ARISTOTLE’S TEMPORAL INTERPRETATION OF
NECESSARY COMING-TO-BE AND STOIC DETERMINISM

MicuaeL J. WHITE

ANCIENT PHILOSOPHERS FROM ARISTOTLE through the Hellenistic
period were perhaps as much concerned as their contemporary counter-
parts with the issue of determinism and freedom of the will. However,
to the contemporary reader much of the ancient discussion of deter-
minism seems peculiarly beside the point.! Recognition of the fact that
the ancient philsophical conceptions of the alethic modalities (necessity,
possibility, and their contradictories) do not always coincide with our
own modal concepts is important in attaining a clearer understanding of
the ancient forms of logical determinism or fatalism.

This paper attempts to elucidate certain puzzling features of Stoic
determinism by arguing that the Aristotelian-Megarian temporal con-
ception of the modalities may well have influenced the form of that
determinism. More specifically, the present paper argues that the tem-
poral understanding of the modalities helps to clarify Cicero’s dis-
cussion of Chrysippus’ determinism and to explain the relevance of the
cosmological doctrine of eternal recurrence (the amokaréorasis) to his
determinism. My principal suggestion is that the doctrine of eternal
recurrence is an expression of Stoic fatalism in terms of the Peripatetic
identification of necessary coming-to-be with eternally recurrent coming-
to-be. In the first part of the paper I discuss the Aristotelian and Mega-
rian temporal accounts of the alethic modalities, while in the second
part I apply the results of this discussion to an analysis of Chrysippus’
fatalism.

I. ARISTOTELIAN AND MEGARIAN TEMPORAL ACCOUNTS OF THE MODALITIES
AND NECESSARY COMING-TO-BE

It is fairly clear that Aristotle’s fundamental conception of the alethic
modalities was temporal. As Jaakko Hintikka has argued in some detail,

1See, for example, R. W. Sharples, ““Aristotelian and Stoic Conceptions of Necessity
in the De Fato of Alexander of Aphrodisias,” Phronesis 20 (1975) 247-274. As Sharples
points out, Alexander of Aphrodisias in his De Fato apparently argues against “those
[preeminently, the Stoics] who say that everything occurs of necessity” by arguing for
the presence of variability in nature. Sharples helps to explain this odd method of argu-
mentation by identifying it with “a typically Peripatetic approach to questions of
necessity”” (258). It seems clear, as Sharples also points out (259), that the conceptual
basis of Alexander’s method of argumentation is the identification of “the necessary”
with “what is always the case.”
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“in passage after passage, [Aristotle] explicitly equates possibility with
sometime truth and necessity with omnitemporal truth.”? Although it is
arguable that Aristotle was later forced to modify the conception of the
modalities just quoted due to his adoption of truth-value gaps in De
Int. 9,% he never seems to have abandoned a temporal conception of the
modalities. In the case of the modality of necessity, an especially explicit
statement occurs in De Gen. et Corr. 2.11: “‘so that if something exists of
necessity, it exists eternally, and if eternally, then of necessity.””*

Furthermore, a temporal conception of the modalities was not con-
fined in antiquity to Aristotle or the Peripatetic school. The account
of the modalities attributed to Aristotle’s younger contemporary the
Megarian Diodorus Cronos is quite similar to the account suggested by
Aristotelian passages when the latter account is cast in the formal mode.
Boethius gives the following report of Diodorus’ definitions of the modali-
ties: “Diodorus defines the possible as that which either is or will be
[true], the impossible as that which, being false, will not be true, the
necessary as that which, being true, will not be false, and the non-
necessary as that which is already or will be false.”? Thus, necessity is,
for Diodorus, “‘omnitemporal truth” limited to present and future time;
possibility is “‘sometime truth” limited to the same present and future
time.

By the mid-third century B.c., then, the interpretation of necessity
(and the other alethic modalities) in temporal terms was common.
However, this temporal semantic account of necessity gives rise to a
difficulty with respect to necessary ‘‘coming-to-be’’ (yéveois), a problem
that Aristotle himself addresses in De Gen. er Corr. 2.11. In this chapter,

2Jaakko Hintikka, “The Once and Future Sea Fight: Aristole’s Discussion of Future
Contingents in De Interpretatione 9,” in Time and Necessity: Studies in Aristotle’s
Theory of Modality (Oxford 1973) 151.

3The logical import of De Int. 9 is a notoriously controversial topic. Hintikka (147-178)
has advanced an interpretation of the passage which insures that there, as well as in
other parts of the Aristotelian corpus, necessity can be straightforwardly identified with
omnitemporal truth and possibility with sometime truth. However, if the traditional
interpretation of the passage is accepted, i.e., if Aristotle is read as denying the logical
principle of bivalence for some propositions pertaining to the future (so that not a//
propositions are either true or false at a// times), a modification of his temporal account
of the modalities is required. I have presented such a modified account, which relativizes
the modality of propositions to time in a way similar to thatin which Aristotle apparently
relativizes the truth value of propositions to time, in a paper “Aristotle and Temporally
Relative Modalities,” Analysis 39 (1979) 88-93.

4De Generatione et Corruptione 338a1-2: %o’ €l éaTw EE avaykns, aidiov éaTe, kal el
aibiov, EE avaykns.

8In Librum Aristotelis De Interpretatione, Editio secunda 111, in J. P. Migne (ed.),
Patrologiae Cursus Completus 64 (Paris 1847) 511: Diodorus possible esse determinat,

quod aut est aut erit, impossible quod cum falsum sit, non erit verum, necessarium quod cum
verum sit non erit falsum. Non necessarium, quod aut iam est aut erit falsum.
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he equates necessity with eternality in the case of coming-to-be as well
as in the case of being: “‘and if, further, the coming-to-be of something
[as contrasted with its ‘‘being’’] occurs of necessity, then its coming-to-be
is eternal; and if its coming-to-be is eternal, then it occurs of necessity.”’¢

But what can be meant by the “‘eternal genesis’’ of something or the
“eternal occurrence” of an event,” such as Fabius’ being born? Obviously,
the eternal coming-to-be of something or the eternal occurrence of an
event cannot be equated with that thing’s coming-to-be, that event’s
occurrence, at each and every successive instant. Such an interpretation,
if it makes sense at all, would equate fatalism or absolute logical deter-
minism (in the sense of the necessary occurrence of all events, of all
geneseis) with no change or variation at all.® I believe that Alexander of
Aphrodisias is making some such point when he, in his De Fato, says that
if “necessarily true” is equated with ‘“‘eternally true,”” a proposition
(dtiwpa) expressing the coming-to-be of something of mecessity is pre-
cluded from itself being necessarily true ‘“‘by the mere fact of the thing’s
[which is the subject of the proposition] coming-to-be.”?

How, then, does Aristotle regard necessary coming-to-be? As the
beginning of De Gen. et Corr. 2.11 makes clear, he conceives of the
question of necessary coming-to-be as arising in the context of what might
be called a ““temporal nexus” or “flow of events:” “among those things
that are continuously changing with respect to coming-into-being or
alteration, or any sort of change in general, we observe ‘the succeeding
thing,” one thing occurring after another in such a way that there is no
temporal gap. We must investigate whether there is something that will
occur of necessity. ... 1% Aristotle’s investigation issues in the opinion

6338a2-3: Kkal el 7 yéveais Toivuy EE avaykns, aidios 7 yéveais TovTov, kal €l dibios,
&t avarykys.

7As the beginning of De Gen. et Corr. 2.11 (337a34ff., quoted in note 10 below) makes
clear, Aristotle’s discussion of necessary coming-to-be is not limited to substantial
generation but pertains to any kind of change. Thus, throughout this paper I equate
“instance of coming-to-be”” with “occurrence of an event,” the latter representing some
form of change (i.e., coming-to-be) with reference to the preceding “world state.”

8In Metaphysics Theta 3 Aristotle argues that total abolition of change is a conse-
quence of Megarian fatalism, i.e., the early Megarians’ refusal to distinguish actuality
and necessity.

I have discussed some of the logical-philosophical aspects of Aristotle’s criticism of
the Megarians in an article “Aspects of Megarian Fatalism: Aristotelian Criticisms and
the Stoic Doctrine of Eternal Recurrence,” forthcoming in the Canadian Fournal of
Philosophy.

SSupplementum Aristotelicum 2.2 ed. 1. Bruns (Berlin 1892) 10.177.15-19: olire yap mwav
TO &£ Gvaykns yuyvéuevor Gvaykalov, €l ye 10 uév ava<ykaiov a&idov, 16 8¢ &
avaykns ywouevov U’ abrod 7ol <yivesfar TowolTov elvar kekwAvTai, olTe TO
aélwpa 76 TolTo Neyov avaykatov, €l ye uj 76 V' abrol onuaivbéuevor TololToV.

10337a34-b2:’Emel 8 & Tols guvexds kivopévols katd yeéveaww 1 aANolwoww #
6Aws peraBoliy opduer TO Epetis by kal yivouevov T60e peTa T60e HoTe U Sralelpey
gKkeTTEOV WOTEPOY €0TL TL O ¢ Gvdykns €oTal . . . .
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that of things that come-to-be, events that occur, some but not all come-
to-be of necessity. However, a prior conclusion, one that is more relevant
to the purposes of this paper, is that coming-to-be that is necessary in an
absolute sense is equivalent to coming-to-be that is eternally cyclical,
i.e., coming-to-be that “bends back’’ or returns upon itself (avakdpmrrew).!!

Aristotle’s argument for this equation, insofar as it can be made out,
seems to involve a process of elimination.!? It also requires some “filling
in.”” Coming-to-be must occur in a temporal nexus that either has a limit
(mépas) or does not have a limit. If the nexus does not have a limit, it
must be either rectilinear (“‘straight”’—eis e000) or cyclical. But only a
cyclical nexus provides for the eternality of coming-to-be. Therefore,
since eternality is to be equated with necessity, only a cyclical nexus
provides for necessary coming-to-be.!?

But why does Aristotle assume that a cyclical nexus explains the etern-
ality of coming-to-be? The following may capture something of his
implicit reasoning. If one assumes an instance of coming-to-be or the
occurrence of an event x either in a finite or infinite rectilinear nexus, it is
not a/ways true to make the claim that “x wi// occur” (or that “x Aas
occurred”). However, in an eternal cyclical nexus it is always true to
make either claim. This fact can easily be verified with the aid of a
minimal amount of logical formalism. L.et a proposition expressing an
instance of coming-to-be or the occurrence of an event at time t be
represented by ‘p(t),” and a “‘simple future operator’” ‘F’ be introduced
such that Fp(t) if and only if 3t/(t < t’-p(t’)) [*“it will be the case that
p”’ is true at t if and only if there is a time t’ “‘later”” than t such that “it
is the case that p”’ is true at t’]. If the event represented by ‘p’ occurs in
an eternal cyclical temporal nexus, then Fp(t) is a/ways true, true at all
times t (since there will be a “future’ time t’ at which ‘p(t’)’ is true).
Analogous results obtain for a “simple past operator’” ‘P’. Thus, in the
case of necessary coming-to-be, i.e., the necessary occurrence of events,
as opposed to necessary being, what is eternal, given the temporal con-
ception of necessity, is the fact that x wi// occur (and the fact that x Aas
occurred) : since it is @/ways true that x will occur (and that x has occurred),
then, by the identification of necessary truth with eternal truth, it is
necessarily true that x will occur (and that x has occurred).

Aristotle, of course, holds that only some geneseis or “occurrences’ are
eternally cyclical and, thus, necessary in an absolute sense.!* Others are
’ “3:38:14—5: Ei apa 7wos €& avaykns amhds 7 yéveais, avdykn GvaxkvkNelv kal
AVaKAUTTELY.

12Cf. W. J. Verdenius, Aristotle on Coming-to-Be and Passing- Away: Some Comments
(Leiden 1966) 71-73.

13338a15-17: dpa kiwfoew kal yevéoew éarl 76 ¢ Avaykns AmTADs” kal €lTe KIK W,
avaykn ékaoTtov yivesfar kal yeyovévar, kal €l avaykn, 1 TobTwy yéveals kikhw.

14In this chapter Aristotle distinguishes absolute necessity from conditional necessity.
Event B is conditionally necessary, given the occurrence of event A, if it is impossible
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not: for example, “men and animals do not return upon themselves so
that the same one comes to be again.””' He further implies that in the
case of necessary coming-to-be there is something like reciprocal (effi-
cient?) causation among the necessarily generated members of the
cyclical temporal nexus. If A, B, and C constitute a nexus of events
that are necessary in the absolute sense, they possess the requisite sort
of eternality decause A brings about B, B brings about C, and C érings
about A again, ad infinitum. Thus, “if there is to be a cloud, it is necessary
that it rain, and if it is to rain, it is necessary that there be a cloud.”!®
However, while it is true that if I am to be born, it is necessary that my
father be born, it is not necessary that I be born in order that my father
be born.” The latter example does not illustrate reciprocal causal action
(even through “intermediate steps”’). Consequently, we do not have here
an eternally alternating sequence of events, and neither my birth nor
that of my father is necessary in the absolute sense.!?

II. CHRYSIPPUS’ DETERMINISM: THE ETERNAL RECURRENCE AND NECES-
SITAS FATI

While Aristotle held that not all instances of coming-to-be are neces-
sary in the absolute sense, some form of determinism is generally ascribed
to most members of the Stoic school. Diogenes Laertius reports that the
doctrine that “all things come-to-be or occur according to fate” was held
by Chrysippus, Posidonius, Zeno, and Boethus.!® This doctrine seems to
have been logically stronger than some form of relative determinism, i.e.,
the doctrine that every event has a cause, which is a sufficient condition
of that event’s occurring. Rather, it seems more akin to what today is
called fatalistic or logical determinism: the doctrine that it is necessary,

(or, by the temporal interpretation of the modalities, never the case) that A should occur
but not B. Most contemporary discussions of causal determinism are concerned with
what Aristotle would call conditional necessity. In De Gen. et Corr. 2.11, however,
Aristotle is primarily concerned with giving a temporal account of adso/ute necessity.

15338b8-9: avfpwmor 8¢ kal {Ga obk avakauwTovoly els abTols GoTe TN
yiveafar Tov albTov.

16338b7-8: kal el uév végos éarat, el boat, kal el Voel e, Ol kal végos.

17338b9-11: ob yap avdykn, el 6 TaTnp Eyévero, aé yevéahar AN\’ el ob, éxelvov.
Cf. Problemata 17.3: &bomep émi 10D obpavod kal ékdoTov TGV 4oTpwy Gopd kikNos
Tis éoTw, Ti KwNet Kkal THY Yéveow kal THY amdNeav TGy Phaprdv TorabTyy
elvar, bote ma\w Tadra yiveshar kal Ppheipecfar; (916a25-29).

#Aristotle holds that two events in an eternal cyclical nexus are absolutely necessary
and stand in a reciprocal causal relation regardless of the number of intervening events
between them “in either direction.” See 338al3-14.

197.149: kaf’ eipapuévny 8¢ daoct Ta wavra yiyvesfar Xpbouwmos év Tols Ilepl
elpappévns kal Ilooeddvios év devrépw lepl elpappévns kal Zivwy, Bénfos 8 &
16 TpwTw Ilepl elpapuévys.
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in the absolute sense, that every event that occurs occurs. Cast in the
formal mode, this doctrine is encapsulated in the claim that from the
truth of a proposition p, it follows that Op (it is necessary that p),
while from the falsity of p, it follows that ~ & p or O ~p (it is not pos-
sible that p or it is necessary that it is not the case that p).

Since the Stoics were, in a sense, the heirs of the Megarian tradition??
and were also undoubtedly influenced by the Peripatetic school, one
might perhaps expect that their fatalism would get interpreted in tem-
poral terms. In other words, if every event or instance of coming-to-be
is necessary in the absolute sense, we might expect (given the temporal
account of necessary coming-to-be) that for every such event x, it is
always the case that x will occur (and that x has occurred). Every event,
that is, would be included in the eternal cyclical temporal nexus.

Precisely this doctrine of eternal recurrence was attributed to the
Stoics in antiquity. Early Christian apologists, in particular, seized upon
the doctrine as an ad hominem rebuttal to the sneers of intellectual pagans
at Christian dogma, especially the doctrine of the resurrection of the body.
For example, Origen in his Contra Celsum attributes to “‘the Stoics’ the
doctrine that “a conflagration (ékmipwois) of the universe periodically
occurs and after that a restoration of order (siaxéounais) in which every-
thing is indistinguishable with respect to the former restoration.”’2!
Arnim places this and similar passages in the Chrysippus section of his
Fragmenta; and in Lactantius’ Divinae Institutiones there is an explicit
attribution to Chrysippus of the doctrine of the reestablishment of the
form of individual persons in successive periodoi.?* Thus, my suggestion
is that the doctrine of eternal recurrence is an expression of Stoic fatalism
in terms of a common ancient temporal conception of necessity in general,
and necessary coming-to-be in particular.

The picture, however, is complicated by what is known of the Stoics’

20For a short summary of the historical connections between the Old Stoa and the
Megarians, see Benson Mates, Stoic Logic (Berkeley 1961) 5-8. Additionally, for one
view of Stoic reaction to the “Master” (kvptedwv) Argument of Diodorus Cronos, see
P. M. Schuhl, Le Dominateur et les Possibles (Paris 1960) 59-64.

MContra Celsum 5.20: ¢pagl 67 ol awd 7is Z7ods kaTd Teplodov ékTpwoLy TOD
mavos yiyvesbar kal €fs alr Siakbounow mwavt’' amapdAlakTa éxovear, ds
mpos TNy mpoTépav Siakdéounawy. Reproduced in J. von Arnim, Stoicorum Veterum
Fragmenta (Leipzig 1903) 2 frag. 626. (Citations from this work are hereafter made in
the form SVF 2.626.)

See also Contra Celsum 4.68 (SVF 2.626): uera yap v 700 mwavros ékmbpwoiy,
ATeLpaKLs Yevouerny kal dmelpakis Egouévny, ¥ abTy ThEis &m’ ApxAs méxp
TéNOUS TaVTWY YEYOVE TE Kal €Tal.

22Djy. Inst., ed. Laubmann and Brandt (Leipzig 1890) 7.23.656: Melius Chrysippus . . .:
qui in libris quos de providentia scripsit cum de innovatione mundi loqueretur, haec intulit:
ToiTOU € oliTws éxovTos Ofhov, ws Sudév Gdlvartov kal Huds weTd TO TehevTHoal
Talw Tepuodw Twl xporov els TobTo <év> @ viv éouév dmokaracTivar oxfua
(=8VF 2.623).
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account of the alethic modalities and by Cicero’s report that Chrysippus
attempted ‘‘to escape necessity but to retain fate.”’?

Chrysippus’ attempt to distinguish necessity (necessitas: avaykn) and
fate (fatum: elpapuévn), Cicero tells us, rested upon his distinction between
“perfect and principal” (perfectae et principales) causes and “‘assisting
and proximate’ (adiuvantes et proximae) causes.’* The former type of
cause is aptly characterized by Margaret Reesor as being “part of the
nature of an object.”’?® Causes of the latter type are the ‘“‘antecedent”
causes that are identified in Cicero’s account of Chrysippus’ doctrine with
the action of fate.?® Reesor comments that ‘‘since every actual event
requires an initiating cause, every actual event is according to fate.
Initiating causes of various types form a network of causes external to
the principal causes. They are also the antecedent causes of an event.
This pattern of causes and effects was called fate.””?” J. M. Rist’s charac-
terization of Chrysippus’ view of fate as ‘“‘the sequence of events which
will in fact take place’’?® also seems valid: the events (instances of coming-
to-be) that actually take place depend on the action of antecedent
assisting causes.

Although it seems fairly clear, according to Cicero, that Chrysippus
attempts to distinguish fate from necessity by locating it in the temporal
nexus of external, assisting causes, it is difficult to determine precisely
the manner in which he tries to effect this distinction. Examination of
Chrysippus’ conceptions of the alethic modalities may prove helpful in
attempting to reconstruct his strategem.

A set of ““Stoic” definitions of the modalities has been derived by
Martha Kneale by collating information from Diogenes Laertius (¥itae
7.75) and Boethius (Commentarii in Librum Aristotelis, Tlepi ‘Epunvelas,
secunda editio, ed. Meiser, pages 234-235) and bringing to bear certain

8De Fato 41: Chrysippus autem cum nccessitatem improbaret et nihil vellet sine prae-
positis causis evenire, causarum genera distinguit, ut et necessitatem effugiat et retineat
fatum.

2[bid. ‘causarum enim’ inquit ‘aliae sunt perfectae et principales aliae adiuvantes et
proximae.

2Margaret E. Reesor, “Fate and Possibility in Early Stoic Philosophy,” Phoenix 19
(1965) 288.

2De Fato 41: ‘quam 0b rem cum dicimus omnia fato fieri causis antecedentibus, non hoc
intelligi volumus: causis perfectis et principalibus, sed causis adiuvantibus [antecedentibus)
et proximis.

27Reesor 288.

28], M. Rist, Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) 121. Cf. Josiah B. Gould, The Philo-
sophy of Chrysippus (Albany 1970) 143: “Chrysippus, then, appears to mean by fate a
vast causal nexus from which nothing that happens is excluded.” Also A. A. Long,
“Freedom and Determinism in the Stoic Theory of Human Action,” Problems in
Stoicism, ed. A. A. Long (London 1971) 178: “By destiny the Stoics meant an eternal
nexus of causes.”
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logical considerations.?® This account, Kneale claims, can be safely
attributed to Chrysippus.?® I quote the definitions of “possibility”” and
“necessity’’ for future reference: “The possible is that which admits of
truth or that which, while admitting of truth, is not prevented from being
true by external circumstances....” “The necessary is that which is
true and does not admit of falsehood or that which, while admitting of
falsehood, is prevented by external circumstances from being false.”3!

It seems plausible that the first clause in each definition is somehow
connected with the “principal and perfect” causes and, thus, the ‘““internal
nature’”’ or essence of things, while the second clause in each definition
pertains to ‘‘fate,” i.e., to the temporal nexus of external, “‘assisting”
causes.?? Now, let us consider the illustration adduced by Cicero of the
relation between a ‘‘sense-presentation’ and an act of assent. The power
of giving or withholding assent seems to be the “‘perfect and principal”
cause of a particular act of assent and to be located in the internal nature
or essence of the individual person.?® The occurrence of a particular
sense-presentation is an ‘‘assisting and proximate” cause of a particular
act of assent.®

What is the logical relation between the sense-presentation and the
act of assent? Cicero seems to say that Chrysippus holds that the
occurrence of a sense-presentation is a sufficient but nof a necessary
condition of the act of assent.?® This conclusion is susceptible to at least

#%William Kneale and Martha Kneale, The Development of Logic (Oxford 1962) 123—
126. The ““logical considerations” I mention pertain to the ‘“‘square of modal opposi-
tion:”’ most importantly, the possibility of p should be the contradictory of the necessity
of not-p, and the necessity of p should be the contradictory of the possibility of not-p.

3074id. 123: “In any case the view called ‘Stoic’ by Boethius can safely be attributed
to Chrysippus, although he was probably not the only one to hold it.”

317bid. 124.

3Long ([above, n. 28] 195 n. 15) has come to a similar conclusion: “As we shall see,
Chrysippus drew an important distinction between fate or destiny, and necessity. This
is not the place to expound that distinction in detail, but it seems to be parallel or
identical to a distinction he drew between external antecedent causes (fate) and the
internal nature of a thing (necessity).”

33De Fato 42. The claim that the Stoics held that the power of giving and withholding
assent is a ‘‘principal and perfect” cause, inherent in the nature of man, seems to be
supported by passages from Alexander’s De Fato: 13.181.13 ff. and 26.196.13 ff. (SVF
2.979 and 2.984, respectively). See also the comments of Reesor (above, n. 25) 287.

34Cicero, De Fato 42: tamen cum id visum proximam causam habeat, non principalem . . ..

31bid. 44: neque enim Chrysippus—concedens adsensionis proximam et continentem
causam esse in viso positam—|neque] eam causam esse ad adsentiendum necessariam
concedet. Cf. the discussion in Gould (above, n. 28) 148-152. Long (above, n. 28) argues,
in effect, that a sense-presentation p/us a particular ‘““character” constitute a sufficient
condition for the occurrence of a given act of assent. See especially 182: “it is an axiom
of Stoic psychology, as we shall see (p. 187), that environment and character determine
acts of choice.” So, according to Long’s view, the occurrence of a particular sense-
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two intepretations. According to one, it means, simply, that not every
act of assent need be preceded by this particular sense-presentation or by
this particular sort of sense-presentation. This claim is surely true but
seems irrelevant to the determination of whether this particular act of
assent is necessary or not. According to the other interpretation, what is
being claimed is that the occurrence of this sense-presentation, or of a
sense-presentation just like this one in a set of circumstances just like
these (e.g., to a person with a disposition [§téfeats] just like this person’s
character), is not a necessary condition of the occurrence of this particular
act of assent, or of an act of assent just like this one in a set of circum-
stances just like these.

If the latter is Chrysippus’ intended claim, it does indeed distinguish
fate from necessity. The act of assent, he is in effect claiming, is con-
ditionally necessary, given the occurrence of the sense-presentation. But
we have no reason to think that the occurrence of the sense-presentation
is anything more than conditionally necessary itself, dependent on the
occurrence of some other event. ‘‘Absolute necessity”’ is avoided.

This conclusion seems satisfying until we recall that the doctrine of
eternal recurrence has been attribured to Chrysippus.?¢ Since every event
is part of the great cycle, the act of assent becomes a necessary condition
(with a great number of intervening “‘steps” of course) of the occurrence
of the sense-penetration, as well as vice versa. Thus, since it is a/ways
true that this particular act of assent (or one “‘indistinguishable”
[émapaXhakros] from it)?7 will occur (and has occurred), it is necessary, in
the absolute, unconditional sense.

presentation would not, of itself, constitute a sufficient condition for the occurrence of a
particular act of assent. The acceptance of Long’s quite plausible view is compatible
with the argumentation in the remainder of this paper.

3Long ([above, n. 28] 188-189) recognizes the presence of the doctrine of eternal
recurrence in Stoic thought but does not connect it with the issue of necessary coming-
to-be: “History, according to them [the Stoics], repeats itself identically over infinite
time. The nature of this queer belief need not concern us here. But . . . the theory says
that given the same external situation and an absolutely identical human character then
at time ¢ in cycle p action x is the same as the action performed in cycle p! at time #1.
The theory does not say anything that is relevant to action now.” It is the contention of
this paper, however, that this doctrine of eternal recurrence represents the very semantic
condition that, within the context of the common ancient temporal conception of
necessity, insures that the action x performed “now’ is a necessary event, i.e., an
instance of necessary coming-to-be.

34mapdANakTos seems to have been a technical term for whatever recurs in the
eternal apokatastaseis, connoting, among other things, the lack of numerical identity of
the “recurrent individuals.” The term may have been broad enough, in its technical
usage, to cover those cases where, according to Origen (Contra Celsum 5.20), those
“embarrassed” by the doctrine of the identical recurrence of every detail permitted a
very “little deviation” (6Alyny . . . mapalhaynv). Origen goes on to speak of even those
adhering to this modification as holding that Socrates again will be born to Sophroniscus
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What, then, are we to make of Chrysippus’ supposed attempt to
“‘escape necessity but retain fate”? Cicero thought that this attempt
resulted merely in something like a verbal distinction between the two
terms,3® and our argument suggests that he was correct in this assess-
ment. We might follow Kneale in her implied suggestion that the two
disjuncts in each Stoic definition of an alethic modality really represent
two sets of modal concepts.?® One concept of necessity, the one associated
with the first disjunct of the definition, depends entirely on the “inner,”
essential nature of things. This seems a sense of “‘necessity’” properly
associated with being. The second disjunct of the definition, however, is
appropriate to instances of coming-to-be, i.e., to the temporal nexus of
initiating, assisting causes identified by Reesor and others with the Stoic
conception of fate. When a person who possesses a given character or
fixed disposition encounters a certain sense-presentation, it is thus
determined, for example, that he will not withhold his assent, although
neither the character itself (without an appropriate sense-presentation)
nor the sense-presentation itself (without the assumption of a specific
sort of character) is sufficient to effect the act of assent. So, in the case of
acts of assent, ‘“‘necessity of being” (the character or disposition of the
individual) and ‘“‘necessity of coming-to-be” (the occurrence of an
assisting, initiating cause, e.g., a sense-presentation) fogether provide the

and Phaenarete, etc.; so the permitted deviation must have been very slight indeed.
(Part of the preceding passage is reproduced in S¥F 2.626.) It is interesting to note the
similarity of the concept of the aparallaktos to that of a “‘counterpart’ in certain tech-
nical “‘possible world” semantic theories for quantified modal logic. E.g., see David
Lewis, “Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logic,” Fournal of Philosophy 65
(1968) 113-126.

Professor Reesor has pointed out in a personal communication that the foregoing
passage from Origen may be read as implying that the second, “é\iyn mapailayh’
group of Stoics, while admitting “‘an element of variability and contingency in each
cosmic cycle,” nonetheless insited upon absolute determinism with respect to the /ogos
and what is subject to the /ogos. Consequently, Socrates must have the same parents
in each cycle because the act of begetting follows upon an act of assent of the sort that
is the function of the /ogos. As Reesor further notes, it is possible, for this second group
of Stoics, to maintain her distinction between what is “attributable to us” (ép’ Huty)—
that which is determined by our character or fixed disposition (8tdfeats) plus an appro-
priate initiating cause (e.g., a pavracia dpunTikn)—and what is not attributable to us.
See Margaret E. Reesor, ““Necessity and Fate in Stoic Philosophy,” in Thke Stoics, ed.
John M. Rist (Berkeley 1978) 187-202.

3See De Fato 39 and 44-45.

#Kneale ([above, n. 29] 126) comments: “But the definitions give rise to two separate
squares of opposition, one for the modal terms understood absolutely [in terms of
“being,” the “perfect and principal” causes, I have claimed], which is identical with the
Philonian square, the other for the terms understood as relative [in terms of “coming-
to-be,” which depends on “assisting and proximate” causes, according to the interpre-
tation of this paper].”



218 PHOENIX

sufficient condition for the occurrence of the act of assent. With the added
postulate of eternal recurrence, the conditional necessity that obtains
between the sense-presentation and the act of assent of a person with a
particular character is transformed into an absolute necessity of coming-
into-being: it is a/ways true that the act of assent wi// occur and Aas
occurred. It is thus rendered necessary in the Peripatetic ‘‘absolute”
sense of necessary coming-to-be.

The preceding discussion may perhaps be useful in solving a puzzle
concerning Cicero’s account of Chrysippus’ views. As Rist has noted,*°
although Cicero claims that Chrysippus attempted to distinguish
necessity and fate, he nonetheless accuses Chrysippus, in introducing an
“everlasting series of causes” (causarum seriem sempiternam), of ‘‘chaining
the mind of man by the necessity of fate” (necessitate fati).*' Rist con-
cludes (126) that Cicero perhaps employs the phrase necessitas fati
merely to emphasize his opinion that Chrysippus had not made good his
claim to distinguish fate from necessity. Cicero, it seems, did not think
that Chrysippus had made good his claim. In what way, however, does
Chrysippus’ system remain “‘absolutely determined”?

I suspect that it is no accident that Cicero conjoins the phrase causarum
seriem sempiternam with necessitate fati. Chrysippus has separated the
necessity of ‘‘being” (which is derived from the essential nature of
things) from the realm of events or instances of coming-to-be (which re-
quire the concurrence of external assisting causes). Nonetheless, fate or
that temporal nexus of events is evidently eternally recurrent. Events
in this nexus thus possess the sort of eternality that renders them
absolutely necessary, according to the doctrine of Aristotle’s De Gen. et
Corr. In terms of the identification of necessity with eternality, speci-
fically the identification of necessary coming-to-be with eternal recurrence,
¢the claim that Chrysippus binds everything necessitate fati seems quite
apt. Chrysippus may be correct in arguing that the sort of “‘necessity of
being” that derives sole/y from the essential nature of things is not
appropriately applied to fate. Yet the eternal recurrence of events con-
stituting the “world’s history’ indicates that he has not “‘escaped” the
sort of absolute necessity appropriate to the realm of coming-to-be, i.e.,
the necessitas fati.

ArizoNa STaTE UNIVERSITY

49(Above, n. 28) 123-125.

#1De Fato 20. In this passage Cicero distinguishes two types of consideration that had
been thought to entail some form of fatalism. The view that “what is future” is im-
mutable and that a true future [proposition] cannot be changed into a false one (the type
of consideration that seems to have troubled Aristotle in De Int. 9) does not, according
to Cicero, establish fati necessitatem, but merely explains the meaning of terms (verborum
vim). Those who introduce causarum seriem sempiternam, however, do fall prey to the
necessity of fate. See also De Fato 38.
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