact, A ris to tle  holds t h a t  

if  Callias has decided  on one o f  the  tw o possible p lans o f  action, a n d  

p rov ided  that the patient is p r e s e n t  a n d  that n o th ing  i n t e r f e r e s ,  

then the o u tcom e  comes about o f  n e c e s s i t y .55 T hat is, if  the tw o  

conditions ju s t  m en tioned  are sa t is f ied , then it fo llow s that (a) i f  

Callias has d ec id ed  to harm S ocra tes , then it is n e c e ssa ry  th a t  t h e  

latter will be harm ed, and (b) i f  C a ll ias  has decided to heal S o c ra te s ,  

then it is necessary  that the latter w il l  be healed.56

The issue that rem ains to be ad d re ssed , o f  course , is how  th i s  

d iscussion  o f  ra t io n a l  capacities m a y  help us flesh  out A q u i n a s '  

suggestion, and  u ltim ate ly  reso lv e  the  puzzle of M e t .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 .  

W hat is im p e ra t iv e  to note is th a t  A ris to tle 's  d iscu ss ion  o f  r a t i o n a l

55 As we have seen , in Met.  1 0 4 8 a l3 -1 6  h e  tells us that: 'N e c e s s a r i ly ,  ... w h e n  
any subject with a rational capacity d e s ir e s  <to  produce an e f f e c t>  for w h ich  it 
has the capacity  (6u'i;anii/), and in the w a y  it has it, it p rod u ces  <the e ffec t> .  I t  
has the capacity  to produce <the e f fe c t>  w h e n  the patient is present and is in a  
certa in  state’ ( . . .  T O  SuvaTov KaTa \6 y o v  array avdyKTi. o t o v  op€yr|Tai ou ex^i. t t i v  
Suvap.i.v' Kal cu? €xe>-, touto Troietv exel- rrapdvTos' toG Tra9r|TU<oO Kal a)6l exovTos-
TToi-etv). See also fn. 35.
56 For a more d eta iled  d iscuss ion  o f  A r i s t o t l e ’s theory o f  ra t io n a l  c a p a c i t i e s ,  
s e e  Gill, 1989: ch. 6 , esp. pp. 202ff.  S ee  a ls o  fn. 49.
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capac ities  m akes it  abundantly  c lea r  that he is an indeterm in is t.  His 

p o s i t io n  is that p hys ica l  contact b e tw ee n  Callias and Socra te s  is n o t  

su f f ic ie n t  to b ring  abou t a result. In con tras t  to the case  o f  n o n -  

r a t io n a l  capacities , physical con tac t  b e tw een  the d oc to r  and t h e  

p a t ie n t  does no t gu a ran tee  that (a) the doctor will a c tu a l ize  h is  

ac t iv e  capacity  to heal, and the p a t ie n t  will actualize his p a s s i v e  

c a p a c i ty  to be hea led , or (b) the doc to r  will actualize  his a c t i v e  

cap a c i ty  to harm, and  the pa tien t  w ill actualize his p ass ive  c a p a c i ty  

to be harm ed. The outcom e, A ris to tle  tells us, w ill no t b e 

de te rm in ed  until the m om ent C allias  m akes his dec is ion .57 T hat is to 

say, at any time befo re  that m o m e n t  it is possible  for th ings  to go 

e i th e r  way: Callias m ay heal Socrates, o r  he may harm  him.

I think tha t i f  we keep in  m ind  that A risto tle 's  th eo ry  o f  

ra t io n a l  capacities  in troduces in d e te rm in ism , then w e m ay  s t a r t  

p u t t in g  together the p icture o f  w h a t  is the (pu rp o r ted )  q u a r r e l  

b e tw e e n  him and  the M egarians. Let us assume, a long  w i t h  

A q u in as , that the M egarians m a in ta in  that 'all things com e  a b o u t  

n e ce ssa r i ly  because  o f  some co n n ec tio n  be tw een  causes '. As w a s  

a l re a d y  noted, A qu inas  never e lab o ra tes  on this claim. G iven  t h e  

w o rd in g  of his point, however, I th in k  it is p lausib le  to a ssu m e  t h a t  

he  takes it to be the case that the M egarians o f  Met .  ©. 3 a re  not f a r  

ap a r t  from  the causa l determinists o f  M e t .  E .  3 .58 To spell th ings o u t

57 A s  A risto tle  p o in ts  out, the a s su m p t io n  here is that the a g en t  is free  to  
p ursue  either o f  tw o  contrary ends, p r o v i d e d  there are no factors  w h ic h  m a y  
p revent him from d o in g  so. S ee  also fn. 55 .
58 That is, I take it that 'all th ings c o m e  about n e c e s s a r i ly  because o f  s o m e  
connect ion between c a u s e s ', is r e m in i s c e n t  o f  the d e te r m in is t  p o s i t i o n  
A r is to t le  considers in M e t .  1027a32^f. S e e  also the discussion  in chapter  I.
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a bit, the suggestion  is that Aquinas takes it that the M e g a r ia n s

advocate  a position  a long the following lines:
(1) Take any future event you like. A p p a ren tly ,  we can co n s tr u c t  a 
continuous ca u sa l  chain which con n ects  this ev e n t  to a p resent or p a s t  
e v e n t .
(2) Every cau se  in this chain is such that it brings about its e f fe c t  b y 
n e c e s s i t y .
(3) Every past and present event is n e c e s s a r y ,  in the s e n s e  that it i s  
i r r e v o c a b l e .
(4) Given ( l ) - ( 3 ) ,  it fo llow s that e v e r y  ev e n t  in the future w il l  h a p p e n  
o f  n ece ss ity .

W e need not discuss this d e te rm in is t  a rgu m en t again, as it h a s  

a lread y  been trea ted  in some detail in chap ter  l .59 All w e  need to  

do here is point ou t ju s t  one thing: If  it  is indeed the case  that t h e  

M egarians adhere  to the position ju s t  outlined, viz .  (1 )-(4), t h e n  

th e ir  approach  to a case such as that o f Callias and the f e v e r -  

s tr icken  Socrates will be quite d iffe ren t from that p ro p o se d  b y 

Aristo tle . Most likely, they would treat this case as follows. It m a y  

be the case that Callias has just a rrived  at the bedside  o f  S o c ra te s .  

It should  be noted, though, that Callias has no option as to how h e 

will act. As is the case with every cause, his arrival at the b e d s i d e  

o f  Socrates will o f  necessity  bring abou t a certain  specific  e f fe c t .  

M ore  precisely, the suggestion  is that the M egarians w ould  c o n te n d  

that there are certa in  universal facts abou t causation w hich  m ake i t  

ne ce ssa ry  that Callias has no options open to him. T h a t  is, t h e y  

w ould  contend that it is now necessary that he will even tually  act in  

a certain  specific way; e.g. he will eventually  try to heal S oc ra te s .60

59 The above, viz.  ( l ) - ( 4 ) ,  is just an ou tl ine  o f  the a rg u m en t for  c a u s a l
d e te r m in is m  p resen ted  in Met.  E. 3. For a full treatm ent o f  it, se e  t h e
d isc u ss io n  in chapter 1, and esp. part I V .
60 T o  spell things out a bit, the idea here is that every  even t E is such  that i t
wi l l  inevitably  bring the co m in g  about o f  a s p ec if ic  event E' .  S ee  also fn. 59.
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I f  the suggestion  ju s t  made is accepted , that is to say  if  it  is 

accep ted  that the M e g a r ia n s  are (causal) d e te rm in is ts ,  then  w e c a n  

begin to see how they  get to the thesis o f M e t .  1046b29-32 . G iv e n  

the determ inist posit ion  they advocate, it  is only natural for them  to  

find A ris to tle ’s th eo ry  o f rational capacities  to be u n a c c e p t a b l e .61 

The Stagirite 's theory, as we have seen, has it that (a) a r a t i o n a l  

agent has double (ac tiv e )  capacities, and  (b) the course o f  ac tion  h e  

will eventually  fo llow  is  not determ ined until the m om ent he m a k e s  

his decision. W hat is m ost im portan t  to note, how ever, is t h a t

A risto tle  makes a rathe=r com pelling case for his view. His c la im  is 

that Callias, given his a rt, can recognize both the positive  and  t h e  

negative  end. T hat is, he can recognize tha t if  he induces hea t  h e

will fu r the r  im pair S oc ra te s ' condition, w hereas  if he cools h im  h e  

will get better. F u r th e rm o re ,  A risto tle  claim s that Callias, be ing  a 

rational agent, has both 'desire ' (ope^tv) and 'choice' (TTpoatp€ati/). Thus, 

he con tinues to say (in. M et .  1 0 4 8 a l0 j j0 ,  i f  nothing in te r fe re s  a n d  

p rov ided  the passive  su b je c t  is near, Callias may freely decide  to

pursue either o f  the tw o  ends available to him. Now, what I i n t e n d  

to show in what fo llo w s is that one w ay the M egarian  d e t e r m i n i s t  

m ay a ttack  A ris to tle 's  in d e te rm in ism  is v ia  the thesis o f  M et .

10 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 .

As we have a lread y  seen, Aristotle takes it that: (a) Callias h a s  

a certain (active) c ap ac i ty  for contrary effects, (b) this capacity  m a y  

be actualized  only a fte r  Callias has m ade his choice, and (c) at a n y

61 I here make the fu r th e r  assu m ption  that the M egar ians  are in a c t i v e  
debate with  A ristotle. G iv e n  the material in Met .  E. 3, h o w ev e r ,  I take  it t h a t  
this is a perfectly  p la u s ib le  assumption to make.
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poin t before  the decision is made, it is poss ib le  for Callias to p u r s u e  

e ither  o f  the two available  options.62 W hat I w ould like to su b m it  is 

that one, ad m itted ly  ex trem e, reaction  to A ris to tle 's  i n d e t e r m i n i s m  

is to deny  the d is tinc tion  be tw een  cap ac ity  and actuality. To b e 

m ore  specific, my p roposa l is this. T he  S tag irite 's  view is th a t ,  

u n d e r  the r ig h t  conditions, there is a  tim e at w hich  it is open  to  

C allias to pursue  either o f  the two ends availab le . F u rth e rm o re , w e  

have seen tha t Aristotle provides good support for this view. G iv e n  

his art, he con tends, Callias can recogn ize  both the positive and  t h e  

nega tive  end. And p ro v id ed  that the passive  subject is n ea r  a n d  

that no th ing  hinders Callias' d ec is io n -m ak in g , then it fo llow s t h a t  

there is a tim e at w hich the future is open. T hat is, there is a t i m e  

at w h ich  it is not d e te rm in e d  w h e th e r  Callias will heal o r h a r m  

Socrates. On the other hand, the d e te rm in is t  position  the M e g a r i a n s  

are p u rp o r te d  to advoca te  has it that: ev ery  cause E  is such that i t  

will inev itab ly  bring about a specific e ffec t  E'\  hence, it fo llow s t h a t  

Callias' a rr iva l  at the bedside  of Socrates will, o f  necessity , b r i n g  

abou t a certa in  result — let us say, Callias ' healing  of S o c ra te s .63 I t  

should  be clear, then, that Aristo tle 's  theo ry  o f  rational c a p a c i t i e s  

p resen ts  a serious p rob lem  for the M egarians. The M egarians n e e d  

to deal with the thesis that: (i) given his nature, a rational a g e n t  

such as Callias has a capacity  which is d irec ted  towards c o n t r a r y  

ends, and (ii) under the right circum stances, Callias is free to p u r s u e  

e ither  o f  the two ends availab le  to him . W h at I would like to  

sugg es t  is th a t  it is p laus ib le  to a ssum e that their  reaction to t h i s

62 S ee  fn. 57.
63 S ee  fns. 59, 60 .

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



146

form  of in d e te rm in ism  is to challenge the thesis  that a r a t i o n a l  

agent has a capacity  for con tra ry  ends. As w as a lready  in d ic a te d ,  

one (ex trem e) way to do this is to claim  that the ra tiona l agent h a s  

the capacity  to 4>, if  and only if  he /she  is actua lly  4>-ing. P u ta t iv e ly ,  

if the thesis o f  Met .  1046b2 9 -32  is accepted, then the p rob lem  o f  

the agent be ing  capable o f two con tra ry  ends, and  co n seq u en tly  t h e  

prob lem  o f  ind e te rm in ism , do not arise at all. That is to say, i f  

capacity  is actuality , then there is no point at w hich  Callias m ay b e 

said to have the dual-end  capacity  to heal or to harm . Under t h e  

M egarian  schem e of things, Callias has only s in g le -e n d  c a p a c i t ie s ,  

and (m ost im p ortan tly )  he has them  if and on ly  if  he is a c tu a l ly  

exerc is ing  them .

To spell things out a bit, my proposal is this. The M e g a r ia n s ,  

like the causal determinist o f  M e t .  E. 3, m ain tain  that every  cause E  

is such that it necessita tes the coming to be o f  a certa in  sp ec if ic  

effect E ' . On the other hand, A risto tle  holds tha t a rational a g e n t ,  

such as Callias, has double (active) capacities. T hat is, Callias has t h e  

capacity  to heal or to harm. Fu rtherm ore , the S tag irite  argues t h a t  

until Callias m akes his choice, it is open to him to pu rsue  e ither o f  

the two ends. As was noted above, if we assum e that the M e g a r ia n  

d e te rm in is ts  are in active debate  with A ristotle , then we m ay s e e  

how they reach  the thesis o f  1046b29-32 . A ris to tle  m akes a f a i r l y  

strong case for his position. He notes that Callias, g iven his art, c a n  

recognize both the positive and the negative end. He also notes t h a t  

if the pass ive  subject is p resen t, and if  there is no th ing  to h i n d e r  

Callias' decis ion -m ak in g , then there is a time at w hich  both o p t io n s
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are open to him. Now, my suggestion is that one reac tio n  to th i s  

thesis is to claim  that capacity  is actuality . I f  this is true, then tw o  

things seem  to follow: (a) no rational agen t m ay be sa id  to h a v e  

double (active) capacities, viz.  i f  capacity  = ac tua lity , then t h e  

contention  that a  ra tional agent has double  capacities  g e n e ra te s  a n  

obvious con trad ic tion , and (b) an agent m ay be  said to have a 

capacity if  and only  i f  he (now) exercises it. In short, the s u g g e s t io n  

is that the thesis o f  1046b29-32  is d es igned  to e lim in a te  the b a s i s  

of A ris to te lian  in d e te rm in ism , viz.  the c la im  that ra t ion a l  a g e n t s  

have double (active) capacities. W hat we need  to poin t out, th o u g h ,  

is that it also e lim ina tes  the possibility  o f  causa tion  o r  any o t h e r  

kind o f  change. Apparently, this much w ould  seem  to also e l i m in a t e  

the theory the M egarian position is p re su m ed  to take  its s ta rt f ro m , 

namely, causal de te rm in ism . The bottom  line, h ow ev er ,  is that i t  

ensures that the world is one in which every  s ta te  o f affa irs  is a 

necessary  one. In o ther words, my claim  is the fo llow ing. T h e  

M egarians begin from causal de te rm in ism . In their  e ffo rt  to r e b u t  

Aristotle 's theory  o f  rational capacities, w hich  e n ta i l s  

inde term in ism , they adopt the thesis of 1046b 29-32 . And, as a 

result o f  this m ove they are forced to re trea t to a yet m ore  stringent 

form of necess ita r ian ism ; a form o f  n e c e ss i ta r ia n ism  w hich  has i t  

that the world is a plenum of necessary states o f affairs. As we w il l  

see, however, Aristotle finds this new version  o f  d e te rm in ism  to b e 

equally  p ro b le m a tic .64’65

64 S ee  also the d iscussion  in part II .
65 What w e should  also note here is this. As was show n in part I I ,  one m a y  
move from E lea t ic ism  to the thesis o f  Met.  104b29-32 .  W e h ave  also s e e n ,
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In M e t .  ©. 3, A ris to tle  uses a t  least four d iffe ren t  a r g u m e n t s  

aga inst the thesis o f M e t .  1 0 46b 29 -32 . To conclude the d i s c u s s io n  

in  this part o f  the paper, I would like  to rev iew  briefly  two o f  t h e s e  

a r g u m e n t s .

As the Stagirite points out in M e t .  1046b32-33 , 'it is not h a r d  

to see the ab su rd itie s  that a ttend ' the view advoca ted  by  t h e  

M egarians. His o p p o n en ts ' thesis is tha t an agent can h av e  a 

capacity  if and only i f  he/she is exercis ing  it. One problem  w ith  t h i s  

v iew  is this:
If ... it is im possib le  to have such arts i f  one has not at som e t im e l e a r n t  
and acquired  them , and it is then im p o s s ib le  not to h ave  them  i f  o n e  
has not so m etim e  lost them (e i th e r  by fo r g e t fu ln e s s  or by s o m e  
accident or by time ...), a man wi l l  not have the art when he has c e a s e d  
to use it, and yet he may im m e d ia te ly  build again; how  then w i l l  h e  
have g o t  the art?

{Met.  1 0 4 6 b 3 6 -1 0 4 7 a 4 )

Very  b r i e f l y ,  w hat A ris to tle  is t ry ing  to say here is this. T h e  

M egarian thesis has it that a man, le t us call him Xenocrates, has t h e  

capacity  to build only w hen  he is a c tua lly  doing so; w hen he s t o p s  

build ing, he im m e d ia te ly  loses the re lev an t capacity . In o t h e r  

w ords, A risto tle  tells us, the M egarian  thesis requ ires  us to a c c e p t  

th a t :
(1) Xenocrates has the capacity to build  at time t b eca u se  he is a c t u a l l y  
doing so at t.
(2) At a later t im e t' X enocrates  stops b u ild in g . At this t im e  t' 
X enocrates loses his capacity to build .
(3) At an even  later tim e t" X e n o c ra te s  starts b u ild in g  again. A t t h i s  
time f" X enocrates  regains his ca p a c ity  to build.

A ccord ing  to the S tagirite , there is an obvious d ifficu lty  w ith  t h e

M egarian position. As we have a lready seen, for Aristotle, to h av e  a

h o w ev e r ,  that A ristotle  c lea r ly  states that th e  M egarian  th es is  does not t a k e s  
its start from Eleaticism. Rather, it is the M egaric  v iew  w hich  seem s to e n t a i l  
E lea t ic ism . G iven the story recou nted  a b o v e ,  w e  may see w h y  A r is to t le  s e e s  
the order o f  im p lica t io n  g o in g  from the M e g a r ic  v iew  to E lea t ic ism  and n o t  
the other w ay  around.
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capac ity  requ ires  having  a certain  k ind  o f  nature . For e x a m p le ,  

w hat exp la ins  the fact tha t A lcibiades has the capacity  to speak  a 

language is the further fac t  that A lcibiades ' genus and m atte r  are o f  

the appropria te  sort. Now, according to the M egarians it is p e r f e c t l y  

p laus ib le  to say that: at t im e t A lcibiades has the kind o f  n a t u r e  

w hich enab les  him to speak  a language; at the su b seq u en t  tim e t' 

this sam e m an loses the k ind  o f  nature w hich  enables him  to s p e a k  

a language; and, at t ” this very  same m an  regains the kind o f  n a t u r e  

that a llow s him to speak a language. A ris to t le 's  com plain t about a l l

this is tha t the M egarians tell us noth ing  w hich  m ay expla in  how  a

m an can go through such rad ical changes. To be m ore specific, h i s  

com plain t is that they have failed  to exp la in  w hat it is that causes a 

man to lose, and then regain  one and the sam e essential na tu re .66

The second main a rg u m en t A ris to tle  utilizes against t h e  

M egarians is one that w e have a lready  considered . In M e t .  

1 0 4 7 a l0 -1 4 ,  the Stagirite  notes that the thesis o f  M et .  1 0 4 6 b 2 9 - 3  2 

leads to Eleaticism. That is to say, if  one accepts that x  has t h e

capacity  to <j> if  and only if  it is actually  cj)-ing, then one has to a lso

accept tha t change and genera tion  are im possib le . More sp e c if ic a l ly ,

one has to accept that the w orld  is a p len u m  o f  necessary  states o f

affairs. As the Stagirite po in ts  out, how ever, it should  be c lear t h a t  

it is absurd  to deny the p o ss ib il i ty  of change. Hence, it is also c l e a r  

that the thesis which y ields this conclusion, viz .  the thesis o f M e t .  

!0 4 6b 29 -32 , is also a b su rd .67

66 As w as noted  above, this is ju st  a brief o u t l in e  o f  the argum ent in Met .
1 046b 3 6 -1 0 4 7 a 4 .  For a more deta iled  discussion  o f  it, s ee  Irwin, 1988: 221-229.
67 It is q u ite  l ike ly  that A r is to t le  g iv e s  E lea t ic ism  such a short treatm ent i n 
the con tex t  o f  M e t . ® .  3, because  he assumes that his a u d ie n c e  is fam iliar  w i t h
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I V .  S o m e  c o n c l u d i n e  r e m a r k s :

There is no deny ing  the fact that the in te rp re ta t io n  o f  Met .  0 . 

3 p resen ted  in th is chap ter  is based  on a num ber o f  c o n je c tu re s .  

W hat I would like to do in this last section o f  the c h ap te r  is to  

highlight a couple o f  things which, I think, give my read in g  o f  Met .

0 . 3 some m easure  o f  support.

If we take a  close look at M e t .  0 . 2, we can see tha t  A r is to t le 's  

m ain aim in the c h ap te r  is to: (a) in troduce  the d is t in c tion  b e tw e e n  

rational and n o n -ra t io n a l  capacities, and (b) explain w hy  a r a t io n a l

capacity  is a capac ity  for two con tra ry  ends. The next thing w e

need to point ou t  is that it is c lear that one of the goals o f th e  

d iscussion in M e t .  0 . 5 is to exp la in  a certain fact abou t r a t io n a l  

capacities. More precisely , in this chap ter  the S tagirite  a ttem pts  to  

show that in the case  o f  rational capacities, the m eeting o f  the a c t iv e  

agent and the pass ive  subject is not enough to bring abou t a re s u l t .  

As we have seen, Aristotle 's position is that for a ra tional capacity  to 

be actualized, it  is requ ired  that the agent m akes a dec is ion . 

F urtherm ore , he c learly  notes that, under the right c i r c u m s ta n c e s ,  

the rational agent has freedom  o f  choice.

Keeping the above in mind, we may proceed to a sk  a couple o f

in te res ting  questions . W hy doesn 't  Aristotle go on to com ple te  h is  

d iscussion  of the d is tinc tion  be tw een  rational and n o n - r a t i o n a l  

capacities in M e t .  0 . 2? W hy does he  in terject the t re a tm e n t  o f th e  

M egarians in M e t .  0 . 36S, before he goes on to com plete  his a c c o u n t

the d iscussion in P h y s .  A . 2-3.
6S There is also the d is c u s s io n  in Met .  ©. 4 , w hich appears to be ev e n  m o r e
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of  the distinction m ade  in Met .  ©. 2? W h a t  I w ould like to suggest is 

that one p lausib le  exp lanation  for the s tru c tu re  o f  the d iscussion  in

M et .  0 . 2-3, 5 is this. The m ateria l in  M e t .  0 . 2 is designed  to

in troduce  the d is t inc tion  betw een  ra t io n a l  and n o n - r a t i o n a l

capacities. Before Aristotle can go on t*o com plete  the accoun t of th i s  

d istinction, viz.  exp la in  how ra tn o n a l  capac itie s  in t r o d u c e  

indeterm inism, he needs to clear one im p o r ta n t  obstacle . T ha t is, h e  

needs to show that the M egarian a t t a c k  on the th eo ry  o f  r a t io n a l  

capacities  is innocuous. And, as was e x p la in e d  in p a rt  I I I ,  this is  

exactly  the function that M e t .  0 . 3 s e e m s  to perform .

The next th ing  we need to n o t e  here  is tha t th e re  are a 

num ber o f  different discussions of M et . .  0 . 3 in the recen t l i t e r a tu r e .  

W hat is surprising, how ever, is that none of them  a ttem p ts  to  

explain what it is that m otivates tfcne M egarian  thesis  o f Met .  

104629-32. The m odern  in te r p r e te r s  agree  that this thesis is 

pa ten tly  un tenab le . It is puzzling, thoough, tha t none of them  h a s  

any proposal to m ake in terms o f  explai ning how  one m ay reach  th e  

conclusion of M et .  10 4 6 b 2 9 - 3 2 .69 Anc3 in the absence  o f  such a n  

explanation, we have no option but to a c c e p t  that the M egaric  v ie w  

is ju s t  a fatuous d ic tum  which is hardly? w orth  A ris to tle 's  a t t e n t io n .  

W hat the in terpreta tion  o f  M et .  Q. 3 preesented above cla im s to h a v e  

done is to have pu t the M egarian th e s i s  in context. T h a t  is, b y 

u tilizing Aquinas' cryptic  suggestions, we have  m an ag ed  to tell a

distant from the m ateria l in Met.  ©. 2. H a t h e r  b r ie f ly ,  the c o n n e c t i o n  
betw een  these two chapters is this. In Met.  &.  3 A r is to t le  sh o w s  that c a p a c i t y  
is not identical to actuality . And in Met.  ©. 4 _  he p ursues a  re lated  matter: h e  
show s that capacity  is not entirely d istinct firom  actuality .
69 S ee, for example, Ide, 1990, and Irwin, 1988: ch. 11.
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story  w h ich  p resen ts  the M egarian  thesis as the outcom e o f  a n  

a ttem pt, a lbe it  a  lam e one, to b lock A ris to te l ian  in d e t e r m in i s m .  

And by do ing  so, we have, I think, m anaged  to g ive the M e g a r ia n  

thesis, and  A risto tle 's  ph ilo so p h ica l  jud gem en t,  som e m easure  o f  

r e s p e c t a b i l i t y .

W h a t  rem ains to be seen, o f  course, is how  the m ateria l i n  

M e t .  ©. 3, and  in the su r ro u n d in g  chapters, ties in w ith  the rest o f  

w hat A ris to tle  has to say abou t m odality  and d e te rm in ism . As w a s  

noted ea r l ie r  on, though, these  are matters w hich  I in tend  to p u r s u e  

in ch ap ter  5.
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C H A PTER  4 

A risto tle  and the Principle o f  Plenitude

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n :

In  De Caelo  (DC) A.  9. 277b27-9 , Aristotle announces  that o n e

of the things he intends to do in the im pending discussion , viz.  DC  A.

9 - 1 2 ,  is to argue for the thesis that the 'world' (oupavos-) is b o t h

' indestructib le ' (a<t>0apTos-) and 'ungenerated' (dyei/Tiros-).1 Very briefly,

the w ay the S tagirite  ap p roaches  the task at hand  is this. In DC  A.

10, he p resen ts  the opposing  cosm ological views and he e x p la in s

why they  are defective. At the very end o f this sam e c h a p t e r ,

however, he goes on to tell us that to establish his ow n thesis he w ill

need to co nd uc t a c loser exam ination  of one o f  its r iv a l s .2 I n

particu lar, he notes that he needs to further sc ru tin ize  the p o s i t io n

p u ta tiv e ly  fo un d  in Plato 's T i m a e u s , namely, the position  that t h e

world is g e n e ra te d  but it  is indes truc tib le . Then, he states t h a t

against the peop le  who adopt the T i m a e a n  view:
... an argum ent has b een  g iv en  a long  p h ys ica l  l ines  in the case o f  t h e
h e a v e n s  o n ly ,  but this matter w ill  be clear on ce  w e have made a n
e x a m in a t io n  g en er a lly  that applies  to all cases  (... <j>u<n.Ku3s- pev nepl

1 This r e n d e r in g  o f  the w ord  oupavos- w ith in  the co n tex t  o f  DC A. 9-12 , i s  
ju st if ied  by w hat A ristotle  has to say about it at DC A. 9. 2 7 8 b l 8 - 2 1 :  ' F u r t h e r ,  
w e call the body  surrounded by  the outerm ost rev o lu t io n  o u r a n o s  in a n o t h e r  
sense; for w e  u su a l ly  call the entire world, that is, the universe , o u r a n o s ' ( "E ti. 
S ’ dXXtog Xeyopev oupavov t o  Trepuexdpevov aaipa uTto t t )s  GcrxaTTis' Ti€pu{>opa9 - t o  y a p  
dXov K a i  t o  nav  eiu50apev Xeyerv oup av o v ). I here adopt S. Leggatt's  t r a n s l a t i o n ;  
see Leggatt , 1995: 89 , and the accom panying  com mentary on p. 203.
2 See D C  2S0a27ff.
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oupavou povov €’{pTiTa\., Ka8oXou oe TTepl aTiavTOS’ aKe^'apsuoi.S' eaTai. Kal n e p l 
to u to u  SfjXov).3

{DC  A . 10, 28032-4)

To spell things out a bit, in this passage  A ris to tle  does two th in g s .  

First, he tells us that he has a lready  given an a rg u m en t  ’a lo n g  

physical lines' against the T i m a e a n  view. This seem s to be a 

refe rence  to DC A.. 3. 2 7 0 a 1 I f f  w here  he argues that: (a) g e n e r a t i o n  

and corrup tion  take place among contraries; (b) 'ae ther ' (cdehp), t h e  

e lem ent out o f  w hich the heaven ly  bodies are made, has no  

contrary; (c) therefore , the heavens is u n g e n e ra te d  a n d  

in d e s t r u c t ib le .4 And second, Aristotle  claims that the im p la u s ib i l i ty  

o f the T i m a e a n  v iew  can be fu rther  d e m o n s tra te d  via  a secon d , 

more general, a rgum ent. In DC A. 11, we get a  d iscussion  of t h e  

term ino logy  req u ired  for the purposes o f this argum ent. T h e  

argument itself is presented in D C  A. 12.

A casual b row se  through DC A. 12 is su ff ic ien t to show t h a t  

what we get in it is not one a rgum ent, but a series of a r g u m e n t s  

which are u ltim ate ly  aimed against the T i m a e a n  position. Some o f  

the m odern in te rp re te rs  argue that the reason ing  in DC  A. 12, or a t  

least part o f  it, is correct.5 Others, however, take it to be clear that it 

is hopeless ly  f l a w e d .6 W hat I would like to c larify  at the outset is 

that it is not my in ten tion  to un de rtak e  a full scale  analysis o f th is

3 This is a slightly  m odified  version o f  Leggatt's translation; s ee  Leggatt, 1995: 
95.
4 The above is a very brief summary o f  the argu m en t at DC210a. \2f f .  For tw o  
discuss ions  o f  this argument, and o f  DC A. 3 in gen era l,  see  Elders, 1966: 9 2 - 3 ,  
156-7, and Leggatt, 1995: 181-5. S ee  also the d iscussion  in chapter 5.
5 See, for exam ple ,  Elders, 1966: 164 /f;  B o g en  and M c g u ire ,  1987; van R i j e n ,  
1989: ch. 5, and esp. pp. Slff.
6 See, for exam ple ,  H intikka, 1973: 210-213; Judson, 1983; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 8, 
esp. pp. 128-130; T w eedale , 1997; W illiam s, 1965.
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difficu lt chapter w ith  the aim  o f  ad jud ica ting  the dispute am ong  t h e  

c o m m en ta to rs .  In o th er  words, I w ill not a ttem p t to d e t e r m i n e  

w hether o r not D C  A. 12 eventually succeeds  in showing that (a) t h e  

T i m a e a n  view is im p laus ib le ,  and (b) the world is indeed  b o t h  

indes truc tib le  and ungenera ted . In fact, these  are two issues w h i c h  

I will largely  ignore. W hat I would like  to do instead  is to focus o n  

the o p en in g  section of the puzz lew ork  w hich  is DC A. 12. T hat is, I 

p ropose  to exam ine  the passage  2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2 5  w here  Aristotle  o f f e r s  

an a rg u m e n t  to the e ffec t that: ’... e v e ry th in g  that a lw ays is is 

absolutely indestructible (auav ... t o  del ov drrXdJS’ d(j)9aprov)'.7

As is well know n, the a rgum en t o f  DC  A. 12. 2 81 a2 8 -b 2 5  h a s  

acqu ired  no to rie ty  due to the work o f  J. H intikka. A ccord ing  to  

H intikka, there is tex tual ev idence w h ich  suggests  that the S t a g i r i t e  

takes it tha t everything in  the cosmos is g o verned  by the P r i n c i p l e  

o f  Pleni tude:
T =  I f  som ething is p oss ib le  at a time t[, then it is actual at tj for at l e a s t  

o n e  time tj >  r,-.8

F u rth e rm o re ,  H in tikka  argues that the c o r p u s  contains a m p l e

ev idence to support the c la im  that A ris to tle  accepts not only T,  b u t

also the follow ing variants o f  it:
T l  =  That which never is, is impossible (e .g . Met .  ©. 3 .  1 0 4 7 a l2 -1 4 ) .
T2  =  What always is, is by necessity (e .g . D C  A.. 12. 281b2-25).
T 3 =  Nothing eternal is contingent (e .g . Me t .  ©. 8. 1050b7-8).9’ 10

7 DC A. 12, 281b25 . For som e su g g e s t io n s  on h o w  this argum ent fits into t h e
wider co n tex t  o f  DC  A . 12, see  Judson, 1983: 2 3 3 -5 .  S ee  also Tweedale, 1997.
8 A c c o r d in g  to H intikka, textual e v id e n c e  in support o f  the c la im  t h a t
A risto tle  adopts T may be found  in Met.  ©. 4 .  1047b 3-6 .  In his e x p o s i t io n  o f  
this c la im ,  H intikka fo r m u la te s  the Principle o f  Pleni tude  in s l i g h t l y  
d if fer en t  terms. In p articu lar ,  he fo rm u la tes  it as (T  =) 'No u n q u a l i f i e d
p o s s ib i l i ty  rem ains u n a c tu a l iz e d  through an in f in i ty  o f  time'; see H i n t i k k a ,  
1973: esp. 9 6 ,  107. S ee  also the discussion in part III .
9 S ee  H intikka, 1973: esp. pp. 9 6 -1 0 7 .
10 At this point, it is worth noting  that a certain  version  o f  Hintikka's p o s i t i o n
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Both o f  these  claims have been  challenged  by  a num b er  o f t h e  

recen t  in te rp re te r s . 11 And the consensus am ong the scholars is t h a t  

these c r i t ic ism s of H intikka 's  position  are e f f e c t i v e . 12 W hat I 

p ropose  to show  in w hat follow s, how ever, is that the p r i m e

evidence  H in tik k a  cites for the claim  that A ris to tle  accepts T 2, viz.  

D C  281b2-25 , deserves another look. To a n tic ip a te  briefly , I i n t e n d  

to argue that: (a) the rea so n in g  in DC  A. 2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2 5  appears to

com m it the Stagirite, a lbeit in ad v e r te n t ly ,  to a ce r ta in  form o f  t h e  

Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e  he exp lic itly  tries to re ject, and (b) if  t h i s  

m uch is right, then A ristotle 's s truggle  against d e te rm in ism  s e e m s  

to suffer so m e w h a t  of a se tback . Before we get to discuss t h e s e  

points, though, we will need to cover som e e sse n tia l  g r o u n d w o r k .  

T hat is, we w ill need to w ade th rough  DC  2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2 5  in order to

provide  an exegetica lly  co rrec t account o f  A ris to tle 's  i n t e n d e d  

argum ent in this passage.

I I .  T h e  a r g u m e n t  o f  D e  C a e l o  2 8 1 a 2 8 - b 2  5 :

The passag e  we need to exam ine m ay be d iv ided  into tw o  

sections: (a) DC  281a28-b2 , w here A ris to tle  m akes s o m e

p re l im in a ry  rem ark s  rela ting  to the ensuing a rg u m e n t,  and (b) DC

28 1b2-25 , w here  we get the actual a rg u m en t w hich  purports  to

is adopted by S. W aterlow; see  W aterlow , 1982. W ater low 's  posit ion  i s  
thoroughly scrutin ized  by Judson, 1983. S ee  also Kirwan. 1986. and van R i j e n ,  
1989: 82-88 .
11 See, for e x a m p le ,  Gaskin, 1995: ch. 7, and esp. pp. 75-8; Sorabji, 1980: ch. 8; 
van Rijen, 1984; 1989: ch. 4. It is a lso  worth having a look  at Judson, 1983: e s p .  
pp. 219-20 , fn. 9. Judson's c r it ic ism s  are directed  a g a in s t  W aterlow 's  p o s i t i o n ,  
but his argu m ents  w ork equally  w e l l  aga inst  H intikka.
12 S ee  the references in fn. 11. I w i l l  co m e  back to this point in part I I I .
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estab lish  that 'ev e ry th in g  that a lw ays is is a b s o l u t e l y

indestructib le '. Here is how  our passage  reads:
[ 2 8 1 a 2 8 ]  H aving determined these matters, w e  need  to d iscuss the n e x t .  
I f  it is indeed the ca se  [2 9 ]  that som e th in g s  are capable (S u v a T a " )  b o t h  
o f  b e ing  and o f  n o t -b e in g ,  then it is n e c e s sa r y  to d e te r m in e  a
m axim um  time [3 0 ]  for both their b e in g  and their  n o t-b e in g .  I m e a n  
the tim e for w hich [ 3 1 ]  the th ing is c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  and for w h ic h  i t  
is capab le  o f  n o t -b e in g  in respect [ 3 2 ]  o f  any p r e d ic a t e  (X e y u  5 ’ o v  
ouvotov to n p a y p a  e lv a i. K al ov S uvaT ov  pi] e lv a u  Ka0 ’ o n o ia v o u v  K a T T iy o p ta v ) ;
for exam ple ,  man, pale ,  three cubits lo n g ,  or any [ 3 3 ]  other su ch  th ing.  
For i f  there is no certa in  amount o f  tim e, but instead  it is a lw a y s  [ 3 4 ]  
m ore than the quantity proposed and there is no time than w h ich  it i s  
sm aller , then the sam e thing [ b l ]  w il l  be capab le  o f  b e in g  for a n
in f in i te  time and a lso  o f  n o t-b e in g  for a n o th er  [2] in f in i te  t i m e  
(an e tp o v  eoT at x P ° vov  SuvaTov elvai., Kal pf) elvai. aXXov anei.pov). But this i S 
im possib le  (aXXa tout ’ aSuvaTov).

[ 2 8 1 b 2 ]  Let this be our starting point: [3]  ' im p oss ib le '  ( d S u v a T o v )  a n d
'false' do not have the same m ean in g . One use [4] o f  ' im p o ss ib le '  a n d  
'possib le' (o u v a T o 'v ) ,  and ’false' and 'true' is [5] the h y p o th e t ic a l  (e £ 
u noGe'crews'). I mean, for example, that it is im possib le  for the tr ia n g le  to  
have two [6 ]  right a n g les ,  g iven  certain assum ptions; and (it is p o ss ib le  
for the) the d iagonal to be com m ensurate  with the sides (g iv en  certain  
cond it ions are fu lf i l led ) .  There are [7 ]  a lso ,  h ow ever ,  things w h ich  are 
poss ib le ,  im poss ib le ,  fa lse ,  and true a b so lu te ly  ( a uXujg). [8] N ow  it is n o t  
the sam e for a th ing  to be a b so lu te ly  fa lse  and to be [9] a b s o l u t e l y  
im p o ss ib le .  For to say  o f  you that you  are s tan d in g  when you are n o t
stand ing [ 1 0 ]  is false, but not im possib le.  L ikew ise ,  to say o f  a man who
is p la y in g  the lyre, [ 1 1 ]  but who is not s in g in g ,  that he is s in g in g  i s  
false, but not [ 1 2 ]  im possib le .  But, to say that so m e o n e  is s ta n d in g  a n d  
s itt in g  at the same tim e, or that the d ia g o n a l  [ 1 3 ]  is c o m m e n su r a te ,  i s
not on ly  false but a lso  im p oss ib le .  [ 1 4 ]  It is not the same, then , to
assum e som eth ing  fa lse  and to assum e s o m e th in g  im p oss ib le .  [ 1 5 ]  A n d  
the im p o ss ib le  fo l lo w s  from the im p o ss ib le .

[1 5 ]  At all events, a person has at the sam e time [1 6 ]  the c a p a c i t y  
o f  sitting and the ca p a c ity  o f  stand ing , s in c e  w h en  he has the f o r m e r
(c a p a c ity )  [1 7 ]  he a lso  has the other (T ou  pev ouv Kae-qaeai. Kal e o T a v a i .  
a p a  exei. tt|v ouvapi.v, o n  ots eKelvr|v, Kal tt|v e T e 'p a v ) . But he does n o t
have these in the sen se  that he is capab le  o f  s itting and standing at t h e  
sam e time, [1 8 ]  but rather at different t im es (aXX ’ o u x  w o re  a p a  KaGffaGai.
Kal c a T a v a p  aXX ’ ev aXXa) x p d v a j). If, h o w e v e r ,  so m e th in g  has for a n
unlim ited  tim e more than one cap acity  [ 1 9 ]  there is no [r ea l iz in g  o n e ]  
at another time; rather [they wil l  be realized] at the same time (e l 6k t i. 
anev p o v  xP°vov e x ^ i nXeiovajv 6u'vapi.v, ouk e a n .v  ev aXXcu xpovui, aXXa toGQ ’
a paj-

[20] H ence, i f  s o m e th in g  w h ich  ex is ts  for an unlim ited  t im e i s
d estru c t ib le ,  it would  h ave  the cap acity  [ 2 1 ]  for n o t-b e in g  (wot ’ e l  ti
a n e ip o v  xP°vov o 4>0apTov eo n , S uvapvv exoi. a v  tou pi) e t v a u ) .  If, then , i t
exists  for an u n l im ited  time, let this [ 2 2 ]  ca p a c ity  be realized  (el 6fi 
a n e v p o v  x p o v o v , ecrTuj uTTapxov o 6 u v a T a i) .  It will, then, at the same t im e b e 
and not-be [ 2 3 ]  in actua lity  ( a p a  a p  ’ ecrTai. Te K al ouk e o T a t  k o t
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i v i p y e i a v ) .  But this would be fa lse ,  b ecau se  s o m e th in g  fa lse  w a s
assumed. [2 4 ]  B ut i f  the a s su m p t io n  w ere  not im p o s s ib le ,  the r e s u l t
would not also be im p o ss ib le .  [ 2 5 ]  Thus, e v e r y th in g  that a lw a y s  is i s  
absolutely  indestructib le  (arcav a p a  t o  del ov  aiTXws- a<t>0apTov).

In the next few pages, I will m ake  an a ttem pt to re c o n s tru c t  t h e

argum ent Aristotle  g ives in this passage . This I in tend  to do in tw o

steps. First, I will briefly  exam ine two o f  the m ost p rom inen t recent

in te rp re ta t io n s  o f D C 2 8 1 b 2 -2 5 . A nd  second, I will p re se n t  what I

consider to be the correct reading o f  D C  281a28-b25 .

Perhaps the bes t  know n o f  the m o dern  in te rp re ta t io n s  o f DC 

281b2-25 is the one by  C.J.F. W il l ia m s . 13 A ccording to W illiam s, t h e  

first clue to u n rav e l in g  the reason ing  in this passage is to be f o u n d  

in lines 281b9-10, 12-4. As we can see, in this set o f  lines A r is to t le  

s ta tes that:
(i) To say o f  you that you are s ta n d in g  w hen  you are not s ta n d in g  is  
false, but not im p o ss ib le  [281 b 9 - 10].
(ii) To say that so m eo n e  is s ta n d in g  and s itt ing  at the sam e tim e, is n o t
only false  but a lso  im possib le  [281 b 12 -4 ] .

W illiam s' con ten tion  is that lines b9-10  and b l2 - 4  in tro d u ce  t h e

distinction that m ed ieva l logicians w ould  later make b e tw ee n  m o d a l

p ropositions u n d e rs to o d  sensu d i v i s o  and sensu c o m p o s i t o

respectively. To be m ore specific, his suggestion is that the m a te r i a l

in these  lines is to be construed  as follows. The nega tion  of t h e

sta tem ent we get in b9-10  is this: 'It is impossible that you, who a r e

not standing, should be standing'. Now, two things need to be n o te d

here. First, this last statement is to be u n ders to od  s e n s u  d i v i s o , a n d

can be assigned the form:
(i') ~ (~p & Mp).

13 W hat fo llow s in the n ext  few  p aragrap h s is a sum m ary o f  W il l ia m s ,  1965: 
98-102 . Note that W illiam s is not e x c lu s iv e ly  c o n c e r n e d  with DC 2 8 1 b 2 -2 5 .  I n  
fact, he gives a full sca le  ana lysis  o f  DC A. 12; see  W illiam s, 1965: 9 5 -1 0 7 ,  2 0 3 -  
215 .

R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



1 5 9

A nd  second, it sh ou ld  be sufficiently  clear th a t  it is false, fo r  it is

on ly  a contingent fac t that you are not standing. On the o th e r  h a n d ,

the  statem ent o f  2 8 lb  12-4 is to be understood se n su  c o m p o s i to ,  and

is o f  the logical form :
(ii') ~M (~p & p ).

W hat should also be  ev ident is that, unlike (i), (ii) is true.

The next th ing  we need to note, acco rd in g  to W illiams, is t h e

m a te r ia l  in lines 2 8 lb  15-18 where A risto tle  appears  to be s t a t i n g

that: 'A man can both  sit, viz .  not stand, and s tand  ...' ( 2 8 1 b l 5 - 1 6 ) .

W illiam s points o u t  that, at first sight, it seem s that w hat w e  g e t

im m e d ia te ly  a fte r  this s ta tem en t is a claim  to the effect th a t  w e

have  no more rea so n  to accept & M p ) '  than (i') i t s e l f

(28  lb  16-18). H e  then proceeds to state, however, th a t  t h e

e m p h a s ize d  c o n tra p o s i t io n  of apa ['at the sam e (time)'] and kv a \ \ u>

xpovco ['at d if fe ren t  times'] in 2 8 lb  17-8, ind ica tes  that this is n o t

qu ite  the point A ris to tle  is trying to m ake at 2 8 lb  15-8. W il l ia m s '

v iew  is that in this passage  we get a second  version o f  t h e

d i v i s u s f c o m p o s i t u s  d istinction; namely, a tem poral version o f  it. He

argues  that the S tag ir ite 's  in ten tion  here is to m ake the d i s t in c t io n

b e tw ee n  the fo l lo w in g  sta tem ents:
(iii) A  man can n ot stand < n o w >  and not stand < n o w > .
(iv ) A  man can n ot stand < n o w >  and not stand <tom orrow >.

To spell things o u t  a bit, W illiams takes it that the m a te r ia l  in  

28 lb  15-8 is to be  cons tru ed  as follows. T he  s ta tem en t 'A  m a n  

canno t stand and no t stand' m ay be given the tem p o ra lly  c o m p o s i t e  

read ing  (iii). A pparen tly , this statement m ay be  form alized as
( i i i ’) ~M (~pt{ & p t i)
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which is logically  true. It should  be noted, though, tha t o u r

s ta tem en t,  v i z ■ 'A man cannot stand  and not stand ', can also b e

given the  tem p o ra lly  div ided  read ing  (iv). This s ta tem en t m ay  b e

fo rm alized  as:
(iv') ~M (~ p fi  & pto)

And (iv'), as W illiams puts it, is either 'false (or u n d e s i g n a t e d ) '

(W illiam s, 1965: 98).

H av ing  sta ted  this m uch, W illiams goes on to give us a n

in te rp re ta t io n  of 2 8 lb  18-20 and a diagnosis o f  w hat ( p r e s u m a b l y )

is w rong w ith  the a rgum ent in 2 8 l b 2 f f .  W illiam s takes it tha t in

2 8 lb  18 -20  A risto tle  refers us back  to (iv') and rightly  asserts t h a t

when one o f  the time re fe rences  in the two ju x ta p o se d  conjuncts  is

to an in fin ite  time, the sentence in its divided sense is true. T ha t is

to say, the Stagirite  rightly notes that the sta tem ent
(iv") ~M {ptm  & ~pti)

is true. M ore  precisely, W illiam s' claim is that in 2 8 lb  18-20 t h e  

Stagirite  c o rrec tly  points out that the denial o f  (iv"), viz. 'M ( p t iaI &

~ p t {y, g ives rise to a se lf-con trad ic tion . Then, W illiam s p roceeds  to  

explain w h y  the a rgum ent o f  2 8 1 b 2 j j f i s  flawed. The c o n c lu s io n  

A risto tle  w an ts  to establish w ith  this a rgum en t is that o f 2 8 1 b 2 5 :  

'every  ob jec t  x  which exists for an infin ite  tim e is 

in d e s t ru c t ib le /e x is ts  of necessity '.  Furtherm ore , it seems that t h e  

point the S tag irite  is trying to m ake at 2 8 l b  18-20 is th a t  a 

s ta te m e n t  such as 'x exists fo r an infinite time but is d e s t r u c t ib le ' ,  

w hen read  in the tem porally  d iv ided  sense 'M  ( p t ial & ~ p f t)', g iv e s

rise to a se lf -con trad ic tion . A nd putatively , he assum es that this is
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all he needs in  o rder to establish that if  x  exists for an infinite t im e ,

then it is indestructib le. Williams, however, claim s that:
The tem poral variety o f  the c o m p o s i t u s / d i v i s u s  d is t in c t io n ,  w h i c h  
Aristotle introduced at 2 8 lb  16, is a  red herring. The sta tem en t 'X n e v e r  
corrupts (i .e . continues  e x is t in g  for an in f in i te  tim e) but i s  
corru p t ib le '  can still be in terp re ted  sensu d iv iso  a fter the pattern o f  
KNpt-^Mpt^.  A ristotle  has still to sh ow  that this g iv e s  rise to a s e l f -
c o n t r a d i c t i o n .

(Williams, 1965: 99)

In other words, W illiams' objection to the a rgum en t o f 281b2-25  is 

this. This argum ent attempts to show  that if  x  exists for an in f in i te  

time, then it is indestructib le . As was just noted, Aristotle  d o e s  

show that 'M  (p tĥ  & ~ p t t)' gives rise  to a se lf-con trad ic tio n . This,

however, is ju s t  one reading of the statement 'x exists for an in f in i te  

time but is des truc tib le '.  This sam e s ta tem en t m ay be read as 'p 

& M ~ p t \ \  that is to say, it may be construed  as a m odally  d i v id e d

s ta tem ent. G iven that (a) this is the case, and (b) this l a s t

s ta tem ent, un like  its tem porally  d iv ided  c o u n te rp a r t  'M (p t-^ &

~ p t x)\  does not appear  to give rise to an obvious s e l f -c o n t r a d ic t io n ,  

then one in escap ab le  conclusion seem s to follow. If  Aristotle  is to  

establish his conclusion of 281b25, then he needs to show that 'p

& M ~ p t \  is false. According to W illiam s, however, A risto tle  n e v e r  

addresses this issue.

It appears, then, that W illiams' view is that in the argum ent o f  

281b2-25 A ris to tle  commits a logical error. Puatively , the S ta g ir i te  

shows that the tem porally  divided 'M  {p & ~ p t x)' is logically fa lse .

B u t to get to the desired conclusion o f  281b25 he needs to show that

this is also the case with the m odally  divided 'p & M ~ p t \ .  A n d

W illiam s' claim  is that Aristotle does nothing to show that this l a s t  

statem ent is logically  false. In fact, he takes it that:
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(1) The S tag ir ite  seem s to s im p ly  a ssu m e  that s in c e  'M (p  & ~ p t x)' 
g iv es  rise to a s e l f  contradiction, then so does  'p t ^  & .M ~ p tx .
(2) It is on basis o f  the erron eou s a s s u m p t io n  that 'p r, n f  & M ~pt\  i s
o b v io u s ly  fa lse  that A risto tle  goes  on to c o n c lu d e  that p,  w h ere  p  =  'x 
ex ists  for ever', en ta ils  that ~M~p.

W h at rem ains to be seen , o f  course, is w h e th e r  W illiam s' c ritic ism  is

j u s t i f i e d .

It seems to m e  tha t W illiams' in te rp re ta t io n  of 2 8 1 b2 -2 5  is 

su b jec t  to a n u m ber  o f  objections. In w h a t  follows, how ever, I w ill  

d iscuss  briefly  ju s t  o n e  o f  them; nam ely , the one I take to be t h e  

m ost o b v io u s .14 W illiam s ' co n ten tio n  is that A risto tle  sh i f t s  

i l le g it im a te ly  and c o n fu sed ly  f r o m  say ing  tha t 'M  (p & ~ p t x)' is  

log ica lly  false, to say ing  that 'Ptml & M ~ p t i '  is logically  false. That is, 

his c la im  is that the source of the p ro b lem  in the a rg u m e n t  o f  

2 8 1 b 2 j j f  is this: (a) the  Stagirite  a ck n o w le d g es  that 'x exists for a n  

in fin ite  time but is d e s t ru c t ib le ' m ay be read  as 'p & M ~ p t x\  b u t

(b) A ris to tle  fails to see  that to reach the conclusion  o f  281b25 , h e  

needs to show that 'p & M ~ p t x is false; he s im ply  assum es, a lb e i t  

in co rrec tly ,  that s ince  'M  ( p t m  & ~ p t x)' is false, then so is &

M ~ p t x . The d ifficu lty  for W illiam s’ v iew  is that if we take a c lose  

look a t 281b20-4 , the very core o f  the a rg u m e n t  that leads to t h e  

c la im  m ade at 2 8 1 b 2 5 , we can p l a i n l y  see that A ris to t le ’s e f fo r t s  

there  are e x p l ic i t l y  a im ed  at show ing tha t a s ta te m e n t  o f the fo rm  

'p t-^  &  M ~ p t x is log ica lly  f a l s e .15 A nd g iven  tha t this m uch is t ru e ,

then  I think that th e  charge that the a rg u m e n t o f  2 8 1 b 2 - 2 5

14 This is based on van R ije n ,  1989: 78. For tw o oth er  o b jec t io n s  to W i l l i a m s '  
interpretation  o f  2 8 1 b 2 -2 5 ,  s ee  Judson, 1983: 2 3 2 .
15 A  d eta i led  an alys is  o f  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  will be p ro v id ed  in the latter h a lf  o f  t h i s  
part o f  the paper.
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con ta ins  the logical e rro r  id en tif ied  ea r lie r  on m ay be r e a d i l y  

d i s m i s s e d .16

L. Judson, like W illiam s, m ain ta in s  that the overall a r g u m e n t  

o f  2 8 1 b 2 -2 5  is p ro b le m a t ic .  The m is take  he finds in the S ta g i r i t e 's  

reasoning , though, is o f  a d ifferen t nature  than the one we have  j u s t  

d i s c u s s e d . 17 In 281b20-5 , A ris to tle  appears  to give an a r g u m e n t  

along the following lines: (a) i f  x ,  which exists for an infin ite  time, is  

d e s t ru c t ib le ,  then x  m ust have the p o w er  of not-being; (b) let u s  

su ppo se  tha t .v realizes its capac ity  to not-be; (c) ap p aren tly ,  t h i s  

gives rise  to an im possib ility : a t a certa in  m om ent in time, x  b o t h  

exists and does not exist; (d) there fo re , it follows that w h a t e v e r  

exists for ever  is absolu te ly  i n d e s t r u c t i b l e .  Judson thinks that t h e  

a rg u m e n t  we get here is fa llacious. As he notes, in the passag e  in  

question  A risto tle  makes appeal to a property  o f  possibility w hich  is 

stated, am ong  other places, in M e t .  ©. 3. 1047a24-6: '... a thing is

capab le  o f  doing som eth ing  if  there is noth ing  im possib le  in i ts  

having the actuality  o f that o f  w hich  it is said to have the c a p a c i ty '  

(ecm . § €  oui'aT ov t o Gt o  (p ea v  imap^T] q kvipyexa  ou X eyeT ai £XeLl/ T‘ni/ 

o u vap iu , ou0€i' icFTai d6u v c tr o v ) .18 The alleged problem  with t h e

16 W hat m akes things very p u z z l in g ,  is the fact that W illiam s g o es  on to g i v e
an a n a lys is  o f  281b20-5  in w hich  it is assum ed that Aristotle's co n ce rn  in t h i s
passage is to sh ow  that a statement o f  the form 'p & M ~pt{  is lo g ic a l ly  f a l s e ;
see  W illiam s, 1965: 100. To be fair to W illiam s, w e need to acknow ledge that h e
does  p o in t  out that the a rg u m en t o f  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  co n ta in s  another problem ; s e e  
W illiam s, 1965: 100-2. [The cr it ic ism  W illiam s p resents  against the a r g u m e n t  
o f  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  is basica lly  the on e  fou n d  in Judson, 1983: 228-231. This w il l  b e  
c o n s id e r e d  in what fo llow s.]  N e v e r th e le s s ,  this much does not in any w a y  
w eaken  the cla im  that W illiam s is m ista k en  to charge Aristotle  with t h e  
lo g ic a l  error ou tl ined  ab ove .
17 W hat fo l lo w s  is a summary o f  Judson, 1983: 228 -2 3 1 .  See  also fn. 16.
18 One o f  the usual questions c o n c e r n in g  Met.  ©. 3. 1047a24-6 is this: 'W h a t  
exact ly  do  S u v a - r o V  and a o u v a - r o v  mean in this passage?'. I think that the t e x t u a l  
e v id e n c e  from  DC A. 12. 2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  and Met.  ©. 4. 1047b9-12, w h ere  M P P  i s
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a rg u m en t o f  281b20-5 is that the application o f  this principle , let u s

call it  the 'Modal Procedure  Pr incip le '  {M P P ) ,  fails to y ie ld

A risto tle 's  conclusion. To be m ore specific, Judson  takes it that:
... all that its a p p lica t io n  truly sh ow s here is that it is im p o ss ib le  f o r  
som ething  to e x is t  alw ays and a l s o  cease to be; it does  not sh ow  that t h e  
c e a s in g  to be o f  so m e th in g  that does e x is t  a lw ays  is w i t h o u t  
q u a l i f ic a t io n  im p o ss ib le ,  any m ore than the s i t t in g  man's standing i s  
w ith ou t q u a l i f ic a t io n  im p o ss ib le .  A ristotle here seem s to think t h a t  
this test can be applied  to a can d id ate  for p o s s ib i l i t y  without regard to  
whether  the supposit ion of  its holding requires changes in what e l s e  
can be taken to be true.  I sha ll  call this the 'insulated r e a l i za t io n  
m a n o e u v r e ' , b eca u se  the rea liza t io n  o f  the p o s s ib i l i t y  (or the e x e r c i s e  
o f  the capacity) is supposed in co m p le te  in su la t io n  - causal and l o g i c a l
- from anything e l s e  which is taken to hold.

(Judson, 1983: 230)

To u n d e rs ta n d  Judson 's  objection to the a rg u m en t of 281b20-5  w e  

n eed  to take a quick  look at the m ateria l in 28 1b2-15 . In th i s  

ea r l ie r  passage, A risto tle  invests som e effort to m ake the d is t in c t io n  

b e t w e e n :
(1) R e l a t i v e  m o d a l i t y 19: To illustrate this kind o f  m odality ,  the S t a g i r i t e  
tells us that 'it is im p o ss ib le  for the tr iangle to h ave  two right a n g l e s ,  
given certain a s s u m p t i o n s ’. As it is ev id en ced  by DC 2 8 1 b 2-6 ,  and a 
num ber o f  other passages  in the c o r p u s 20, A r is to t le ’s in ten t io n  here i s  
to point out that:

(i) R e la t iv e  m odality  is the kind o f  m o d a lity  that g o v er n s  t h e  
co n seq u en ce  relation in a deduction.
(ii) A s ta tem en t p  (or a state o f  affairs 5 )  may be said to b e 
i m p o s s i b l e / p o s s i b l e / n e c e s s a r y  relative to certa in  c o n d i t i o n s  
which are s u f f ic ie n t  or n ece ssa ry  for its d er iv a t io n  (or c o m i n g  
a b o u t ) .

(2) A b s o l u t e  m o d a l i t y : For ex a m p le ,  it is a b so lu te ly  im p o ss ib le  for t h e  
d ia g o n a l o f  a square to be c o m m e n su r a te  with the sides ( 2 8 1 b l 2 - 1 3 ) .  
[For, to assum e that the d iagon a l is c o m m e n su r a te  with the sides, is to  
a ccep t that there is at least one num ber w h ich  is both odd and e v e n . ]

ap p lied ,  sh ow s that A ristotle 's  c la im  in (M e t . e .  3) 1047a24-6  is t h i s .
S o m e t h in g  has the c a p a c ity  to <j>, viz.  it is SuvaTov for it to $ ,  ju st  in c a s e  
n o th in g  im p o ss ib le  ( d S u v a r o v )  would  take place i f  its c a p a c ity  ( S u v a m .? )  to 4> 
sh o u ld  be actualized. In other words, I take it that Suva-rov  m eans capab le , a n d  
that d e u V a r o v  means im p o ss ib le .  Or, i f  you prefer, I take S u v o r o v  to refer to a 
fea tu re  o f  a th in g ,  and dS uvcrrov  to refer to a feature o f  a state o f  affairs or a 
statem ent. S ee  also the d iscussion  in chapter 3, esp. part II .
19 I use  're lative  p o s s ib i l i t y / i m p o s s i b i l i t y '  as a label for  what A risto tle  c a l l s  
the 'hypothetical' (e£ unoSe'ceca?) use o f  'possible' and ' im p o ss ib le ' .  S ee  also f n .  
2 1 .

20 S ee ,  for example, APr .  A . 1. 24bl9jjf, 10. 30b32Jf. S ee  also fn. 21.
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In other words, it seem s that Aristotle's point here is this. A  s t a t e m e n t
p  (=  the d ia g o n a l  is in c o m m e n su r a te  with  the s ides)  is a b s o l u t e l y
n ece ssa ry ,  in the sen se  that its d e n ia l  y ie lds  a s ta tem en t  w hich  i s  
w ithout q u a l i f ic a t io n  im possib le; it Is a s ta tem en t that entails a 
v io la tion  o f  th e  p r inc ip le  o f  n o n -c o n tr a d ic t io n .2 1

It is c lear  that in 28 1b2 0 -5  Aristotle u ti l izes  M P P  in o rder  to t e s t  

w h e th e r  x, which exists for ever, is d e s t ru c t ib le .  He argues that i f  

we suppose that x  has the capacity to n o t-b e ,  and that this c a p a c i ty

gets realized, then we end up with an o b v io u s  im possib ility : x e x is t s

and does not exist at one and the sa m e  time. Thus, the S ta g ir i te  

concludes, x is (abso lu te ly )  in d es tru c tib le .  A ccording  to Ju d s o n ,  

how ever, it should be obvious that this a rg u m e n t  is p rob lem atic . I f  

the supposition  was sim ply that x rea l izes  its capacity  to n o t - b e ,  

then no im possib ility  would result; the s ta te m e n t  'x does not e x is t '  

does not express an im possibility . W h a t  d o e s  seem  to entail t h e  

contradiction  Aristotle points to is the ac tu a liza tion  o f  x's capacity  to  

not-be while being e v e r la s t in g .  And if th is  is right, Judson  tells us , 

then Aristotle  fails to prove his conclusion . W hat the a rgum en t o f

2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  seems to estab lish  is that it Is  im possib le  for x  to e x is t  

a lw ays and also cease  to be. To use th e  te rm ino logy  of 2 8 1 b 2 - 6 ,  

w hat the Stagirite 's a rgum en t proves is this: the ac tua liza tion  o f  x 's  

capacity  to not-be re la tive  to x ’s n e v e r  ceasing to be entails a

contrad ic tion ; hence, x  cannot have the capacity  to no t-be  w h i l e

being everlasting. As was r e p e a te d ly  noted, though, in t h e

conclusion  of the a rg u m en t Aristotle e x p l i c i t l y  asserts that x  is 

'a b so lu te ly  in d es tru c tib le ' .

21 The above, viz.  (1) and (2), is only a rough g u id e  to the n o tio n s  o f  a b s o l u t e  
and re lative  modality. For a more detailed d is c u s s io n  o f  these  issu es ,  see v a n  
Rijen, 1989: ch. 3, and esp. pp. 31-50.
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N atura lly , the question th a t  arises at this p o in t  is w h e th e r  t h i s  

is a fair a sse ssm e n t  o f A ris to tle 's  argum ent. J. v an  R ijen  notes t h a t  

Judson 's  in te rp re ta t io n  req u ire s  us to m ake an  u n p a l a t a b l e  

a ssum ption . As was in d ica ted  above, in 2 8 1 b 2 -1 5  the S t a g i r i t e  

seem s to go to great lengths to highlight the d is t in c t io n  b e t w e e n  

abso lu te  m oda li ty  and re la tive  m odality . N e v e r th e le ss ,  i f  Judson is  

r igh t we w ill have to accept tha t  in 28 1b 2 0 -5  A ris to tle  s i m p l y  

forgets this d is tinc tion  im m e d ia te ly  after he has recogn ized  i t .22 I 

believe van Rijen 's point is well taken. At the sam e time, h o w e v e r ,  

I th ink  we have  to concede tha t  Judson is co rrec t  to po in t out t h a t :

(a) the a rg u m e n t  of 281 b 2 0 -4  appears  to show the  im po ss ib ili ty  o f  

x 's ceasing to be while being ever las t ing , and (b) in  the conclusion o f  

281b25, A ris to tle  asserts that x  is abso lu te ly  in d e s tru c tib le .  H e n ce ,  

i f  van Rijen 's objection is to carry  any w eigh t then  we need to  

actually  show  that, despite  a p p ea ran ces  to the co n tra ry , A r i s to t l e  

does not com m it the m istake Judson  charges him with. That is, w e  

need  to ac tually  show that in the a rgum en t of 2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  A r i s to t l e  

does not m ake  the blunder o f  forgetting  his ow n d is tinc tion  be tw een  

re la tive  and abso lu te  m odality .

As we have seen, Judson  takes it that the exp ress io n  d-nXdis- 

d<f>0apTov ( 'ab so lu te ly  in d es tru c tib le ')  at 281b25 is m ea n t  to i n d ic a t e  

the absolute, as opposed to the relative, im possib ility  fo r an entity  x  

to be destroyed. And his co m pla in t is that the a rgum en t o f  281b20- 

5 only w a rran ts  the conclusion  that x  cannot cease  to exist w h i l e  

b e ing  ever las t ing .  Now, the question  we need to a d d re ss  is w h e t h e r

22 S ee  van Rijen, 1989: 81-2.
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Judson 's read in g  of 281b25  is correct. In M e t .  0 .  8. 1 0 5 0 b 6 - 2 8 ,  

A ris to tle  gives a d iscussion w hich  is in tended  to show  tha t  t h e  

'ever las ting  things ' ( ta aidia) in the cosmos are 'p r io r  in s u b s t a n c e '  

(-npoT€pa Tfj ovoia.)  to those th ings which are t r a n s i e n t . 23 In th i s  

discussion, the Stagirite m akes a fam iliar point: the e v e r l a s t i n g

things are 'abso lu te ly  in d es tru c tib le ' (crrrXdjs- a4>0apTa).24 W hat m a k e s  

the m ate r ia l  in M et .  ©. 8 usefu l for our purposes  is the fact tha t in  

this text A ris to tle  makes it c lear that the e x p re ss io n s  'a b s o l u t e l y  

indes truc tib le ' and  'abso lu te ly  destructib le ' are m e a n t  to be used  in

a very specific technical sense. In particular, he  tells us that:
(1) A  tra n s ien t  thing may be said to be 'a b so lu te ly  d es tr u c t ib le '  (dnXtos- 
p ea p T o v ) .  What this means is that it is subject to su b s ta n t ia l  c h a n g e .  I n 
other words, it can cease  to be.25
(2) An e v e r la s t in g  th ing, as opposed  to a tr a n s ien t  one ,  is ' a b s o l u t e l y  
in d e s tr u c t ib le ' .  That is to say, it cannot ever  c e a s e  to be the kind o f  
substance it is. Or, i f  you  prefer, it cannot ever c e a se  to b e .26

Given the above, I think it is plausible to assum e that w hat A r i s to t l e

is trying to say in DC 2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  is this. The ac tu a l iza tio n  o f  x ’s

capacity  to no t-be  r e la t i v e  to x 's  everlasting  ex is ten ce  en ta ils  a

con trad ic tion . Hence, we m ay  conclude that x, w hich  is an e n t i t y

that exists e te rnally , cannot ever  cease to exist. Or, w hat com es to

the sam e thing, we may conclude that x is abso lu te ly  i n d e s t r u c t i b l e .

In short, I th ink  it is p laus ib le  to assert that the e x p re ss io n  d-nAcSs-

d({)0apTov at 281b25  has the techn ica l meaning spec if ied  in M e t .  ©. 8.

23 For a d iscuss ion  o f  this issue, s e e  Panayides, 1999a.
24 See Met.  1050b 16\ff.
25 In M et.  1 0 5 0 b l3 -1 6 ,  Aristotle sa y s  that: 'And that w h ich  m ay  p o ss ib ly  not b e  
is perishable, e ither absolutely, or in the precise sense  in w h ich  it is sa id  t h a t  
it p o ss ib ly  may not be, viz.  e ith er  in respect o f  place or q u a n tity  or q u a l i t y ;  
'abso lu te ly '  m eans 'in substance' ( t o  6k cvSexopevov pri c tv a t  4>9aprdv, ?| arrAuis- rj 
t o O t o  a u T O  o Xiyerax. pf| elvcu, fj K a T a  t o t t o v  fj K c r r a  t o  noaou fj Trorov anXajg- 6k t o  k o c t

oucrtav). See also fn. 26.
26 See Met.  1050bl6^jf. For further d iscussion  o f  (1) and (2 ) ,  s e e  Ross , 1958: 259 ,  
2 6 5 .
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W hat this m eans is that in the con tex t  o f D C 281b25 this e x p re s s io n  

is not in tended  to indicate tha t it is absolutely  im possib le , as 

opposed  to re la tiv e ly  im possible, for an entity x  to be d e s t r o y e d .  

Rather, it is m ean t to be sho rth an d  for the claim that things w h ic h  

ex is t eternally cannot ever cease to be.

To sum up, my suggestion  is that d-rrAws- d4>8apTov at 2 8 1 b 2 5  

need not be taken to refer to abso lu te  m odality — as it is p r o p o s e d  

by Judson. It m ay be taken to re fe r  to the fact tha t e v e r l a s t i n g  

things, as opposed  to transien t ones, are not subject to s u b s ta n t i a l  

change. As was indicated above, if  this much is right, then we a re  

free to assum e that Aristotle 's aim  in 281b20-5 is n o t  to e s t a b l i s h  

that it is absolutely  impossible for x to be destroyed. T hat is to say, 

if  the reading o f  ccttAujs- d ^ e a p r o v  suggested  above is correct, then w e  

are free to m ain ta in  that the S tag irite 's  intention in 2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  is to 

give an argum ent for the claim that: given that x  is everlas ting , t h e n  

it cannot have the capacity to be destroyed. And if  this m uch is 

accepted, then we m ay neutralize Judson 's criticism o f  the a r g u m e n t  

in 28 lb 2 0 -5 .

In the last few pages, I have argued that the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  

proposed  by W illiam s and Judson are problematic. W hat rem ains to 

be seen, o f course, is how we are supposed  to read D C 2 8 1 a 2 8 - b 2 5 .  

This is the task to which I will tu rn  in the rem ainder o f  this part o f  

the  chapter.

As was noted earlier on, in 28 1a28-b2  Aristotle  m akes so m e  

rem arks  which are in tended to prepare  the g round  for th e  

d iscussion  in 281b2-25 . In 2 8 1 a2 8 -3 3 , he tells us that if  a is
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c ap a b le  b o t h  of being F  and o f  being n o t -F ,  then  there  m u s t  be. a 

m ax im al stretch o f  t im e  fo r  the exercise o f  these  c a p a c i t ie s .27 T h e n ,  

he p ro ceed s  to ju s tify  the  in troduc tion  of this condition . He c la im s  

that i f  we put no limit to the duration o f  a' s being F ,  as well as to i t s  

be in g  no t-F , then an u n a c c e p ta b le  conclusion  seem s to follow. T h a t  

is, w e will have to accep t tha t a is F  for an u n lim ited  time, and a ls o  

tha t it is n o t -F  for a n o th e r  unlim ited  tim e (2 8 1 a3 3 -b 2 ) .  A s  

A ris to t le  states, how ever, this is im possib le  (281b2).

To spell things o u t  a bit, it seems that w h a t A risto tle  is t r y i n g  

to say  in 281a28-b2  is this. I f  we are to m a in ta in  that a  has b o t h  

the capacity  to be F  a n d  the capacity  to be n o t-F ,  w here  each o f  

these  capacities is for an un lim ited  time, then we have to a c c e p t  

tha t it m ust be poss ib le  for a to realize F, and it m ust also b e 

po ss ib le  for a to rea l ize  n o t - F .28 That is to say, if  we are to  

t ru th fu l ly  assert that a  has both of the a fo re m e n tio n e d  o p p o s i t e  

capac itie s , then it m ust be the case that it is poss ib le  for a to be  F  

for an unlim ited  time, a n d  it is possible  for a to be n o t - F  f o r  

a n (o th e r)  unlim ited  tim e. W hen we assu m e  these c a p a c i t i e s  

actualized , though, we see  that an im possib ility  results . W hat is t h e  

k ind o f  impossibility th a t  the Stagirite has in  m ind  here? A c c o rd in g  

to on e  interpreter, the b es t  w e can do is to a ssum e that the c la im  o f  

2 8 1 b 2  is one for w hich A ris to tle  never p rov ides  an a r g u m e n t .29 I t  

seem s to me, however, tha t this is not quite right. A t 281a33-4 , t h e

27 It sh ou ld  be noted that 2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2  is e s s e n t ia l ly  a c o n t in u a t io n  o f  t h e  
discuss ion  in D C  A. 11. 2 8 1 a 7 -1 7 .
28 For fu rther  d iscu ss io n  o f  this point, see  the m ater ia l  in ch ap ter  3 
e s p e c ia l ly  the latter half o f  part II .
29 S e e  van Rijen, 1989: 92.
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Stagirite  tells us tha t a stretch o f  tim e is unlimited i f  it is larger than 

all o ther  s tre tches  o f  time, and sm a lle r  than no s tre tch  o f t im e .  

T hus, i f  there w ere  two distinct un lim ited  stretches o f  tim e each o n e  

w ou ld  have to be larger than the o ther. But it shou ld  be o b v io u s  

that this is im possib le . That is to say, it is impossible fo r  an entity A 

to be larger than  another, B,  while B  is larger than A. W h a t  I w o u ld  

like to subm it is tha t this is w hat A ris to tle  has in m in d  w hen  h e  

sta tes that there  c a n n o t  be two d is t inc t  s tre tches o f  u n l im ite d  t im e . 

A nd what this m eans, o f  course, is that it cannot be the case that a is 

F  for an u n l im ited  time, and that it is n o t - F  for a n o th e r  u n l im i t e d  

time. Hence, the  S tagirite 's  conclusion  w ould  seem to follow . If a 

has the capac ity  to be F  a n d  the capac ity  to be n o t -F ,  then  t h e r e  

m u s t  be a m ax im al stre tch  of tim e  for the exerc ise  o f  t h e s e  

c a p a c i t ie s .

W hat we need  to point out here is that the d iscu ss io n  in  

2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2  su p p o r ts  two claims. First, there appea rs  to be a n  

underly ing  a ssum ption  which is a sine  qua non  for the d e v e l o p m e n t  

o f  the thought in this passage. This is the a ssu m p tio n  that if  a n  

en ti ty  a has capac itie s  for opposites, let us say for be ing  F  and fo r  

be in g  no t-F , then it must be possible for each of them to be re a l iz e d .  

A nd  second, g iven  that this assum ption is in place, it w ou ld  seem  to  

fo llow  that a c a n n o t  have opposite  capac itie s  each o f  w h ich  is for a 

d if fe ren t  un lim ited  tim e — for the reasons  explained  a b o v e .30 Now,

30 A s w e  are about to see ,  Aristotle has m ore  to say about this p o in t  at 2 8 1 b l 8 -  
19. In this seco n d  p assage ,  he con siders  th e  issue  o f  w h eth er  a  can e x e r c i s e  
o p p o s i te  ca p a c it ie s ,  each  o f  w hich  is for an u n lim ited  time, in o n e  and t h e  
sa m e  stretch o f  u n l im ited  time.
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to see how  all this fits into the wider context o f  2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2 5  we w il l  

need to ge t  on  w ith  the analysis o f  281b2-25.

In 2 8 lb  15-18, A risto tle  tells us that:
(1) A  man can p o ssess  s im u lta n e o u s ly  the two (o p p o s ite )  ca p a c it ie s  o f
s i t t in g  and stand ing ( 2 8 lb  15-7) .
(2) To accep t (1) is n ot  to accept that it is p o ss ib le  for a man to s i t -  
w h ile -stan d in g . Rather, it is to accept that a man can p o sse s s  both t h e  
cap ac ity  to sit an d  the ca p a c ity  to stand, in the sen se  that he can sit a t  
o n e  t im e and can stand at a n o th e r  time ( 2 8 I b l 7 - 8 ) . 3 1

In o ther w ords, w hat Aristotle is saying in our passage is this. T a k e

an entity  x  and two opposite  capacities which are for a l im ited  t im e ,

e.g. the capac ity  to be F  for a limited time, and the capac ity  to b e

n o t-F  for a lim ited  time. If x  is to be said to have both  o f  th e s e ,

then it m ust be the case that it is possible for „r to be F  (for a l im i te d

time), a n d  it is possible  for x  to be n o t-F  (for a lim ited tim e). A n d

ap p aren tly ,  x  can have both of these capacities. This is e v id e n c e d

by the fac t that if we assum e that x realizes them  both, but a t

d i f feren t  t im e s , then no im possibility  seems to result.

H av ing  sta ted this much, Aristotle goes on to tell us that: 'If ,

how ever, som eth ing  has for an un lim ited  time m ore than o n e

capacity there is no [realizing one] at ano ther time; ra th e r  [they w ill

be rea lized] at the sam e time' (ei Si tt. arr€ipov xpo^0^ TiXeidvcuv

Suvaptv, ouk €an .v  kv aXXco xpo^tp. aXKa tou8 ’ a p a )  ( 2 8  1 b 1 8 -1  9 ) . 32 I t a k e

it that the point A risto tle  is trying to m ake here is so m e th in g  a lo n g

the fo llow ing  lines. Let us suppose that an entity  a has both  t h e

capacity to be F  for an un lim ited  time, a n d  the capacity  to be n o t-F

for the sam e stre tch  of un lim ited  time. Furtherm ore , keep  in m in d

31 On these tw o points, viz.  (1) & (2), see  also Sophistical Refutations  166a23-  
31.
32 Compare this transla tion  o f  2 8 1 b l8 - 1 9  with the ones in: G uthrie,  1986: 113 ,  
Leggatt, 1995: 101, and Stocks [in Barnes (ed)], 1985: 467.
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the underly ing  assum -ption  that if  som eth ing  is to be said to h a v e  

capacities for o p p o s ite s ,  then it m ust be  possible for bo th  o f  them  to 

be realized. Once m o re ,  the test for d e te rm in in g  w h e th e r  a  has t h e  

a fo rem en tio n ed  c a p a c i t ie s  is to consider  w hether an im p o s s ib i l i ty  

results from assum ing 1hat it realizes them  both. I f  it is poss ib le  f o r  

a to realize each o f  i t s  opposite capacities, it should do so w ith in  t h e  

same stretch o f  u n l im ited  time. This is so because, as was a rgued  a t  

281a28-b2 , there canm ot be a l te rn a t iv e  stre tches o f  in f in ite  t im e .  

But to say that (a) th e r e  is only one stre tch  o f  in fin ite  time, and (b )  

a realizes both its c a p a c i ty  to be F  (for an un lim ited  tim e), a n d  i ts  

capacity  to be n o t -F  (tfor the same stre tch  o f un lim ited  tim e) g iv es  

rise to an im possib ility . That is, it turns out that a is a t one and t h e  

same time both F  and n o t-F . Hence, it follows that a  c an n o t h a v e  

opposite  capacities w h ic h  are for the sam e stretch o f  un lim ited  time.

Time now to tu r n  to the a rg u m en t o f  2 8 lb 2 0 -5 .  C onsider  th e  

opening  s ta tem en t o f  th is  passage: '... i f  som ething  w hich  exists fo r  

an unlim ited time is d estructible, it w ou ld  have the capacity  for not- 

being' (... et t i  aTT€ipov- xpo1'01' (jjGapTov 4cm., Suvapai' € X or- &v  T°u Mi 

eli/cu ). The basic line o f  thought A risto tle  is a ttem p tin g  to a d v a n c e  

here is akin to that enco u n te red  in 2 8 1 b l5 -1 9 .  Let us supp ose  t h a t  

x  is an entity w h ic h  exists e te rnally . The q u es tio n  we a r e  

confronted  with is w h e th e r  x  is destructible. As A ris to tle  notes, if  x 

is destructib le , then i t  m ust have the capacity  to n o t-b e  (at so m e  

poin t in time). T h e n ,  he proceeds to tell us tha t the test fo r  

de te rm in ing  w he th er  -or not x has such a capacity  is the f a m i l ia r  

one. That is, we are g o in g  to have to consider w he ther  it is p o s s ib le
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for x  to not-be at som e point in  t im e (281 b21 -2 2 ) .  A r i s to t l e 's  

c o n te n t io n  is that if  w e assum e x  to realize  its capacity  to n o t - b e ,

while  be ing  e v e r l a s t i n g , then a c o n tra d ic t io n  seems to r e s u l t

(281b21-3). To be m ore specific, his c la im  is that the ap p lica tio n  o f  

M P P  show s that there will be a tim e a t w hich  x  both is and is n o t .  

Hence, A ris to tle  concludes, w ha teve r  is ever las ting  is i n d e s t r u c t i b l e  

(2 8 1 b 2 5 ) .  Or, if you p refer, w h a te v e r  is ev erlas ting  is a n e c e s s a r y  

e x i s t e n t . 33

It seem s to me that at this p o in t  we need to do two th in g s .  

First, w e ought to note that the language  o f  281b20-5  m akes  i t

a b so lu te ly  clear that A ris to tle 's  aim in this passage is to show  t h a t  

the ac tua liza tion  of x 's capacity  to n o t-b e  (at som e time) re la tiv e  to  

x 's n e v e r  corrup ting  entails an o bv ious  con trad ic tion . In o t h e r

w ords, it ought to be c lear that his concern  in our passage is to s h o w  

the fa ls ity  o f  a s ta tem en t  o f  the form  'p & M ~ p t {'. And s e c o n d ly ,

we need  to consider the central q u e s t io n  re la ting  to 281b20 -5 : ' I s

the a rg u m en t in this passage  a good one?'.

I th in k  that the a rg u m en t o f  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  contains one s e r i o u s  

log ica l e r ro r .34 As was ju s t  noted, the S tagirite  takes it that w h a t is

u n d e r  cons id era tion  in 281 b20 -5  is a s ta te m e n t  of the form '/? &

M ~ p t x'. By utilizing M P P  he contends to show that this s ta te m e n t  is  

false. In particular, he appears to a rgue  that: the truth o f  'p t^  & 

M ~ p t i  is dependent on the consistency o f  'p t ^  & ~pti'\ it is clear t h a t

the la t te r  s ta tem en t is con trad ic to ry ; hence, it follows that 'p t^  &

3j C om p are  the argument in 281b 20-5  with the d iscuss ion  in DI.  12. 2 lb  1 0 -2 2 .
34 T he d is c u s s io n  in this paragraph  is in sp ired  by som e o f  the c o m m e n t s  
found in Hintikka, 1973: 2 1 1 -1 2 ,  and Leggatt, 1995: 216.
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M ~ p t /  is false. W hat w e  n eed  to note here, though, is that t h e  

a rgum ent goes wrong in th a t  the consis tency  of 'p t ^  & ~ p t {  is not a 

necessa ry  cond ition  o f  the tru th  o f  ' p t ^  & M ~ p t x b u t  o f  'N p t ^  & 

M ~ p t x . To spell things ou t a bit, it seem s to me that the m istake  in  

the S tag ir ite 's  a rgum en t is this. Aristotle beg ins  with t h e  

assum ption  th a t  x  is an everlas ting  thing. Then, he p roceeds to p o s e  

the q ues tion  o f  w h e ther  x  can  possess  the capacity  to not-be ( a t  

some po in t in  time), w hile  be ing  everlas ting . His c la im  is that t h e  

app lica tion  o f  M P P  show s that if  we assume that x  realizes t h e  

capacity  to no t-be  then a c o n tra d ic t io n  results; nam ely , there is a 

time at w hich x  both is and is not. Thus, he concludes that x, w h ic h  

exists everlastingly , cannot have  the capacity  to be destroyed . W hat 

Aristotle fails to see is that a lthough  x  is everlasting , viz .  it is in t h e  

process o f exercis ing  its c ap a c i ty  to be for an infin ite  time, there is 

still the poss ib ili ty  that the exerc ise  o f this cap ac ity  may b e 

in te r ru p te d .  And if  this m uch  is true, then it is also true  to a s s e r t  

that x, a lth oug h  everlas ting , still has the capacity to be d e s t r o y e d .  

In o ther w ords, a lthough x  is e v e r la s t in g  it is still p o ss ib le  for it to  

be d e s tro y ed . Now, if  I am  righ t  about this much, then  it w o u ld  

seem  that the inconsis tency  o f  'x is everlas ting  and x  does not e x is t  

at som e tim e f, ' is n o t  a su ff ic ien t  condition  of the fa lsehood  of 'x 

exists e te rn a l ly  and it is p o ss ib le  for x  to not-be at som e time t x . 

The in co n s is ten cy  of this f irs t  s ta tem en t ,  is a su ff ic ien t condition  o f  

the fa lsehood  o f the s ta te m e n t  'it is necessary  that x  is e v e r l a s t i n g  

and it is possib le  for x  to not-be at som e time r , ’. In short, it w o u ld  

seem  that the error in the a rg u m e n t  in 281b20-5  is tha t  A r i s to t le
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confuses 'p & M ~ p t y' w ith  ’N p t ^  & M ~ p t f  And given the n a t u r e  

o f  the mistake, it w ould  seem  that the argum ent fails to es tab lish  i ts  

conclusion: w ha tever  exists e ternally  is indestruc tib le .

In the final analysis, my view is that the argum ent in 281b20- 

5 is flawed. W hat rem ains to be seen, though, is how this a r g u m e n t  

affects the d iscuss ion  concern ing  A risto tle 's  co m m itm en t to t h e  

Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e .  This is the issue I will address in the n e x t  

part o f  the paper.

I I I .  On t h e  P r i n c i p l e  o f  P l e n i t u d e :

In part I, we saw that H intikka contends that there is t e x tu a l  

evidence which suggests  that Aristotle is com m itted  to the u n i v e r s a l  

app licab ili ty  of the Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e , viz .  the thesis T a lo n g  

with its variants. W hat m akes this claim sign ifican t in d is c u s s io n s  

o f  Aristotle is the fact that i f  it is accepted, then we have no c h o ic e  

but to accept that the Stagirite  is also co m m itted  to d e te r m in i s m .  

Very b r ie f ly , the suggestion  here is that de term in ism  may be s h o w n

to follow from the Principle  o f  Plenitude  as follows:
(1) A ssum e that M (p a t f j ) .
(2) Show that -  M  (~p at t i ) .
(3) A ssum e that M  (~p a t f i ) .
(4) From (1), p a . t t \ .
(5) From (3), ~p at t t .
(6) Therefore, ~ M  (~p at r l ) .
(7) Therefore, N (p at f | ) .

(8) Therefore, M (p at —> N {p at f i ) . 35

35 For a more detailed discussion o f  ( l)-(8 ) ,  see Hintikka, 1977: 32,ff.
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Now, what should  be im m ed ia te ly  obvious from  the above  is that i f  

H intikka is r ight, then it w ould  seem  that Aristo tle 's  struggle  a g a in s t  

determ inism  suffers a major, i f  no t a fatal, b low .36-37

As was also noted in p a r t  I, Hintikka 's p o s it io n  has b e e n  

heavily  cri t ic ized  by a num ber  o f  co n tem p o ra ry  in te rp re te rs .  I n  

fact, it is now  the consensus am ong  the A ris to te l ian  scholars t h a t  

Hintikka's position, as it stands, is u n t e n a b le .38 For one  thing, it h a s  

been a rgued  that the textual ev idence  show s con c lu s ive ly  t h a t  

Aristo tle  refuses  to apply T  to things o f  finite dura tion . F o r  

exam ple, in DI. 9. 19a9-18 he e x p l ic i t l y  states th a t  there is a 

d is tinc tion  to be m ade be tw een  th ings which are e v e r -ac t iv e  a n d  

things like a cloak. A pparen tly , a c loak  is such that it is capable  o f  

being cut up, even if  it never w ill be. In o ther w ords , it a p p e a r s  

that the S tag irite  m ain tains tha t the realm of n o n -e te rn a l  things is 

occupied by entities  which have  capacities that m ay never b e 

r e a l i z e d .39 W hat this means is tha t he is not p rep a red  to accept t h e  

app licab ili ty  o f the Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e , viz .  T , to the realm  o f  

t rans ien t th in g s .40 And given tha t this is so, then it w ould  s e e m

36 W e h ave  a lready seen , viz.  chapters  1-3, that A r isto tle  is in act ive  d e b a t e
with the ad v o ca te s  o f  various kinds o f  n ecessitarianism .
37 N ote that H int ik k a  a c k n o w le d g e s  that A ristotle 's  p r o n o u n c e m e n t s
th ro u g h o u t  the c o r p u s  make it c le a r  en ou gh  that he wants  to d e f e n d
in d e te r m in is m .  At the same time, h o w e v e r ,  he notes that it is eq u a lly  c l e a r
that the S tag ir ite  adopts a num ber o f  c la im s about m od a lity  w h ich  a c t u a l l y  
force him to accep t the Principle o f  Plenitude  and co n seq u en t ly  d e t e r m i n i s m .
For further deta ils  on this point, see  H intikka, 1977.
38 See fns 1 1 & 12.
39 See a lso the d iscuss ion  in chapter 2, esp . the first h a lf  o f  part V I .
40 As Sorabji notes , there is a h a rm less  ex cep tio n  to this c la im . That is, i t
appears that A r is to tle  is prepared to a cc ep t  that the idea that w hat is p o s s i b l e  
is at som e tim e actual, is ap plicab le  to tra n s ien t  th ings in the  sp ec ia l  case o f  
failure to ex ist.  For further d iscussion  o f  this point, s ee  Sorabji, 1980: 132.
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th a t  he takes it to be the case tha t this is a re a lm  that is n o t  

g o v e rn e d  by d e te rm in ism .

W hat needs to be noted at this poin t is that scho lars  are a lso  

in ag re em e n t tha t H intikka 's c la im s are not e n t i re ly  m is p la c e d .  

T h ey  agree that a ll the passages w h ich  H intikka cites fo r  versions o f  

the Principle o f  P l e n i t u d e ,  viz .  T - T 3 ,  fail to show th a t  any o f  t h e s e  

th eses  perta ins to tran s ien t  th in g s .41 At the sam e time, h o w e v e r ,  

they  note that m ost  o f these p assag es  confirm  th a t  A ris to tle  is 

p r e p a re d  to accep t that the co n te s ted  principle , and e s p e c ia l ly  

theses  T  and T 2, is applicable to cases pertaining to th ings w hich are 

ev e r las tin g ;  e.g. en ti t ie s  like the sun, and the rest o f  the h e a v e n l y  

bod ies . That is to say, the consensus is that the tex tu a l  e v id e n c e  

confirm s that A ris to tle  is prepared to accept that the idea  that w h a t  

is a lw ays true is necessarily  t r u e 42, and the id ea  that w hat is 

poss ib le  is at som e tim e actual, are app licab le  to th ings e v e r l a s t in g .  

T w o o f  the many pieces of text w hich  seem  to support this claim a r e  

G C  B. 11. 338 a l-3  and P hys .  r .  4. 203b30. In the first o f  these  te x ts ,  

A ris to tle  e x p l ic i t l y  a ffirm s T2: w hat is always the case, such as t h e  

sun 's e ternal m otion  in a circle, is o f  necessity . A nd in the se co n d , 

he states that '... in the case of eternal things what m a y  be is', w h ic h  

ap p ea rs  to be a re sou nd ing  e n d o rs e m e n t  of the c la im  that T  is 

app licab le  to th ings w hich are everlas ting .43

41 I w ill  not d iscuss any o f  these passages here. For more d eta ils  on this claim,  
s e e  the  references in fn. 11.
42 I take it, a long w ith  the rest o f  the interpreters, that 'what is a lw a y s  true i s  
n e c e s s a r i ly  true' and 'what is e v e r la s t in g  is a n ece ssa ry  ex is te n t '  are j u s t  
in s tances  o f  the more general T 2 (=  what a lw a y s  is, is o f  n e c e s s ity ) .
43 N ote  that A risto tle  does not provide us w ith  any ex a m p les  w h ic h  i l l u s t r a t e  
h o w  he  thinks T is m eant to be applied to everlasting th ings.
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W h at I would like to clarify at this poin t is that it is no t m  y 

in ten tio n  to challenge the in te rp re t iv e  o rthodo xy  on the i s s u e s  

ske tched  out above. T hat is, I do not in tend  to challenge the c la im  

that the textual ev idence  suggests tha t (a) A risto tle  accepts t h e  

Principle  o f  P le n i tu d e  on ly  for a very re s tr ic te d  range o f  cases, viz .  

the cases which involve  things everlas ting , and (b) the S ta g i r i t e  

a ttem p ts  to p reserve  in d e te rm in ism  by refusing  to apply  t h e  

Principle  o f  P le n i tu d e  to th ings of finite dura tion . As was no ted  in  

part I ,  how ever, I be lieve  that the m ate r ia l  in DC  281b20-5 , viz .  

A ris to tle 's  a rgum ent for T 2, has some im p o r ta n t  ram ifica tions  f o r  

the o v e ra ll  d iscussion o f  the Principle o f  P le n i tu d e .  In t h e  

re m a in d e r  of this chap ter, I will exp la in  what I th ink  t h e s e  

ram if ic a t io n s  are.

W h a t I believe is im p o rtan t  to note here is that DC  2 8 1 b 2 0 - 5  

seems to give us the m a te r ia l  needed to construc t an a r g u m e n t  

para lle l to the one ex am in ed  in part I I . 44 To be more specific, I

th ink  it p rov ides us w ith the m aterial needed  to put tog e ther  a n

a rg u m e n t  for 7T (= tha t which never is is im possible). T h e  

a rg u m e n t  I have in m ind goes like this. Consider x  which has t h e  

capacity  to be n o t-F  e te rna lly , in the sense  that it now realizes t h i s  

capacity . Can x  also possess the capacity  to be F  (at some po in t in  

tim e)? To answ er the question  at hand  we m ay appeal to t h e  

stra tegy  A risto tle  uses th roughou t D C  281a28-b25. That is, we m a y  

test w h e th e r  x can possess  the capacity  to be F, while b e i n g

44 The d is c u s s io n  in this and the next paragraph  is lo o se ly  based on s o m e
remarks m ade by R. Sorabji in his Necessity Cause and B la m e ; see  S o r a b j i ,  
19 80 :  1 2 9 - 1 3 0 .
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everlast ingly  no t -F ,  by applying M P P .  Putatively, i f  we assum e that 

x  realizes the capacity  to be F  we will end up w ith  a c o n tra d ic t io n .  

There will be a tim e at which x  is both n o t -F  and F. Hence, we m a y  

conclude that w h a tev e r  is everlas ting ly  n o t - F  cannot have t h e

capacity to be F  (a t some point in time).

How does the  point ju s t  m ade affect the overall  d i s c u s s io n  

concerning the Princip le  o f  Plenitude? As we have  seen, the t e x t u a l  

evidence indicates that Aristotle is perfectly  happy  to accep t a

res tric ted  version o f  the Principle o f  P le n i tu d e .  That is, he is 

p repared  to accept that this principle  is app licab le  to things w h ic h

are everlasting . T he  issue that we need to address  here, though, is  

w hether Aristotle can m ain tain  that 7T, like T , m ay be said to b e 

exclusively  applicab le  to things eternal.

Richard Sorabji, reports that it is an e m b a r ra s s m e n t  to  

Aristotle 's view, nam ely  the view that the Principle  o f  P l e n i t u d e  is 

only applicable to tran s ien t  things, that he accepts that n e g a t i v e  

p roperties  may a ttach  everlas ting ly  to tran s ien t  th in g s .45 To b e 

more specific, it appears that there is textual ev idence  which s h o w s  

that Aristotle is p rep a red  to accept the following. Take the case o f  

this cloak here. This cloak has the capacity to be cut up, a lthough i t  

m ay never be cut up. Now, suppose that the cloak gets burn t u p 

before som ebody gets the chance to cut it up. As Sorabji n o te s ,  

Aristotle 's view is that we may plausibly declare  that the cloak m a y  

be said to have the negative property of not being  cut up during i ts  

lifetime, and that it re ta ins this p roperty  even a fte r  it gets b u r n t . 46

45 See Sorabji, 1980: 130.
46 Sorabji notes that this claim, viz.  the claim that A r is to tle  a llow s f o r
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W hy is all this s ig n if ic an t?  Evidently , it is s ig n if ican t  becau se  i t  

seem s to show  th a t  the a rgum ent w e have c o n s tru c te d  out o f  th e  

m ateria l  in DC  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  is not p a rt  o f  an em pty  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  

exercise. In fact, i t  seem s that w hat w e have so far is ev id ence  to 

support two cruc ia l  claim s. First, the m ateria l in D C  2 8 1 b 2 0 -5  is 

subject to an e x te n s io n  w hich shows th a t  A ristotle  is c o m m itted  to  

the thesis T l .  A nd second, this time around  we can n o t  re s tr ic t  t h e  

app licab ili ty  o f this thesis  to things everlas ting . As w e have j u s t  

seen, A risto tle  is p r e p a re d  to accept that (a) there are t r a n s i e n t  

things which have n eg a tiv e  p roperties  in their life tim e, and (b) a t  

least some o f  these t ra n s ie n t  things re ta in  their n eg a tiv e  p r o p e r t i e s  

even after they go o u t  o f  existence. If  this much is true, we can se e  

that, for exam ple , a  c loak  can have for ever the p ro p e r ty  o f  n o t  

being cut up. G iven  tha t it has this p roperty , then it  w ou ld  s e e m  

p lausib le  to assert  the following. In the whole o f tim e the c loak in  

question will not be cu t up. If this is the case, then th ere  is no t im e  

left at which the capac ity  to be cut up can be actualized . Hence, w e 

m ay conclude that i f  it is ev er las ting ly  true that the c loak  has th e  

p ro perty  to not be cu t up, then it is im possib le  for it to be cut up . 

Hence, the tho ugh t goes, it is not ju s t  that DC 28 lb 2 0 - 5  seem s to  

give rise to an a rg u m e n t  which has as its co n c lu s io n  T l .  

U nfortunate ly  fo r  A ris to tle ,  there is also ev idence  w hich  show s h im  

to be com m itted  to the c laim  that this thesis is ap p licab le  to th in g s  

transient. And if  th is  is the case, then it would seem  to follow t h a t

transient things to p o s s e s s  n egative  properties after they have c e a s e d  to ex ist ,  
is supported by the e v id e n c e  in C ategor ies  (Cat. )  10. 13b26-35 and DI.  3. 16 b 1 1 - 
15.
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A risto tle  is, a fte r  all, com m itted  to the idea that the  Principle  o f  

P l e n i t u d e  is app licab le  to transient th ings.

Now, w hat m akes  things p a r t ic u la r ly  difficult for A r i s to t le 's  

task  to refu te  d e te rm in ism  is this. As we have seen, the S ta g i r i t e  

a ttem pts  to b lock  de te rm in ism  by refusing  to accept t h e  

app licab ili ty  o f  T  to trans ien t things. W e have also seen, h o w e v e r ,  

that we have all the  textual evidence w e  need to show  that A r i s to t l e  

m ay  be forced to accep t that T 1 is app licab le  to th ings  t r a n s i e n t .  

A dd to this the fact that T l  is the co n tra p o s i t iv e  o f  T ,  and it t u r n s  

out that w hat we have at hand is an obvious tens ion  in t h e  

S tagirite 's  efforts to refute  de te rm in ism .

Recently, R. G askin  has m ade an  a ttem p t to rescu e  A r i s to t l e  

from  the problem  iden tified  above.47 According to G askin, the p o i n t  

Sorabji draws our a tten tion  to poses no real d iff icu lt ie s  for t h e  

Stagirite. In particular, Gaskin urges us to note that it is only at t h e  

m om ent that the c loak  passes out o f  existence, w ithou t hav ing  b e in g  

cut up, that it becom es  everlas ting ly  true, and thus n ecessa ry , t h a t  

it ne ither was nor is nor will be cut up. W hat G askin  is try ing  to  

note here, is tha t T l  m ay be said to be applicable  to a t r a n s i e n t  

th ing  x  only after the re levan t poss ib ili ties  have been c losed  o ff  f o r  

it. For exam ple, w e  can say that the cloak has e v e r la s t in g ly  t h e  

p roperty  to not be cu t up, and thus th a t  it is im poss ib le  for it to b e  

cut up, only after the cloak has passed  out of ex is tence . D uring i ts  

lifetim e, though, it still had the capac ity  to be cut up, and thus i t  

was not im possib le  for it to be cut up. Hence, G askin  concludes, i t

47 What fo llow s is a summary o f  Gaskin, 1995: 60-1 .
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appears  that A ris to tle  can still re jec t the a p p licab ili ty  o f  t h e  

Principle  o f  P l e n i t u d e  to things w hich  have g e n u i n e  f u t u r e  

possib ilities . N aturally , the question we need to address  is w h e t h e r  

this is a successful defence  of Aristotle.

It seems to m e that Gaskin's defence has to be d e e m e d

unsatisfac tory . W hat we need to do to show that this is the case  is 

to go back  to the a rg u m e n t  of D C 2 8 lb 2 0 -5 .  The key  is in the w a y  

the a rg u m e n t  is set up in this passage. It is cer ta in ly  true to s a y  

that th is cloak here has the capacity  to be cut up, as well as t h e  

capacity  to not be cut up. It is also true, though, tha t A r i s to t l e  

ackn ow led ges  that a transien t thing m ay  have n egative  p r o p e r t i e s  

which attach to it everlastingly. W hat I would like to su bm it  is t h a t  

this is all we need to get the ex tension  of the a rg u m e n t in DC  A. 12  

started. That is, let us suppose that it is true that this c loak  has t h e  

capac ity  to not be cut up for ever, in the sense that it is n o w  

exerc is ing  this capacity . Can it s im u ltan eo u s ly  possess the c a p a c i ty  

to be cu t up? The answ er is to be provided by applying M P P .  O nce  

more, the app lica tion  of this principle  w ould seem to show that t h e  

cloak canno t have the capacity to be cut up. Hence, it  would  seem  to 

follow that the cloak has everlastingly the capacity to not be cut u p ,  

and it cannot have the capacity to be cu t up.

T he  question  tha t remains to be answ ered, o f course, is 

w he ther  this spells the beginning of the end for A ris to tle 's  s t r u g g le

against de te rm in ism . I think that all we can do at this point is

resort to conjecture. It would seem to be the case tha t the S ta g i r i t e

is not aw are  o f  the possible ex tension  of the a rg u m e n t  o f DC
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281b20-5  w hich  yields T l .  And, it is certainly  c lear he is not a w a r e

of the fac t tha t his views conce rn ing  nega tive  p ro p e r t ie s  m ay b  e

used to show  that this v e rs io n  of the Principle  o f  P l e n i t u d e  i s

app licab le  to things tran s ie n t .  If  he w ere  aw are  o f  all this, then h e

would have  seen the strain th is  line o f  tho ugh t puts on his effort t o  

p re se rv e  in d e te rm in ism  in the realm  o f  t ran s ie n t  things. And I

suspec t tha t if he were to b eco m e  aw are of this p rob lem , then h i s  

re sp o n se  w ould  have been som eth ing  along these lines. T h e  

a rg u m e n t purporting  to sh o w  that T l  app lies to things t r a n s i e n t  

begins w ith  the assum ption  tha t this c loak  here is such that it h a s  

the property  o f  never being c u t  up. Then, it proceeds to apply M P P  

to show  that the cloak c an n o t  possibly  be cut up. It should b  e 

obvious, how ever, that the cloak's exerc is ing  o f  the capacity  t o  

never be cut up may be in te r ru p te d .  So, all that the app lica tion  o f  

M P P  can r e a l ly  show is that the follow ing s ta te m e n t  is false: ' t h i s  

cloak here  is such that it is n e cessa ry  for it to n ever  be cut up, a n d  

it is p oss ib le  for it to be cut up'. And hopefu lly , if  A risto tle  c o u ld  

see this much, then he w o u ld  also see that a s im ilar  p r o b l e m

plagues the argum ent o f D C 2 8 1 b 2 0 - 5  w hich  pu rp o rts  to show t h a t  

'what a lw ays is, is of necessity '.

W h a t we need to keep in mind here is that the d iscussion  i n

the last p a ra g rap h  ven tures in the realm  o f  con jectu re . The t r u e

facts are these. In D C 2 8 lb 2 0 - 5 ,  A risto tle  gives us a bad a r g u m e n t  

for the thesis that ( T 2 =) 'w h a te v e r  alw ays is, is o f  necessity '. T h is  

bad a rg u m e n t  may be a p p ro p r ia te ly  ex te n d ed  to y ie ld  the t h e s i s  

( T l  =) 'w hat never is, is im p ossib le ’, which seems to cause a p rob lem
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fo r A risto tle 's  d rive  to refute fa ta lism . And the bo ttom  line is t h a t  

DC  281b20-5 , as it stands, con ta ins  a b lunder w hich  u l t i m a t e l y

causes trouble fo r  his drive to re fu te  determ inism .
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C H A P T E R  5 

The Eme r g i n g  Picture

5f* 5jC 5jC 5f* 5fC JjS 3{C 5^C 5{C SfC 5^C 5 |*  *(C 5{? !(C *|C 5 |*  *jC 5{* 5f* 5{C 5^C S^C 5^5 5^C #|C SjC 5^C 5^6 «[» 5{C « |»  «|C 3 |6  JjC 5^C «|C J^C 5fC «{( 5^C c |»  5̂ C

I. I n t r o d u c t i o n :

In the preceding chapters , the discussion was fo cu sse d  on  

u n rav e l l in g  the p e rs is ten t  in te rp re t iv e  difficulties su r ro u n d in g  fo u r  

texts; viz. M e t .  E. 3, D I.  9, M e t .  ©. 3, and DC A.. 12. As we have  seen , 

each one o f  these texts is connec ted , in one way or an o the r ,  to 

A ris to tle 's  t rea tm en t o f the re la ted  issues o f  m o d a li ty  a n d  

d e te rm in ism . To be m ore specific, the discussion in c h ap te rs  1 -4  

has show n that:
(1) In Met.  E. 3 and DI. 9, A r is to tle  deals with issues w h ich  arise f r o m  
two argum ents  for n e c e s s i t a r ia n i s m .  In particular, he arg u es  to t h e  
e f fe c t  that:

(a) Given that causal determ in ism  is a patently u n te n a b le  t h e s i s ,  
it fo llow s that there are so m e  causes  w hich are acc id en ta l  events  
(Met.  E. 3).
(b) The logical fatalist o f  DI.  9 is obv iously  mistaken to c la im  that
the future o f  all en tit ies  is n ow  fixed. Hence, it f o l lo w s  that t h e
fatalist is also m istaken  to cla im  that RCP a p p lies  to f u t u r e  
s in g u la rs  u n q u a l i f i e d ly .

(2) In Met.  ©. 3, A r isto tle  rebuts a M egarian  objection  to h is  theory  o f  
r a t io n a l  double capacities  — a theory w hich  entails ind eterm in ism .
(3) The material in DC. A. 12 can be used to show that th e  S t a g i r i t e
i n a d v e r t e n t l y  underm ines his ow n efforts  to s i len ce  his n e c e s s i t a r i a n  
o p p o n e n t s .

In short, it seems that the overall p icture o f  Aristotle we ge t  here  is 

o f  a th inker  who is firm ly co m m itted  to in d e te rm in ism . W h a t

rem ains to be done, though, is to d e te rm in e  w hether  or no t  there  is

an underly ing  theme which connects the four texts at hand.

As was indicated in the in tro d u c tio n  to this project, there  a r e  

no t any works in the recen t l i te ra tu re  which address the issue  o f
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w h e th e r  or not there  is a thread o f  reasoning  that ties our t e x t s

t o g e t h e r .1 The general tendency is to treat M e t .  E. 3, 0 .  3, DI. 9, a n d

DC  A. 12 as if  they  were four d ispara te  d iscuss ions  o f i s s u e s

pe rta in ing  to the p rob lem  of n e c e s s i ta r ia n is m .2-3 I have  to c o n c e d e  

that my views on DC  A. 12 are not far apart from  those of t h e  

in te rp re t iv e  orthodoxy. It should be clear, ho w ever, that m y 

reconstruc tions  o f  M e t .  E.  3, ©. 3, and DI. 9 are s ig n i f ic a n t ly

d iv e rg en t from those found in the existing l i te ra tu re .  And, in  

chapters 1-3 I have not tried to conceal the fac t that m y

in te rp re ta t io n s  suggest that these three texts are i n t im a te ly

connected . W hat I w ould  like to do in this last c h a p te r  is to: (a )  

spell out the details o f  the comm on them e that seem s to u n d e r l i e

the Stagirite's an ti-determ inist drive in M e t .  E.  3, 0 .  3, and D I .  9, a n d

(b) show how D C  A. 12 m ay be dealt with in light o f the m ateria l in  

the o ther three texts.

1 S ee  pp. v-vi.
2 The point made here may be readily co n firm ed  by c o n s u lt in g  so m e  o f  t h e  
c la ss ic s  in the field. H intikka's Time and N e c e s s i t y  does tw o th ings: (a) i t 
provides an interesting but f law ed  interpretation o f  DI.  9 [1973: ch. 8], and ( b )  
it martials textual e v id e n c e ,  such as DC A. 12. 281a28/jf ,  w h o se  a im  is to s h o w  
that A ristotle  is co m m itted  to the Principle o f  P len i tude  [1973: ch. 5]. T h i s  
work, however, does not even  address the issues arising out o f  M e t .  E. 3, and O.
3. The other main c la ss ic  in the field is R. Sorabji's Necessi ty  Cause a n d
B la m e .  Sorabji, unlike Hintikka, provides us with a useful reading o f  Met.  E. 3 
[1980: ch. 1]. His d isc u ss io n s  o f  the other three texts, though , are not a i m e d  
towards f inding  out how  they all hang together. Rather, they  are m a i n l y  
d es ig n e d  to: (a) rebut H intikka's claim that the Stag ir ite  e sp o u ses  t h e  
Principle of  P len i tude  [1980: e.g. chs 6, 8, 9], and/or (b) p a c i fy  m o d e r n  
w orries  about A ristotle 's  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  acum en when it co m es  to t h e  
treatm ent o f  the issues o f  m odality  and d e te rm in ism  [1980: e .g .  ch . 5]. T h i s  
sam e kind o f  trend is found in R. Gaskin's recent b o o k - le n g t h  study o f
Aristotle's views on the m etaphysics o f  the future; see, Gaskin, 1995.
3 One study that tries to address the problem  I have in m ind is M.J. W h i t e ' s  
'Fatalism and Causal D eterm in ism : An A r is to te l ia n  Essay'. U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,
White's interest is lim ited to the material in Met.  E. 3 and DI. 9. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  
his results are based m ore on con jectu re  than on textual e v id e n c e .  See a l s o
chapter 2, fn. 68.
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II. C o n n e c t i n g  t h e  d o t s :

In M e t .  E .  3, Aristotle begins the discussion w ith  the following: 
[ 1 0 2 7 a 2 9 ]  That there are p r in c ip le s  and causes w h ic h  can g e n e r a t e  
and d estro y  [ 3 0 ]  without g o in g  th rou gh  a p ro cess  o f  g e n e r a t io n  a n d  
destruction is obv ious (^avepoV). For i f  this is not [31 ]  so, viz. i f  it is t h e  
case  that w h a te v e r  is g en er a ted  and destroyed  [3 2 ]  n e c e s s a r i ly  h a s  
so m e  n o n -a c c id e n ta l  cause ,  then  ev ery th in g  w il l  b e  o f  n e c e s s ity .

As we have a lre a d y  seen, there  are two things w e need to n o t e

about this p iece  o f  text. First, the Stagirite  a ck n o w le d g es  that i f

e v e r y  cause is a  n on -acc id en ta l  ev en t  then the cau sa l  d e t e r m i n i s t

can have his conclusion  (1 0 2 7 a3 0 -3 2 ) .  To be m ore  specific, h e

concedes that: i f  it is indeed the case that e v e ry  cause in a

continuous causal chain  C (= E l ,  E 2 ,  ..., E n) is such th a t  it canno t fa i l

to produce its effect, then the d e te rm in is t  is ju s t i f ie d  to a sse rt  t h a t

e v e r y  fu ture  e v e n t  is now (causa lly ) d e t e r m i n e d .4 And second, i t

appears that A ris to t le 's  view is that the ex is tence  o f  causes w h ic h

are accidental even ts  is easily proven . Hence, his c o m m e n t  tha t t h e

existence o f  such  causes is 'obvious ' (cp a v cp o 'v ). As w as exp la ined  in

part I V  of c h a p te r  1, A ristotle 's overa ll  aim in M e t .  E. 3 is n o t  to

give us a p roof o f  the un ten ab il i ty  o f his opponen t 's  view . T hat t h e

de te rm in is t  is m is ta k en  to claim  that every fu tu re  even t is n o w

(causally) d e te rm in e d  is som eth ing  he takes to be a given. R a th e r ,

the S tagirite 's  goal in M et .  E. 3 is to argue the fo llow ing: it g o es

w ithout saying  th a t  the causal de te rm in ist 's  conc lusion  is u n t e n a b le ;

given that this m uch  is right, it c learly  follows th a t  there  m ust b e

causes which are accidental events. The next thing w e  need  to k e e p

in mind here is th a t  in DI.  9 A ris to tle  states that it  is also lu d ic r o u s

4 S ee  the analysis  o f  the argument at M e t .  E. 3. \Q21a32ff in  chapter 1, part I V .
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to accep t the logical fata list 's  conclusion  that every fu tu re  ev en t  is 

now  d e te rm in ed  -- on account o f  ce r ta in  facts concern ing  l a n g u a g e  

and truth. In DI.  19a7-22, he tells us tha t it is sim ply e v id e n t  t h a t  

there  are m any th ings in nature w hose  fu tu re  is not fixed. T hat is

to say, it seems than  in DI.  9, as in M e t .  E. 3, Aristotle takes it t h a t

e v e ry b o d y  can ju s t  see that the n e ce ss i ta r ian s  are m is ta k e n  to

a sse r t  that the fu ture  o f  every entity is now  determ ined. In fact, as  

was show n in c h a p te r  2 the last sec tion  o f  DI. 9, viz.  1 9a23 -b 4 , is 

not som e kind o f  a rg um en t c o n tr a  fa ta lism . In this p a s s a g e ,  

A ris to tle  begins w ith  the assum ption  th a t  the fatalist co n c lu s io n  is

ev iden tly  false, and  he proceeds to e x p la in  w hat is the c o rre c t  v i e w  

to hold  when it com es to the a p p o r t io n m e n t  o f truth values a m o n g  

fu tu re  c o n tra d ic to ry  s ta te m e n ts .5

W hat I th ink  it is time to do now, is to explain w hy  in b o th  

M e t .  E . 3 and DI. 9 A risto tle  begins w ith  the a ssum ption  tha t t h e  

necessitarian 's  position , that the future o f  every  entity  is now  f ixed , 

is e v i d e n t l y  u n tenab le .  As was su g g e s te d  th ro ugh ou t this p ro je c t ,

the an sw er  to this question  is to be foun d  in the S tag ir i te ’s n a t u r a l

p h i lo s o p h y .

A good place to start our d iscuss io n  from is M e t .  ©. 8. 

10 5 0 b 2 2 - 2 8 :
[ 1 0 5 0 b 2 2 ]  ... the sun and [2 3 ]  the stars and the w h o le  h eaven  are ever-  
active , and there  is no fear that they  m ay so m etim e  stand still ,  as [ 2 4 ]  
the natural p h ilo sop hers  fear that they  m ay  ( d e l  e v e p y e t  ffXios- K a l  d c n - p a  
K a l 0 X0 9  o o u p a v o s -, K a l ou  <J>o|3ep6v pri t t o t €  o-rrj, o  (j>o|3ouvTat. o l  T rep l i j i u a e u f ) .  
N or do they tire in this activity (o u S e  K d p v e u  t o u t o  S p cD vT a); fo r  m o v e m e n t  
does not [ 2 5 / 2 6 ]  im ply  for them, as it does for the p e r is h a b le  t h i n g s ,  
the capacity for  opposites ,  [2 6 ]  so that the c o n t in u ity  o f  the m o v e m e n t  
should  be labor ious, [ 2 7 ]  for it is that kind o f  substance w h ich  is matter
and capacity, n o t  actuality , [2 8 ]  that ca u ses  this ( o u  y a p  n e p l  t t i v  6 u v a p .1v

5 S e e  the d iscussion in chapter 2, latter h a lf  o f  part V I .
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Tf)? dvTufjaa^ws- au Tots', olov Tots' <{>0apTots, f| Kxyrjcas, w o ts  em novov  e tv a i  tt iv  
auv€X€Tav t t \ s  KT-VTfaetos' ti y ap  o u o ta  uXti x a t  6uvap.i_s oxsaa, ouk cvcpyeva, a iT ta  
tou 'tou ).®

In this stre tch  of text the Stagirite claims, am ong other th ings, t h a t  

the entities in the universe are divided into two categories. F irs t o f  

all, there  are the en tities which m ake up the 'heaven ' (oupavos-); viz .  

the en ti t ie s  beyond the sub lunary  r e a lm .7 The second c a t e g o r y ,  

A ris to tle  tells us, is com posed of those  entities w hich  a r e  

'p e r ish ab le ' (<{>eapTd). W hat I would like to subm it at this p o in t  is 

that i f  we are to make any progress with our d iscussion  we have  to

(a) spell out the p recise  content o f this d istinction, and  (b )  

de te rm ine  the role it p lays in the S tagirite 's  thought.

As far as the first category is concerned , Aristotle is q u i t e  

clear. He e x p l ic i t l y  states that its m em bers  are those entities w h ic h  

form  the heaven; e.g. the sun and the stars. W hat we have to n o te ,

though, is what the S tagirite  has to say about the nature o f  t h e s e

entities. He tells us, in no uncertain terms, that the heaven ly  b o d ie s  

have a very specific nature. His claim is that a heavenly body is t h e  

kind o f  substance  w hich is m atter  and ac tua li ty  — as opposed  to a 

p e r ish ab le  entity which is the 'kind of su b s tan ce  which is m a t t e r  

and capac ity ' ( 1 0 5 0 b 2 7 - 2 8 ) .8 A pparen tly , the point A ris to tle  is 

trying to m ake in our passage is this. A heavenly  body x  is the  k i n d  

o f  su b s ta n c e  whose m a tte r  endows it w ith  a certa in  capacity  w h ic h  

is a lw ays in actuality (1050b24-28). That is, it seem s that his v i e w  

is that: (a) a heavenly body x  is the kind o f  subs tance  whose m a t t e r

6 R oss' translation, s l ightly  amended; see Barnes (ed .) ,  1985: 1659.
7 This is one o f  the meanings o f  the word o u p a v d ? ;  see  D C  A.  9, esp. 2 7 8 b 8 / f .  S e e
also chapter 4 ,  fn. 1.
8 I w il l  co m e  hack to the ca se  o f  the perishables later on.
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endows it  w ith a  certain  capacity  — let say, the c a p a c i ty  to <f>, a n d

(b) the capac ity  x  has, viz .  the capacity  to <j>, is a lw ays in  a c tu a l i ty .  

Finally, and  perhaps m ost importantly , the S tagirite  c la im s that it is 

not poss ib le  for x  to ever stop cj>-ing (1050b23/jf).

To see what the foundations of the A ris to te l ian  th es is  o u t l i n e d  

above are, we will need to take a brief look at som e o f  the  m a t e r i a l  

in the ea r ly  chapters o f DC A .9 In DC A. 2, A ris to tle  g ives  us a lo n g  

a rg u m en t w hose  u ltim ate  pu rpose  is to e s tab lish  two c la im s. F irs t ,

each one o f  the elements observed in the sublunary  w o rld  - fire, a ir ,

water, e a r th  - has a natura l motion; nam ely, 're c t i l in e a r ' (euGeta) 

motion w h ich  is d irected either up or down. And second , there  is a 

fifth e lem ent, w hich is rem oved  from the su b lu n a ry  rea lm , w h o s e  

natural m o tion  is 'circular' ( k u k > \c u ) .  In the next ch ap te r ,  DC  A. 3, 

Aristotle p roceeds to show that a natural body which is com posed  o f  

this fifth e lem en t is both ungenerab le  and in d e s tru c t ib le .  V e r y

b r i e f l y , he  argues as follows:
(1) I f  x is to be g e n e r a b le  and destructib le ,  then it m u st  have a n  
opposite .  That is to say, i f  .v is to be capab le  o f  b e ing  g e n e r a te d ,  then i t  
must have an opposite  out o f  which it co m es  into being. L ik e w ise ,  i f  x  is 
to b e  ca p a b le  o f  b e ing  d estroyed , then it must h ave  an o p p o s i te  i n t o  
w h ich  it passes .
(2) It is the very nature o f  an entity made up o f  the fifth e lem en t ,  viz.  a 
h ea v en ly  body, to be such that it moves in a circle. That is to say, to b e 
a natural body made up o f  the fifth e le m e n t  is to be an e n t i ty  w h i c h
m o v e s  in a circle .
(3) T here is no opposite  to circular motion.

.- .  T herefore ,  the natural bodies com posed  o f  the fifth e le m e n t  are b o t h  
u n g e n e r a b le  and in d e s tr u c t ib le .

9 What fo l lo w s  is merely a brief summary o f  som e o f  the m ater ia l  in DC  A. 2 - 3 .  
For two d eta iled  and usefu l d isc u ss io n s  o f  these texts, see  E lders ,  1965, a n d  
Leggatt, 199 5 .
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W h at rem ains to be seen, o f  course , is how  the above re la te s  to t h e  

d iscuss ion  in M e t .  9 .  8. 1050b22-28 .

A pparently , what we ge t in  D C  A . 2-3 is an ex te n d ed  a r g u m e n t  

w hose  aim  is to establish one point: The na tu ra l bodies c o m p o se d  o f  

the fifth  elem ent, which are none  other but the heaven ly  bodies , a r e  

b o th  ungenerab le  and indestruc tib le . If such a natural b o d y  is to b e 

g e n e ra b le  or destructib le , the  S tagirite  tells us, then it m u s t  have a 

ce r ta in  specific capacity. It m u s t  be capable  o f  ceasing  to be t h e

k ind  o f  en tity  it is. More p rec ise ly ,  it m ust be capab le  o f  c h a n g in g  

into an en tity  w ith  a c o n tra ry  e s s e n c e .10 A ccording  to A r i s to t le ,  

h o w ev er ,  there  is no oppo site  to motion in a circle. Hence, h e 

concludes , the bodies m ade up o f  the fifth e lem ent, w h ich  he c a l ls  

'ae ther ' (a i9 rfp )n > are such that: (a) it is their very nature to be t h in g s  

tha t m ove in a circle, and (b) it is not possible  for th em  to b e  

d e s t ro y e d  (or g e n e ra te d ) .12

K eeping in mind the above, it is only na tura l to a ssu m e  t h a t  

the thesis  o f  M e t .  ©. 8. 1 0 5 0 b 2 2 -2 8  is to be parsed  out as fo l lo w s .

T he h e av e n ly  bodies are m ad e  up o f  aether. G iven the ir  e l e m e n t a l

m ake  up, these  entities are such  that: (a) they have  a c e r t a i n

capacity ; nam ely , the capac ity  to move in a circle, and  (b) t h i s  

c ap ac ity  they have is p e rm a n e n t ly  actualized. W h a t  is m o s t  

im p o r ta n t  to note for our p u rp o ses ,  however, is that A ris to t le  a d d s  

tha t it is im possible  for a heaven ly  body to ever cease ex e rc is in g  i t s  

capac ity  — w hich is tan tam ount to saying that it is im p o ss ib le  for i t

10 For a clear statement o f  this point, s ee  Met .  A.  2. 1069b 2-14 .
11 For the interesting etym ology o f  this word, see D C  A.. 3. 2 7 0 b 2 2 -2 4 .
12 For m ore details on Aristotle's l in e  o f  rea so n in g ,  see  DC A. 3. 2 7 0 b  1 6 / f .  S e e  
also  fn. 9.
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to be  destroyed . As he puts it e lsew here , it is

'u n q u a l i f ie d ly /u n c o n d i t io n a l ly '  (d-nXm?) n ecessa ry  for a  h e a v e n l y  

body to m ove  in a c irc le .13

To sum  up, it seem s that the fact tha t  the A r i s to te l i a n  

h e a v e n ly  bodies are com po sed  o f  aether en ta ils  that they a r e  

'e v e r la s t in g /e te r n a l  en tit ies ' (a tS ta).14 They are, we are told, t h e  

kind  o f  en tities whose very  na tu re  is to m ove in a c irc le .  

F u r th e rm o re ,  A risto tle  c la im s that there is no o ppo site  to m otion in  

a circle. Hence, he seem s to reason, if  it is the essence o f  a 

h e a v e n ly  body  to m ove in a circle, and g iven  that there is n o  

op posite  to this kind o f  essence , it follows that a heaven ly  b o d y  

cannot ever  go out o f  existence.

N ow  that we have settled  the case of the heaven ly  bodies, it is  

time to m ove  on to the case o f  the 'p e r ish ab les ’ ( 4 > 0 a p T d ) .  There is 

am ple  tex tua l evidence w hich  shows that A ris to tle  applies this t i t l e  

to the entities in the sublunary  realm. That is, he seem s to use it for 

the fo u r  sublunary  e lem ents and the entities co m p o sed  out of th e m ;

13 See G C  B. 1 1. 337bI0yf. In this stretch o f  text, Aristotle tells  us, am ong o t h e r  
things, that: '... that which is u nq u alif ied ly  necessary (<=( di/a-yKTis- anXu?) e x i s t s  
in m o v e m e n t  and g en era t io n  in a circle' ( 3 3 8 a l4 - 1 5 ) .  It is c lear  from t h e  
co n tex t  o f  the d iscu ss ion  in GC B. 11 that what the S ta g ir ite  is try ing  to s a y  
here is th is. M o v em en t in a c irc le ,  viz.  the natural m o t io n  o f  the h e a v e n l y  
bodies, is said to be u n q u a l i f ie d ly  n e c e s s a r y  because it is ev e r la s t in g ;  viz.  i t  
cannot e v e r  c o m e  to an end (3 3 8 a l8 ff). Com ing to be in a c irc le  is also said to  
be u n q u a lif ie d ly  necessary. A r is to t le  contends that this is so b e c a u se  c o m i n g  
to be in a c irc le ,  viz.  the c y c le  o f  the g en era t io n  and d es tru c t io n  o f  t h e  
sp ec ie s  in the sublunary realm , ca n n o t  ev er  com e to an end e ith er  ( 338bff) . 
T hese tw o po in ts  can be also e s ta b l is h e d  through the m ateria l in Met.  A. 5  
w here A r is to t le  tells us that: the prim ary sense o f  n e c e s s i t y  is ' u n q u a l i f i e d  
n e c e ss ity '  (d n X o u v ); viz.  n e c e s s i ty  in the sen se  that an en tity  x  cannot e v e r  
'admit o f  m ore states than one' ( 1 0 1 5b 11-13) .
14 See ,  for exam ple, Nicomachean Ethics  Z. 3. 1 1 3 9 b 2 4 / f ,  Met .  a . 5. 1 0 1 5b 1 4 - 1 5 ,  
©. 8. 1050b6/f ,  and D C  r .  1. 298a24jf.
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e.g. the various anim als and p l a n t s .15 W hat we need to do h e r e ,  

though, is go beyond d e te rm in in g  the m em bersh ip  o f  this class. A s  

with the case of the oaSta, we have to identify the kind o f  n a t u r e  

A ris to tle  ascribes to these entities.

The first clue we need to reconstruc t A risto tle 's  views on t h e  

nature o f  the perishables is found in M e t . ©. 8. 1050b22-28 . In th i s

piece o f  text the Stagirite tells us that:
(1) A  p er ish a b le  x  is the kind o f  substance w h ich  is m atter a n d  
ca p a c ity  (1 0 5 0 b 2 7 ) .
(2 )  A  perishable x,  on account o f  its elemental make up, has a ’c a p a c i t y  
for  opposites76uvap.iv Tfjs- avn.cjxiaeais' (1050b24jy).

It seem s, then, that w hat A risto tle  is trying to say in our passage  is

roughly  this. The m atte r  out o f which a perishab le  x is c o m p o s e d ,

viz.  one (or more) o f the four sub lunary  elements, endows it with a

capacity . The kind o f  capacity  possessed by a p e rish ab le  x,

how ever, is rad ically  d ifferen t from that possessed  by  a n

e verlas ting  entity. A risto tle 's  claim is that the very  make up of a

sublunary  entity x,  viz .  the fact that it is composed o f  one or m ore o f

the sub lunary  e lem ents, endow s it with a capacity  which is n o t

ever-ac tiv e , and which is for contrary  ends. That is to say, x  has a

capacity  which is not p e rm a n en t ly  actualized, and w hich is d i r e c t e d

towards two opposite ends; e.g. c>-ing and not-4>-ing.I6-17

15 See, for instance, D C  r .  1, and G C  B. 9. 335a33jf.
16 A ristotle  does not m ean to say that a p er ish a b le  x  has a doub le  ca p a c ity  i n 
the se n se  that it can actu a lize  both ends at the same time. Rather, he m e a n s  
that x  has the capacity to <(> and not-4>, in the sense that it can actualize both o f  
them but at d ifferent t im es. See  also the d iscuss ion  in ch a p ter  3 (part I I I ) ,  
and chapter  4  (part I I ) .
17 As w e  will soon see, the in tended  cla im  in Met.  ©. 8. 1050b 22-28  is that a 
p e r ish a b le  has a very sp e c i f ic  kind o f  double capacity; nam ely ,  a d o u b l e  
p a s s i v e  capacity .
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W h a t m akes all this p e r t in e n t  to our p re se n t  discussion, a r e

som e o f  the com m ents A ris to tle  m akes in M et .  E.  2:
[ 1 0 2 6 b 2 7 ]  S in ce  am ong th ings  w hich  are, som e are a lw a y s  in the s a m e  
[ 2 8 ]  state and are o f  n e c e s s i t y  (<l€ dt/dyKTis-) - nor n e c e s s i t y  in the s e n s e  
o f  c o m p u ls io n  [29]  but that w h ich  means the im p o s s ib i l i t y  o f  b e i n g  
o th erw ise  and som e [30]  are not o f  n ece ss ity  nor a lw a y s ,  but for t h e  
m o st  part (d > ?  e n l  t o  t t o X u ) ,  th is  [31 ]  is the p r in c ip le  and this the c a u s e  
o f  the a c c id e n ta l  ( t o  a u p 0 € |3 r |K d s ' ) ;  for that [32]  w h ic h  is n e ith er  a l w a y s  
n or for the m ost part, w e  ca l l  [33]  acc id en ta l  ... [ 1 0 2 7 a 8 ]  Sin ce  not a l l  
th in g s  [9] are or co m e to be o f  n ece ss ity  and a lw a y s ,  but the [10 ]  
m ajority  o f  things are for the m ost part, the a c c id e n ta l  must [1 1 ]  e x i s t  
... . [12 ]  I f  not, [13]  e v e r y t h i n g  w ill  be o f  n e c e s s i t y .  The m a t t e r ,
th e r e fo r e ,  w h ich  is [14]  c a p a b le  o f  b e ing  o th e r w ise  than as it for t h e  
m o st  part is, is the cause o f  [15 ]  the acc id en ta l  ( d i 'c r r e  n  C'Xti e o T a t  a i - r i a  f | 

e v o € X O | i € v r |  n a p a  t o  cos' e n l  t o  t to X u  aX XcoS' t o u  a u p .p € |3 T iKo T O S ')-

As was no ted  in chapters 1 and  2, M et .  e . 2 is one o f  the m a n y

places w here  the S tagirite  p resen ts  his th ree fo ld  d i s t in c t io n  

betw een: (a) th ings which are or come to be of necess ity , (b) th in g s  

which com e to be for the m ost part, and (c) things w hich  come to b e 

accidentally . There is little d o u b t  that the 'things w hich  are a lw a y s  

in the sam e sta te  and are o f  necessity ' is m ean t to refer to t h e  

h e av e n ly  b o d i e s .19-20 The q u e s t io n  that rem ains to be a d d r e s s e d ,  

though, is how the other two ca tegories , viz.  (b) and  (c), are r e l a t e d  

to w hat A risto tle  has to say abou t the perishables in M e t .  0 .  8.

T he  answ er to the question  ju s t  posed, I w ould  like to s u b m i t ,

is to be found  in the com bined  ev idence  from M e t .  E. 2. 1 0 2 7 a 8 - 1 5

and M e t .  ©. 8. 1050b24-28 . As we have seen, A ris to tle  divides t h e  

en tities  in his un iverse  into  two exhaustive  and m u t u a l l y  

ex c lu s ive ly  categories; nam ely , the eternal en ti t ie s  which a r e

18 Ross' translation; see  Barnes (ed .) ,  1985: 1621-1622.
19 This is aptly  d em on stra ted  by A r is to t le 's  com m en t that n e c e s s i t y  here is to  
be u n d er s to o d  as ' im p o ss ib le  to b e  in a state other than the present o n e '  
(1 0 2 6 b 2 8 -2 9 ) .  S ee  also fns 13 and 22 .
20 For th e  m e a n in g  o f  the e x p r e s s io n  'things ... [w h ich ]  com e to be o f  
n ecess ity  and always' at 1027a9, s e e  fn. 13.
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rem oved  from  the sub lunary  rea lm , and the p e r ish a b le s  w h ic h  

reside in the sub lu n a ry  r e a lm .21 W hat should also be  c lear is t h a t  

the im m u tab il i ty  o f  the e ternal bodies indicates tha t it m ust be t h e  

case that those events which o ccu r  for the m ost pa rt  o r a c c id e n ta l ly  

involve the  entities in the su b lu n a ry  r e a lm .22 A nd the suggestion  I 

would like to pu t forw ard here is that in the two passages  n o t e d  

above, v iz .  1027a8-15  and 1 0 5 0 b 2 4 -2 8 , the S tag irite  expla ins w h y  

this is so. T hat is, he explains why the even ts w hich  in v o lv e  

sub luna ry  en tities  do not h appen  o f  necessity , bu t e ith e r  for t h e  

most p a rt  o r  accidentally .

In M e t .  1050b24-28, A ris to tle  states that the p e rish ab les ,  l ik e  

the e ternals , have capacities. U nlike  an eternal, though , a perishable  

x  is such that it has a capacity  w h ich  is not p e rm a n e n t ly  a c tu a l iz e d ,  

a n d  w hich  is for opposite ends.23 The next thing we need  to note a t  

this point is that in M e t .  E.  2. 1 0 2 7 a l3 - 1 5  A risto tle  s ta tes that: 'T h e  

matter ... w hich  is capable o f  be ing  otherwise than as it for the m o s t  

part is, is the cause of the acc iden ta l '.  W hat I w ould  like to s u b m i t  

is that these  lines are the ones w hich  clinch the co n n ec tio n  b e t w e e n  

the two texts at hand. The Stagirite 's view, as we have  seen, is t h a t  

the pe rishab les  are com posed o f  the four sub lunary  e lem en ts . A n d  

as he points out in M et .  1 0 5 0 b 24 f f ,  a pe rishab le  x ,  on account  o f  i t s  

e lem en ta l  m ake  u p , is such that it has a double capacity . Now,

21 This is essen tia l ly  one  o f  the points A r is to t le  is try ing  to m ake in Met.  ©. 8.  
1050b 22-28  and Met.  E . 2. 1 0 2 6 b 2 7 -1 0 2 7 a 8 .  For an ev e n  c le a r e r  s ta tem en t  o f  
this same point, see  D C  r .  1. 2 9 8 a 2 4 -b l2 .
22 As was e x p la in e d  in chapter 2 part V I ,  an eternal body such  as the s u n  
ca n n o t  e v e r  fail to m o v e  in a c irc le .  H en ce ,  the sun's m o v in g  in a c i r c l e  
tomorrow can n ot be c lassif ied  as a for the m ost part or an acc identa l event. I t  
is an event w hich  is n ow  fixed.
23 See fn. 16.
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Aristotle 's c la im  in M e t .  E .  2 is that matter which is capable  o f  b e in g  

o therw ise  than  it  for the m ost p a rt  is is the cause  o f  the a c c id e n ta l .

It seems to m e that the m ost p laus ib le  way to cons tru e  this l a s t  

com m ent is this. Take this c loak  here w hich  is m ade up o f  

sub lun ary  m atte r .  Due to its e lem en ta l  m ake up, this cloak is 

endow ed w ith  a double p a s s i v e  capacity. That is, it has the c a p a c i ty  

to wear ou t  o r  no t (wear out) — in the sense that it m ay be burnt up 

in s t e a d .24 F or the most part, cloaks tend to ac tualize  their c a p a c i ty  

to w ear out. T hat is to say, m ost cloaks do e v en tu a l ly  wear o u t .  

N everthe less , on account o f  the fact that a c loak  has a d o u b le  

passive capacity , viz .  the capacity  to w ear out or not to wear out, i t  

is certainly true to say that this c loak  here may fail to do what m o s t  

of its kind end  up doing; viz .  actualize their capacity  to wear out. I n  

o ther w ords, the double passive  capacity  the c loak  p o s s e s se s ,  

because o f  its e lem ental m ake up, makes it poss ib le  for t h e  

ac tua liza tion  o f  the capacity  to w ear out to be im peded. F o r  

instance, Socrates ' brand new cloak  m ay fail to ac tualize  its c a p a c i ty  

to wear out, b ecau se  a vengeful X anth ippe has ju s t  decided  to b u r n

24 A s was noted  in chapter 3 (part I I I ) ,  Aristotle  m ain ta ins  that: (a) there a r e  
so m e  sublunary en t it ie s  which have d o u b le  ac t i ve  ca p a c it ie s;  viz.  the v a r i o u s  
rational a g en ts  in the sublunary  realm , and (b) there are also s o m e  
su b lu n a ry  en t i t ie s  w hich  have o n ly  s in g le -e n d  a c t i v e  capacities;  f o r  
instance, fire has the s ingle-end  capacity  to heat som ething . W hat w e need to 
note here, th o u g h ,  is that there is textual e v id e n c e  w h ich  c o n f irm s  that t h e  
Stagirite h o ld s  that the sublunary en tit ies  have also d oub le  p a s s i v e  c a p a c i t i e s .  
For an u n eq u iv o ca l  statements o f  this c la im , see DI.  13. 2 2 b 2 9 ff.  And, what i s  
ev en  more im p o rta n t  to note for our p urposes ,  is that the textual e v i d e n c e  
sh ow s that A r is to t le 's  v iew  is that what en d ow s a p e r is h a b le  with the d o u b l e  
p a ss iv e  c a p a c ity  to <{> and not-4> is its e lem en ta l  m ake up. That is, h e  
a ck n o w led g es  that a perishable x  has the double passive capacity  to <t> and not-  
<}> because it is m ade o f  sublunary matter; see  D C  A. 12. 2 8 3 a 2 9 -b 6 .
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it. W hen such an  interference d o e s  occur, A risto tle  thinks, w hat w  e 

ge t is an accidental event.

To spell th ings out a bit, the p roposal I am trying to p u t  

fo rw a rd  here is this. The entities in the su b luna ry  realm  h a v e  

ce rta in  double p a s s i v e  capacities bes to w ed  upon them by t h e i r  

e lem en ta l  m ake up. Take, for instance, the sub lunary  en tity  x .  

A ccord ing  to the Stagirite, it has the passive capacity  to <j> and not-4>. 

F u r th e rm o re , A ris to tle  seems to th ink  that x  's future is n o t  

predeterm ined . He concedes that x  m ay belong to a certain s p e c i e s  

o f  things K  which in m ost cases tend to actualize  their capacity  to cb. 

At the same time, though, he urges us to note that the fact tha t jc 

has also the capacity  to not-<j) enta ils  that it is possible  that th -e  

ac tua liza tion  of x 's  capacity  to <t> m ay be im peded . Hence, x  m a y  

u ltim ate ly  end up not-<t>-ing. And the cases w here  this happens a r e  

the cases w here  we say that so m eth in g  happens ne ither  o f  

necessity , nor fo r the m ost part, bu t accidentally .

The question  that rem ains to be answ ered , o f  course, is w h y  

A ris to tle  thinks that it is clear to his audience  that the s u b l u n a r y  

rea lm  is governed  by  the kind of in d e te rm in ism  described  a b o v e  . 

W hy does he expec t his audience  to read ily  accept that: t h e

sublunary  entities o f  kind K  have the passive capacity  to <j> and n o t -  

4); for the m ost part, the entities o f  k ind  K  end up exercising t h e i r  

capac ity  to <>; n ev e r th e le ss ,  an en tity  x  o f  kind K  may have t h e  

exerc ise  o f its capacity  to 4> im peded; hence, it is perfectly  p o s s i b l e  

that -y may end up not-b-ing. I think that the answ er is to be f o u n d  

in the w ording A risto tle  uses in som e o f  the relevant texts. In DC  A_
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3, he tells us that one w ay we m ay confirm  the c la im  that t h e

h e a v e n ly  bodies are im m u tab le  is v ia  sensory  exp erien ce . As h e

puts  it, nobody  has ever  o b se rv ed  any kind o f  change  in the r e a l m

o f  the heav en ly  bodies {DC A . 3. 2 7 0 b l l - 1 6 ) .  W h a t  is m o s t

in te res ting  to note, though, is that he appeals to the  ev idence  o f  t h e

senses to establish the  o ther h a lf  o f  his cosm ological theory; viz .  t h e

thesis  tha t things in the su b lu n a ry  realm h ap p en  no t o f  n e c e s s i ty ,

b u t e i th e r  for the m ost  p a rt  or accidentally . As was noted in

chapter 2, in D I  9 he states that:
[ 1 9 a 7 ]  ... vve see  (opiopev) that what will be [8] has an orig in  both i n 
d e l ib e r a t io n  and in action , [9 ]  and that, in g e n e r a l ,  in th in gs  that a r e  
not ever-active  there is the cap acity  [1 0 ]  o f  b e in g  and not being; h e r e  
both p o ss ib i l i t ie s  are open , both being [ 1 1 ]  and not being , a n d ,  
c o n s e q u e n t ly ,  both c o m in g  to be and not c o m in g  to be. [1 2 ]  M a n y  
th in g s  are o b v io u s ly  like this (teal noXXa fip.1i/ orjXa ea T ii/ outois- c x o v r a ) .  
For exam ple ,  this [ 1 3 ]  this c loak  is capable o f  b e in g  cut up, and yet i t  
w il l  not be cut up but [1 4 ]  it w ill  wear out first.

It seem s to me, that w ha t we get here is clear ev id e n ce  in s u p p o r t

o f  the c la im  that A risto tle  expects his audience to read ily  agree w i th

him  on one crucial point: T he th ings which are no t ev e r-ac tiv e , viz .

the en ti t ie s  in the su b lu n a ry  realm , have double p ass ive  c a p a c i t ie s .

A nd as a result o f this the future o f  such entities is open. That is, a

su b lu n a ry  entity x  m ay  end up exercising e ith e r  end  o f  its d u a l

capacity . How do w e know  that this much is true?  The S ta g i r i te 's

p h raseo lo g y , viz.  6pcLp.€v at line 19a7 and noXXa ... 6fjXa e a T t v  o u t g j s -

sXOVTa at 19al2, suggests tha t he expects his au d ience  to sim ply s e e

that this is the case. In o ther words, he expects  his audience  to

sim ply  acknow ledge  the follow ing. The sensory  e v id en ce  c o n f i rm s

that, fo r  instance, it is not now de te rm in ed  that this c loak  will w e a r

out. E xperience  show s that m ost cloaks do  get to exercise  t h e i r
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capacity  to w ear out. N evertheless, there  are observed  cases w h e r e  

the exercise  o f  a cloak's capacity  to w ear out m ay be impeded.

To sum  up, it seem s tha t Aristotle has a certain  p icture o f t h e  

entities in  the world. First, there are the entities in the realm  o f  t h e  

heaven. T hese  are com posed  o f  aether. A e ther  is an e lem ent t h a t  

has only a  single capacity, viz .  the capac ity  o f  motion in a c irc le , 

which is actualized  sem p ite rn a l ly .  As a result, the heavenly  b o d ie s  

cannot ev e r  be destroyed, and  the even ts which involve them a r e  

now d e te rm in e d . For exam ple , it is now d e te rm in ed  that at a n y  

time in the future the sun w ill be m oving  in a circle. And se c o n d ,  

there are the perishables w hich, on account o f  the fact that they a r e  

com posed  of sub lunary  e lem ents , have double passive c a p a c i t ie s .  

W hen it com es to p e rishab les  o f  kind K, it is usually  the case t h a t  

they end up exercising their  capacity  to <?. This is confirm ed b y  

experience. Experience, how ever, also confirm s that t h e  

ac tua liza tion  of x's capacity  to 4> may be im peded , and that it m a y  

end up not-cp-ing. These are the cases, A ris to tle  tells us, w here  w e  

get an acc iden ta l event. In short, it seem s that his view is t h a t  

sensory experience  indicates that the fu tu re  o f the perishab les  is 

not fixed. Although more often  than not a pe rishab le  x  will end u p 

4>-ing, it is still possible for it have the ac tua liza tio n  of this c a p a c i ty  

in te rfe red  with. And w hat w e get in M e t .  E. 2 and M et .  ©. 8 is t h e  

theoretical background to the observab le  facts. That is, we are to ld  

that w ha t makes co n tingency  possib le  in the realm of t h e  

pe rishab les  is the fact that these  entities are m ade up of m a t t e r  

which endow s them with double  passive capacities. On the o t h e r
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hand, the im m utab ility  o f  the e ternals is expla ined  by  the fact t h a t  

they are com posed o f  aether.

Given the d iscussion  in the last few pages, w e can n o w  

apprecia te  Aristotle 's stance  against the causal d e te rm in is t  and t h e  

logical fatalist. In M et.  E. 3, he tells us that the causal d e t e r m i n i s t ' s  

thesis, viz .  the thesis tha t every  future event E n  is now  c a u s a l ly  

determ ined , entails tha t every  causal chain C  is e x c lu s iv e ly  

com posed of n on -acc id en ta l  causes. It is clear from  the o v e ra l l

discussion in M e t .  E . 3, however, that his main aim  is not to d i s c r e d i t

the causal de te rm in is t 's  conclusion. The Stagirite beg ins with t h e  

assum ption  that it is ev id en t that not all events are now  (ca u sa l ly )  

determined, and then he proceeds to do two things. First, he c la im s  

that given the evident p rob lem  with the causal d e te rm in is t 's  th e s is ,  

it follows that there are causes which are acc identa l events. T hen , 

he goes on to explain how such a cause fits into a con tinuous c a u sa l  

ch a in .25 In light of the m ateria l  discussed above, we can now s e e  

why the Stagirite begins w ith  the assum ption that his o p p o n e n t 's  

view is clearly untenable . As was just explained, he takes it t h a t  

everyone can just  see that there are certain  even ts  in n a tu r e ,

namely the ones that involve  the individuals that populate  t h e  

sublunary  realm, which happen  not of necessity, but e ithe r  for t h e

most part or accidentally .

The fa ta lis t  of DI. 9 launches his argum ent from  the p r e m is e  

that R C P  applies to future singulars unqualifiedly . As was noted in  

chapter 2, A risto tle  acknow ledges  that to ju s t ify  this p rem ise  h is

25 See the discussion  in chapter 1, part I V .
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opponen t m ay m ake  appea l to the assum p tion  that one o f  the tw o  

fu ture  even ts d esc r ibed  by 'Fp' and '~Fp ' is now  c a u s a l ly  

determ ined. For w hatever reaso n (s ) ,  though, the S tag irite  keeps th i s  

point mute. Instead , he sets up his response  as if  it w ere  d i r e c t e d  

against an a rgum en t w hich takes its s ta rt from the a ssu m p tio n  t h a t  

R C P  applies to fu tu re  s ing u la rs  u n q u a l i f i e d ly .26 A nd once m o re ,  

A risto tle  m akes short sh r if t  o f  his n ecess i ta r ian  o p p o n en t 's  v ie w .  

He tells us that the fata lis t 's  c la im  that the future o f  ev ery  entity  is 

now fixed is ev idently  absurd, and he proceeds to take care  o f o t h e r  

m atters. That is, he p ro ceed s  to exp la in  that g iven the  ( e v id e n t )  

untenability o f  the fatalist conclusion , it follows that R C P  d o e s  apply 

to fu ture  s ingu lars  but no t  u n q u a l i f i e d ly .27 This tim e a ro u n d ,  

however, he explic itly  tells us why the fatalist 's  conclusion  ought to  

be readily  d ism issed . The ev idence  from  D I  19a7-12 shows o n e  

thing. He expects  his au d ien ces  to acknow ledge  tha t s e n s o r y  

experience  d e m o n s tra te s  th a t  am ong the entities w hich  are n o t  

ever-ac tive , viz .  the perishab les , things happen not o f necessity , b u t  

e ither for the m ost  part or acc iden ta lly .

26 See the d iscussion  in ch ap ter  2, part V .  W hy does A risto tle  not pursue t h e  
point that to ju s t i fy  the p re m ise  that R C P  applies to future s t a t e m e n t s  
u n q u a li f ie d ly ,  one may appeal to so m e  p r e s e n t /p a s t  causal c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ?  
One an sw er to this q u estio n  is that he ex p ec ts  his a u d ien ces  to be f a m i l i a r  
with (som e) lecture cover ing  the material in M e t .  E .  3 -- w h ere  he  show s t h a t  
causal determ in ism  is untenable. A n oth er  explanation, is that he is not really  
in terested  in fu lly  e x p o s in g  his o p p o n en t 's  posit ion . His real in tere s t  is i n 
s h o w in g  us how  truth v a lu es  are to be apportioned  a m o n g  f u t u r e  
co n tr a d ic to r ie s .  This m uch, o f  co u rse ,  is pure con jectu re .  As w as noted i n 
ch ap ter  2, what is im portant to keep in m ind is this: in DI. 9 w e  get a n 
argu m ent w h ich  is aimed a g a in s t  an o p p o n en t's  posit ion  w h ich  is p r e s e n t e d  
as taking its start from  the a s su m p t io n  that R C P  applies to fu ture s t a t e m e n t s  
u n q u a li f ie d ly ,  w ith o u t  any fu r th er  c o n s id e r a t io n  as to what m ay ju s t i fy  t h i s  
a s s u m p t i o n .
27 S ee  the d iscuss ion  in chapter 2 ,  latter h a lf  o f  part V I .
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In the final analysis , it appears th a t  w h a t causes A ris to tle  to 

read ily  d ism iss the claim s m ade by his n e ce ss i ta r ian  o p p o n e n ts  in  

M e t .  E . 3 and DI.  9 is his conception o f  the un iverse . As w e h a v e  

seen, he takes it th a t  d e te rm in ism  re igns  sup rem e in the rea lm  o f  

things eternal. A t the same time, how ever, he takes it to be evident, 

f rom  sensory  experience , that the things in  the sub lunary  rea lm  a r e  

su b jec t  to in d e te rm in ism .

This brings us to the m ateria l in M e t .  ©. 3. In this th ird  t e x t  

A ris to tle  is not c o n ce rn e d  with the re fu ta t io n  of a n e c e s s i t a r i a n  

thesis, or a claim  en ta i le d  by such a thesis . Rather, in this tex t  h e  

seem s to be on the  defensive  from an  a ttack  launched  b y  th e

n e ce ss i ta r ian s  he co n fron ts  in M et .  E. 3 .28 As he tells us, the re  a r e  

som e sublunary  en tit ie s , the various ra tiona l agents, w hich  have  n o t  

only p a s s i v e  doub le  capacities but also doub le  a c t i v e  c a p a c i t ie s .

That is, a ra tional agen t such as Callias, A ris to tle  tells us, has th e

double  active capac ity  to heal or to harm . And, p rov ided  th a t  th e

passive  subject is n ea r  and that noth ing  in te rfe res , Callias has t h e

freedom  to choose his course of action. W h a t concerns him in  M et .

©. 3 is the M egarian  counter that rational agents do not have d o u b l e  

(active) capacities at all. As we have seen, he shows this o b je c t io n  

to be absurd. In short, it seems tha t in M e t .  ©. 3 he is s t i ll  

conce rned  with en ti t ie s  in the su b lunary  realm ; nam ely, r a t i o n a l

agents. His overa ll  thesis in this tex t is that: (a) d esp ite  t h e

M egarian  objec tions, it appears  that ra t io n a l  agents do  have d o u b l e  

active capacities, and  (b) given the r ig h t  k ind of cond itions, a

28 S e e  the d iscussion  in chapter 3, part I I I .
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rational ag en t  has the freedom  to choose betw een the two courses o f  

action av a ilab le .

T he  overall  picture we get here, then, is that o f  A risto tle  as a n 

in d e te rm in is t .  His view is that the entities in the sub lunary  r e a l m  

have do u b le  passive  capacities, as a result o f  the ir  make up, a n d  

that this fac t is w hat explains our observations. T hat is, it e x p la in s  

why we observe  that things in this realm  happ en  not always and o f  

necessity, b u t  ra th e r  for the m ost part or accidenta lly . Furtherm ore, 

he co n tend s  that some o f  the sub lunary  entities, viz.  the v a r i o u s  

rational agents, have also double active capacities. And the fact t h a t  

a ra tional agen t has a double  active capacity  is what e x p la in s  

his/her f reed o m  o f  action.

W hat rem ains to be done, o f  course, is to see how DC A. 12 f i ts  

into this schem e o f  things. In this fourth text, A risto tle  c o n s t r u c t s  

an argum ent, a lbeit a fallacious one, whose aim is to prove that (T’2 

=) 'th ings w hich  are everlas ting  cannot have the capacity  to b e  

destroyed'. In chapter 4, we saw that: (a) the line o f  reasoning in DC 

A. 12. 2 8 1 a 2 8 -b 2  may be ex ten d ed  to show that Aristotle is a lso  

com m itted to another version o f  the Principle o f  P le n i tu d e ,  v iz .  T 1 = 

'that w hich  never is, is impossible', and (b) there is textual e v id e n c e  

which m ay  be construed  as show ing that A ris to tle  can be forced  to  

accept tha t T l  is applicable to things perishab le . The problem , o f  

course, is tha t this variant o f  the Principle o f  P le n i tu d e  is t h e  

con trapositive  o f  T  = 'If som eth ing  is possible at t\, then it is a c tu a l  

at tj for at least one time fj >ti'. And, Aristotle  e x p l i c i t l y  rejects t h e  

claim that T  is applicable to the perishables , because  such a c la im
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in troduces d e te rm in ism  in the su b lu na ry  r e a lm .29 Obviously, t h e  

m ateria l  from  DC  A. 12 causes som e strain  in A ris to tle 's  e ffo rts  t o  

m aintain  that the sublunary re a lm  is subject to in d e te rm in ism . T h e  

bo ttom  line, how ever, is that th e  Stagirite  has all he  needs to s h o w  

that he is co m m itted  to in d e te rm in ism . As we have  seen, he has a 

theory, w h a te v e r  its merits m ay  be, which has it tha t things in  t h e  

sub lunary  rea lm  happen e i th e r  for the m ost pa rt  or a c c id e n ta l ly .  

So, as was exp la ined  in c h a p te r  4, it is na tu ra l to assum e tha t h e 

w ould  pro tes t that the # g u m e n t  cons truc ted  on the basis o f  t h e  

m ateria l in DC. A. 12, can o n ly  show that if an entity in t h e  

sublunary realm  is such that it i s  necessary for it to never <p, then  i t

does not have the capacity to 4>. The theory  o f  double p a s s i v e

capacities, though, tells us that a sub lunary  en tity 's  future is n o t  

fixed until the end of its life. Thus, I suspect he w ould  claim, t h e r e

is no merit to the suggestion tha t T l  is applicable to the p e r i s h a b l e s .

As was indicated in chapter 4, i f  Aristotle  were to becom e aw are  o f  

this much, then  he would have also seen the p ro b lem  that p l a g u e s  

the argum ent fo r T l .  And h o p e fu lly ,  he w ould have  re jec ted  t h a t  

argum ent as well. All this, how ever, as was noted in chapter 4, is i n  

the realm of conjectures. W hat does m atter  to note for our p r e s e n t  

purposes is that Aristotle is com m itted  to a theory  w hich  has it t h a t  

things in the sublunary realm  h a p p en  not o f  necessity  but e ith e r  f o r  

the most part o r accidentally. A nd given that this much is r i g h t ,  

then we can safe ly  assume that, w ha teve r  can be m ade  out o f  t h e  

m ateria l  in DC  A. 12, the bo ttom  line is that: (a) it only shows t h a t

29 S ee  the d iscuss ion  in chapter 2, part V I ,  and chapter 4, part I I I .
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A ris to tle 's  u n d e rm in in g  o f  his ow n  drive  to silence t h e  

n e c e ss i ta r ia n s  is un in ten tio n a l,  and (b) it is b es t  d ism issed  as a 

m om en t o f  m ental lapse on b eh a lf  o f  the  ph ilosopher.

I I I .  C o n c l u s i o n '.

To re i te ra te  the conclusion  s ta ted  above, it seem s that t h e  

ev idence  from  M e t .  E. 3, DI. 9, and M e t .  ©. 3, show s that Aristotle  is  

firm ly  c o m m itted  to some form  of in d e te rm in is m  in nature. To 

begin  with, he is com m itted  to the thesis  that: (a) things in t h e  

heavenly  rea lm  are o f  necessity , viz.  d e te rm in ism  reigns suprem e in  

this realm , bu t (b) things in the su b lu n a ry  rea lm  do not happen o f  

necessity ; they  happen either fo r  the m ost pa rt  o r accidentally . A n d  

w hat u n d e rl ie s  claims (a) and  (b), we are told, are certain  f a c ts  

concern ing  the elemental m ake up of the en tities  in the two r e a lm s .  

A e ther  m akes  the heaven ly  bodies im m u ta b le  and e v e r la s t in g ,  

w hereas the sublunary e lem en ts  endow the  perish ab les  with d o u b l e  

passive  capacities, which en ta il  in d e te rm in ism . Finally, in M et .  ©. 3 

A ris to tle  a rgues for the c losely  re la ted  thesis that som e o f  t h e  

su b lu n a ry  entities, the various rational agents, have also d o u b l e  

active capacities; v i z - a thesis which seem s to en ta il  freedom  o f  

ac t io n .

In short, it seems that the ve ry  basis o f  A r is to t le 's  

in d e te rm in is m  is his concep tion  of the n a tu re  o f  the en tities in h is  

cosm os. W h a t  the m erits o f  his a rg u m e n t  for this c o sm o lo g ica l  

p icture are is a story I do no t intend to pursue  here. W hat I think i t  

is m ost  im portan t to take ou t o f  the texts ex am in e d  here  is this. I t
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is clear enough that Aristotle faced  argum ents w h ich  are a im ed  to  

establish necessitarian ism . In fact, what we get in M e t .  E. 3 and  DI.

9 are argum ents w hich  closely resem ble  the positions  we now la b e l  

as 'causal d e te rm in ism ' and 'logical fatalism '. And in M et .  ©. 3 w e 

get a theory  w hose  aim is to estab lish  the poss ib il i ty  of free w ill. 

Furthermore, it m ay be true that in  DC  A. 12 A ris to tle  i n a d v e r t e n t l y  

undermines his ow n efforts to silence the d e te rm in is ts .  The b o t to m  

line, how ever, is that the ev id en ce  in our texts show s one th in g .  

Aristo tle 's  n o n -c h a la n t  app roach  to his n e ce ss i ta r ian  o p p o n e n t s '  

views indicates that he does not take them  very  seriously. He 

seems to be firm ly  convinced  tha t his cosm ological theory  is c l e a r ly  

adequate  to s ilence  them. And given the kinds o f  opponents  he is 

faced with, it will have to be conceded that his a rgum en ts  a r e  

adequate . Those  who expect to look to the A ris to te l ian  c o r p u s  f o r  

m ateria l that m ay  set afire the stage in m odern  discussions o f  

m odality  and de te rm in ism , I am afraid are bound to b e  

disappointed. But for better o r worse, this is the case with m ost o f  

the history of an c ien t  philosophy.
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