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Generation and Corruption, contains the following:

reressity colnoides with whal is
that which must be cannot nobt be.
is eternal 1T it is of nscessity;
starnal 1t is of K ity . And 1F,
coming-to-be of a2 thing i

~to-be i elervrnal .

o

nositive svidenos

e obther pleces of

mantioned by Hintikka arse far less conclusive. They o

o

FooweveEr , Su

that Aristotle thought of modality as
being intrinsically linked with ftemporalityy this in

turn implies for Hintikka that Aristobtle adbered o the

principle of plendtudse,

A Cleay anca of this latter category of

<~

positive evidence ooowrs in Bl IX of the Metaphysics:

thing exists potentially.” #® This

Hintikka notes. annouwnoes the pressnce of (VD).




tHintikka would not, 1 think, inwvoke this
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25 e m Lo

detinite proof for

Live movre mods CE2y . IT VD) ssmantically entails (271,

then thea text from the Metaphysics just cited is notb

definite proof For (VI

Mintikks gives an intsror
Metaphysics which is very disputed. In that I lack the
radquired scholarly traindng, T owill only presasnt the

acts arnd leavse 1t up to others to adjudicate . The

i

& concerns bhe following citation:
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I what we have desorilbed
potentizl or convertible with it )
cannoct be true Lo say Y1t is poss Dut o will not
Pt things  incapable of

3
&
&
ie

o Wik won sl dmply

heing would vanish.

Oz might supposs that this o ig wvary sheong

avidence ¥or the thesis that Arvistotle was opposed Lo

Lie view tha foraver be

e

unactualized.  Bui there is an altermatse reading, one

ben sncoy bemthe by Go E. 0 L. Qwen and

Martha Frealse., Afler it cannct be frue Lo sayv? .y they

Lranslate Ythal this is possible bt will nobt happsn and

fi

ot th

o say this to such effect th

impossibhle will sscape us in this way.”®° This second

transiation inlarprsg Gristotls ag contesnding L

Lrac sl i

thevre will e o sod potentalities

tong as this doss ool entaill vitiation of Cthe
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from Bk, IX the Metaphysics:
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2t ot happenin
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think there is amy reason Lo suppose thal Lhe pass:
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defernding the truth of sither

Cady, Thus it is

izarrvs, v wmy opinion, that Hintikks

oo

ot lal single out

this o

evidence in favor of sitributing ths

principls lenitude to Avdisztob]

Ore of  the o tthive evidences allows
Hintikka to claim that Aristotle offered a *kind of

proof for the principle? in Bk. I of On the Heavens.
This evidencs i3 also somswhat inoonclusive. Tl

oo o s Do g

following is the argumsnt’s

thered nor bhat

ST,

Med ther that which alwavs is,
which i

iz ot
e At clearvly

iz ot eternal.
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it wonilid
capalkls of

but Jbthis
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i ouestion doss nob seem o be an argumsnt




Bl d

tor the principls of plenituds at a2ll, although i1 cowld

e mrgued bthat the principle is being wijmﬁe T

Hintikka refrains from wsling ithe the argumsnit from
De Int. @ as positive svidence for attributing the
grinciple of plenituds o Arvistobtle. For his main

ohviecltlive with respect Lo De Int. 9 is to highlight the

=ftect of assuming the principle of plenituds] Hintikka

= i e owere bolth Lo

ot
i

v il Lem

For atiributing the principle in

guestion o Avistotis and olaim that the principls

helps to best szplicats the argument in De Int. o,

Tt is certainly trus that Hisntikka is Jdoubiful about

the worth of many of the which ke cites Lo

stpport bis case.  In pariicular, many of the citations

=imply featurs oo arl tempooral terms in ol

proximity Lo one anothesr ) rather than ol

Mave

of detinits proof, be
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Exanpnles
their civoumstantial role. The following is & list  of

such openly inconclusive proofl Be.e I of the Topics

CLi3k1iyy Bk, 11 of On Generation and Corruption o

R

27y Blke Ioof Parts of Animals (&d44b i Books I oand

CHY and 10edbBR,

AL of the Metaphysics

respectively .y Hintikka then claims that thess

are supportive of his overall contention "esgecially



whern combined with Srvistotlie’s remarks in An. Prior I
slagssification of events into

rrma

trdeterminate, arnd rave.. ..

Himtikka’s positive argumsnt for atiributing thes

. &

primoiods of plenituds to Aris

the svidenos

and weskne

styong points

Generation and

#hrich be o

Corruption But the majority

or inoonclusive.,

of khis



qhibkats Aoocoumt of De Int. 9

ot the minti

different scholars fundamsntally =@ o the nature
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ackdr
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o The central problem

hured in the following guestion: "What is the visew he

to refute there, and what is the view

foy which be wanls Lo argus? The account sndorsed by

Himtikks is at considerabls variancs with the

rwhslming maiority of of De Int. =,

avcounts foous on the probklen of futurs-truth,

which is that 17 sentences abowt the fubturse (L.
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trus Cthat the prediction abouwt the oone-ocoursnoe of the

Lomsrrow i alere

this case will bDe impossible. Accovding to the
traditionsl interpretation, then, a constraint musth bs

ced o tertium non datuwr. I s constraint is oot

SV S

L omwvent

Lther Tated Lo s ooy

FTated ot Lo s, Swch accownts ars referrvred Lo &8s

i

Jitional int

pretation, Decauss

¥

r—l—
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arve &lmo as le?s

argument in Re Iat. T

The mevits of fthis formalation by Hintikka of the

Lraditional intevpretation are also discussed in chapter

Touir . For naow, it is cleasr dthat Hintid

traditional interpretation as an acoount &imns:

truth-value of predictions. T4 is

the orobiem of futures truth with a time

of evaluation of the truth-value of the predictions
which is located solely in the present. This latter
mzint is oan imporitant one, since it allows Hintikka Lo

separats the fraditional interprastation, which relies on

the problen of future Lruth deaor i

is own intervpretation, which vreliss on the problem of

by

trwth. To properly explad this

ik

Ltevnativel problsmn, th impact (as viswsd
¥ & ¥

Lo Arvistotle the principle
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Hint

Lruth and necessity with omrnd bempor:

thinks of the principle of plenituds as supporting a

time anod e Lity, with the orovi

applving the principle of plenituds o

feates that bthe following two by

pose different problems for Aristotled

e

ard (41 gontain refevances o bims

fiss

ot e bied

rapihirassd as

DA¥Y o onow. e
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wirioch is fized Lo &
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By the principle of plenituwis, necessarily trus if

trws alt a2l (i.e., trus at one Limsd. For osuch oz
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zentence 1s slwavs true 1f trus szt mll. Converssely, 1f

lse at all, it would e impossible. This

omnrs ardinary
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Untortunately, Hintikka doss oot immediatsly

significance for Adristotle of a

Trnformative,
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the oqualis

ave Lampoval in

riatuivre.,
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given might be tranmslisted as “What is, necessavily is,

.

f it disy and what is nol,

reot % Thils is &

trus, then Hintikba

troublis. For Hintikkals

g o

Dy Lenmporal guslificatbions it

29 8 oy o)
grourndl

case, howsver, no mistakes have

macke with the ftranslation. The following is from the

original Le

oot De Int., 1
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impossibhle for it

to happern sy and
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cart of De Int. 2 as resson Lo atiributs

the principls of plenituds Lo Aristotle.

Predictions with the sams form as hiave Desn

Lruwe throughout the e Mence Hintikkass term tthe

i deves L

protriem of infinits past fruth? . Hintik

restraint being recommended Dy Arvistotle is aimed at

sentencaes which sre divectly prefis

that? operator. The trans

of by

tin ornes ot Lype O

bilocked by Aristotle’s restriction on the MLEM. The

MLEM, recall, is the principle that, for any sentence o,

i hher nEcs

2l ly ooy nec arily not-p is

MLEM =

appliss Lo senlsnces concsrnesd with

the mast and the present. (This includ sentancss of

type Yel Hintikhka

gensvratl

tha probblem by

combiviing the PMLEM solely with valuation of

san LEnOes  ono

rrecl owid th the future.4” 14 may Dbae thought

that other reasons can be glven for witholding the PLEM

Trom fTulurs 5 5. Lonsdcier

Ry A sea batitle will ocour tomorrow.

ism trus at present, then 1t is in an obvious



that thers will, in , D B S8

Foliowing Guine, 14 might be obi

msdifications on (53 are reguired in order o achisve
the desired 1t . The fivst modification comoerns tho

chicn oof (Br: Gurdine woulod khold that
Y

Futurs tenss showlsd aot be used Lo

Lyrwth.  That is, & lenssles

prafervad. Acoordingly,

A ses battle ooowurs Lomnorrow,

The

HH

=Sabulatn rrmaded Lo obizin an stevnal

tence, 1s the replacemsnt of the indexical “tomorrow”

cific moment. Thus,

{8250 O smen bhattle oococurs at Ltz

I we apply the MLEM 1o ths present trath of (53

Cas opposed to MHintikka?

]

3 evaluation of the past fruth

Tt

, a2fd additionally assume both that (&) there are

Limes sarlisev, and latsevr, than btz (b, anod ta,

tivelyy and that by L,

el Time, 1L

follows that the ses battle iz presently wnavoidabls,

That iz, whain (572 is evaluated via the MUEM a2t L.,

irvsvitalbkly brue. Hinbik

along with the MLEM to gernsvate the problem. 1

thign, that Hintikka would not obisct to faking (5771 and



svaluating 11t at
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mod concluding that the evenls

Tz 0 esnSary .J§

{Conditions (a) and (Y no doubt

dr condi Lions are justified,

agous conditions (albeit dmpld

the svaluation of predictions located in the

Mo,

2Iowhy
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vindication of

whickh st tsmp A ot o
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ancpzint of the

o thern the test of De Int. P will reflect this.

Bt the te=zt of De Int. 2 ol

evalualion. By modus tollens, than, rook

from Lhe

aluaition of

by L

ditoionsd

oo, Lhe L



interpratation sasens Lo commit one o the view

fAristotle sought Lo

Law of excluded micdidle is

LIRS Lving support for this law. Yeb this ol

onne again in divect contflict with textusl evidencs.,

Thirdly, the traditional interprs

o owhat T owill call “The Problen of Unactualized

This obhjection

surae: Lhat 30
interpra iorn s covrect and that (11 the

metalingwistic formulation of the MLEM iz acour

of the claim that

T oLy O oat LYY ods
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It is essy Lo dervive from (2773 the following!

(GRS ”O;::” is trwe iTF UC g Ly O sl Ly

] leave the details of this dervivaation Lo the

Tt might, for szampl

Tt is possible that will win the
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predictions located in

tiond are oommitied Lo the truih

traditional interpes
of CERFPIPED, Lhat bhey are likewise commitied to an absurd

Y

ition’

ALl thves of thsss oriticis

The first objection is, I think, somewhat trivial.

For 1t couild plawsioly be argusd thet the lext makes

netition of Doth methods of generation.
concedes that fthe problem of futuwrs frewth does have a

bhattle argument, only he

i

role o play in the ses

i

bamligves that role o b a subsidiary one. 49

Hintikka could not, ex hypothesi, rely on this first
ohiecticon. CIn chapter four, & similar objection is
made contra Hintikka: it is held that thsre i3 6o

textual support for ssrtences that have the form of

The sscond criticism looks to be decisivs

glance. Indesd, several writers swupport this objlection.

R W U 2w S VE D R o ) The positive
ok

Carnct compelling) svidence is of both a divect and

vt. I owill consider the latier evidenos




The indirect evidence is fownd in the Metaphysics.

o mon-contradiction ds, for Gristotle, “the

vawm fristotle offers

st csviain of a2ll principd

thrss formulativons of this law
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arnd psyvoiheold = Theovem, thse law of

non-contradiction is materially equivalent to the law of
e iuded middle., That is,
. N - .
(;".::sm P ip Vps
——

Indivectly, then, Aristotle was comnmitted truth

Pl
]
Pl
i

of the law of ezclouded micddle.

The divect evidence in favor of atitvibuting the

exndluded middle is also contained in Blh. IV of

Lz Metaphysics.

PR N ey - SR . T s woeg pore § oo meme d g e S g e
dm vhetovicall = R kwm Mis khe in

arror who juls 2ithaer that the {thing is so or that 1t

is mot s and 18 he right who Judgss bhoth?Y Clken

ot e iz

of & person who Y iudg

<

raferring o someons who consoiously mal

contradicbory

1% WaEry o Livses y L1

Flo IV of the Metaphysics, Lo itly Tormulatis

DeMorgan?s Theodram.

HMowsver, Avistotls was not, I maintala, arguwing in

Chhee principle that holds
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in terms of ontology.
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=, as already noted, part of Oristotle’s

s of e law of non-oonty o dnivinlvss
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thing to
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1 virtueg of
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‘rnt-mant ;) but the point o gus
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rst e A man Lo name, Dut whether i

Yel such & Tormulation is si
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nificantly

De Imt. 2. The significance of such an omission

T

that it lends plausibility o the view that Aristotls

placing restraints on bhe principls of bhivalenos

Lhsr than on the law of escuwded wmicdle . (F
that Hintikka belisves, albeit incorvectly, that

the deferndders of the dtraditionsal interpretation

ars commitied Lo contanding that Sristotls

tricting the law of

might reply

o luded micdadls

wer




nEtiaze, Lo Cany sgniencs p omay be alther

nEdtar? andgd thal thare s & ruls such

that whensver p 1s nsuwbse, not-p dis trus.  The law of

[

N

nlucled micddle ds dintact, while the principle of

bivalence iz rnobh B 16 sgems rather fantastic o holsd

this distinction was not

It is frws thalt Hintibkka gis some consideration

Lior that Aris ting the FB

rathar than the LEM. Buat Hi

5 shown whesn Hintikks introduc

spheneral as

foliowing footrnotse from Time and Necessity:

s wrdters-e.g., Lukasiewics and Mrs.
distinguish bastwsen the law of excluded
Cevery sentaencs of the form ¢ p or not-
arnd the principls of i T*]wﬁ_u Cavary
trwe or falssed. & feaw, including Mrs.
Conlin Sitrang, bthink that Aristotle is
maks this very distinction in De Int.
the merits of this distinction arve in
abstr L ocarnrot fimd it dn Arvistob]
main for thinking that the dist
rost ﬁr?;t_tlﬁ’f i given in the flxct
[ A ot ion &, B
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means by Lhe distinction “in the
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difference betwesn the FE and the LEM, he is simply

The thivd oriticism can also be met. 08y LW

points are criticall Firvstly, the problem of

unat Lusl ised po avosse atter a strong form of

the principle of plenitule w ascribed Lo Aristobtle.

The wnoontrovevsial

of the principls of plenituds

i the Tollowing condition:

URCRALE L I P is tywe, then  UQ ty (p at

The controversial aspect of the principle of plenituds,

the part which is cauwsing the trouble, is the converss
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But, of. course, there is no rveason why the

of  fhe tracditional interpret

iR wiy]

themsaelves adopt as patently bad s docirine like

FEEEy , Incdesd, if Sovabii o is corvect, severs

thee applicabiiity of the



orndly, and morse o the poini,

3

Himtilkksa, strong form

of the principle of plenitude Lo Avistotle.

It is to Hintikka’s credit that he 1ils dinmto

tiorn bthe valus of fthe solubion which he

L

attrib

o Aristoblse. Howvever, his concsssion is
somewhat cryvptic. YL 0T o my intesrpretation is right, the
(e twesen temporally gualifisd ard temporally

sentences] looks muckh move like s

of Aristotle’s problem than a solution Lo

hLGURE S Thile commsnt Dy Hintikiks is wvery puzzsling: ws

there any question as fAristotlse considered the

eolution o the oroblem o be?  That solution is simoly
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o restric application of some logical rule. The
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distinction which khe makes constitutes a solubtion only

I principles

Aristotls was resirvicting. On the other hand, Hintikks

is quite clear as Lo which principle is being
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Iz comment leaves me somnswhat

Hintikka also states that Aristoltls left urnanswered

the question, “IT itale

smething 1s p

this very moment, will it havse to happen?”®4 Thig



gqusstion might be szid Lo be the most important in ths

evaluation of determinism. Instesd, Hintikka savs that

sristotle pult this guestion in tevms of

PN

sentences which

are specifisd indepesndently of the noment of wlteranos.

i

Himtikka's trestmsnt of the ses battle argument of

De Int. Hodis consistent with the notion that Arvistotls

arn adherent of the principls of plenituds., It i=

important, howsver, bo ses that the traditional

interpraetation has

Lo bhe

shoowrn by Hintik
inconsistent with the textunl evidence of De Int. 9.

fd L

Moreover, as we shall sse in chaptsr four, therse are

1

mary powesrtul reasons bo holod thet Hintikks?

'

"y
interpretation itself is faulty., It is also imporitant
Lo o ses that there 18 no comnpelling reason

. textuwal or

ohherwise, o prefer Hintikka’s interpretat

aver thie

Hintik

sxtends his interp

Dattle argunsnt o Aristotls’s btrezstment of

1

@rminismn.  This acoouwnt by Avistoble constitut L

seoord of Ul@ fouwr modal problems heve wnder analysis.
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Detorminism

aocoount of Arid

trsmatmant of

shuites of

RO . N o v3 e o s g, Pl e & s o won g s - o e,
eterminism shares manpy of the

acoount of Arvistotlel!s ftrestment of De Int.

e o Inn both

reconsthructd

about the argument. Hintikka's recons on onos

again foous

Lhe dmportancs of crdibing the

ihuds o Avi

ot les, Hirtikka*s main

iy r",} l‘ L T

ot Diodorus

fgnedd Lo remedy the incompatability of the conc

iility, as 1t is uswually uﬂrwr’*mnd wWith the

is of determinism

veplacing the normal concept of

ibmility with an tezisnsional’ one.

Hintikksa licit siat & T

R Tk Rty

upon which his argumants concerning Meg ceterminism

vintains Lhat

o e

ave bha fite

that Diodorus

Tikely to haowvs ilar to

thoss of Ardstoble. ... ol that on this

thiat we krow

il

ot line ot bhow Diodorus arvguascd % Thi sumph Lon may

e Lroubleso

e

o some phil 1o Iro my opinion, 1

is & claim which is incorvect. P will sndorse



following chapter, Richard Sorabji‘s contention that the

orinciple of plendtuds had only limited spplicabilid

tor Aristobtle. I am not in accord with Hintikka®s

thai Aristotle had unwavering support for thes

pyimcipls

thiat both Sristotle and

Diochorus

trawble. But this nesd nod

cicd mot have uanouelifisd swupport sither fore

Brimging brim U1 would se

s 3odnto agresmant with

Avistotls,

At oany ra gt hand is o illustras

of Aristotle’s views regavding ths

fArgumsat of Diodoruwus . Fub simply, that ftask

chigved 1f Hintikka’s assumpltion is notb

I will show GHHF+1?9 & o f

mile

granting Hintikka’s

T A Ty B

Hers are the mnain steps of the Master Avgument as

ictetus

fer Everyvihing that is

73 Thes impossib 1 2 doss ot follow from the possible.
CEY What asither is nor will be is possibls.
Fpictetus holds thalt Dicdorus “used the plauwsibility of

the firvst fwe propositions [0 and (7r-M.D.1 Lo



establizsh the thesis that nothing is possibles whic

ey LA o

reither is nor will be frue %% Dicdorus, bhen, was

itility of an

the following

o Lus Lon

possibility. Iri Mis work
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Diociorust

2y The possible is that which is ov will bs troe

Hintikka contends that (&3, (73, and (31 wers

ST SeE

by Aristoble. is simply the principl

of Lhe arguments for attributing

plend bude . Mos

principls Lo Avistobtles have ean

freren

=, Two other arguments of this type
given in ch. nins of Time and Necessity. =% (4s

thase argumanits 1s very similay Lo one which is

i

furthay comment .2

Witk them now,

Thers is little doubt that Ar

ﬁ

stotle support

fivst pramiss (821, Hintikks quotes with approval

Bk, I1I of dAristobtle’s Rhetoric:

Forensio

M.

oratory [as opoo
s with wh
e e

o

in chapter siz I wiill rvefrain from dezl

i

woof

o L
ExD ¥

evidancse in favor of atlributing (&) to Aristotis.,

T v

reot bhe sols pisgce of
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(Hintikka that ‘*seversl

implicsations? can be ddrawn From

i oeveryvilhing past.”®* fAnd

Rt pesdat o bhe similavity beltwsen this

arvd Lthe alresch

mes b Lorend 1

of De Int. 9.

From De Int. 9 is the following: “What is

1%, when it is, asand what is nol, necess:

is ot

o whern 1t is not " I en =y this account of

Ardstotle given by Hintd

is, I concur that

Aristotlse held that the

present wars necessary.  Howsver, I also say whave

Hintikka doss nobt, that attrvibution of this view to
Arvistotls: doss not conflict with the tYraditionsl?

interpratation of the

Let ws now consicder the obher svidencs that

-

Aristotle was an adherent of (63, The following pass

il

iw from Bk, VI of the Nicomachean Ethics:

Mothing that
Mo one chonss
deliberates about the
fulture and contingsat,
{ aivle of not hav
in saving

1E &N utiwrt of cholos, &

st have

[ 4
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Fre e

at i I iz not
ing taken place, hence Agathon is
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raferg to Bk, I of On the Heavens Lo show

supnort for

truly be s

y FEOT OO
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then 1h

Tt will then be trus Lo
' LovEar . But this i
tes Lo being in the

sible.,
o DLt
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FaR

the opresant or futurs 9

o the

g ey e

s len shows that Arvisiotle was quits

<milicit about the

roles plaved by location

i Lims . of an avent ard the modaliity attached Lo that

evant. This in turs undesrmines st lsast part of

As Hintikka indicatss, 1t 15 the second preamise

CO7ay which is the most puzsling. But, once again, thers

1% & amount of texiusl svid SLggests

that Aristotls supporisd this premise, Hintikka first

Lo the similarvity bhetwesn (73 and

Arisotle’s Ydefinition” of oo

silility contained in Bl
I of the Prior Analytics: 71 wuse the terms Lo be

Lo b

possiblet and *the possible?’ of that which is not

rEressary Dut, Deing assumed, e i rothing

impossible %S Hintikka refers next Lo the following



2=, alen from Bk, I of thse Prior Analytics Lo

supEpert the sasoription Lo Avistotle of (F2I10F a
parvticular, 55 opposad Lo & unilversal, premiss Yis

necessary, bthe conclusion will not be aeces

i
i

Trom the denmizal of such 2 conclusion nothing impossibls
PESULILS ... .7 This passage is not, 1n my ODinion, very
goodd evidencse for supposing that Aristotls supportesd

(7. Arvistobtles is herse strs that a contradiction

is not antailed by negating the

inferencs with a necessary pParticulay premiss. In other

words, the conclusion 1% nol 8 necsessary bruth. This

praint is somswhat different Lh

thies ons axme
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Hintik

passags from Bk, YIII of the Physics: owwif

somathiing is possibkle, nothing ims

s
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Cthoough somsthing falss mayvd.
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armd controversial passage from Bl
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4 of ths Metaphysics to support bhis contention (s
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11 and a. ®y. Hintikksa should root, T Lthink, use this
latter pilece of evidencs) whereas the mpsaning of this.

im disputed, the definition of s il Lity
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T

ardorsed by Aristotls

sfa dletfinition constit evichsnos in



Hintikka refers to the same Dositive evidencos

v g aohsrencse Lo the orinciple

plenituds to show thalt Aristotle supported (23

avidently congiders (9 Lo be ddentical to the pr

of plenituds. I bhave alresdy raissd some of my

vations concerning this mathtsr . In addition

endorss in the following chap P oobvjed
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regarding the principle

plend tudde

Hintikbka provides tws madin reconstructions

Dicdorus?® argumsnts. He beginsg khis initial

byictiorm ot Lo

l il
Lfl

PEC OIS ter Argumsnt by saving

Dicdorus Yhad? the following premis

C10Y it is possibis th

arod

p oarmd it will

the case that p.

Freo

CLO amrnd (11 Lo Diodorus is not wholly clear.
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it iz concelvable that Diodoruws thought of both

25 Dbeing innocuous, But Hintikks gives no Dty

Dl
]

supEposs that Dicdorus actually employsd (103

in his avgumnsnt. Once i, L owill give Hintik

Demef it of the doubt) the asswunption thalt Diodorus

Hintikka

incipls

s L owill

tions

tiat

what Hintikks has in mind whhen he attributes

prEnl s s

Tiov

arncd 113

P
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where Lo
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ety Llvat 1f
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actual ixed
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e entallment. For Hintikks

rt b show why Ddocdorus could move from

@ holds that
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~~~~~~ Phis entadlment. The thesis
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Piowing

a2 possibility is assumed Lo be actuslized,
cons lusions follow.,
sroording o Hintikka, allow Diodovus to
with
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& Lruwse that p,
gome unspecified particular moment of
Evicsntly (7% ds not by Lis sufficient
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that Dicdorus

Chie principls of
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Hintikka has notb

ca oare two main

considered in hils argumsnt. Fivstly, 1t appsars Lo be

somnewhal bizarve Lo make use of (3

erntaiiment from (L0 bo (LO¥) . For

Epictetus, among othsrs, to be the
iy

Master Avgument. Thervefors, unless Hintikka s acousing

Diodorus of being hopelessly cirvouwlar, %) should not

e invid

criticism of Hintikka's

reconstruction of the Master Argument is tenable.”e

Serondly, arnd more dmoortantly, the inferencse from
CLOY to C1O%) dis straightforwardly invalid. For even 1if
Giocdorus odid shave with Svistotle 5 fivm belisf in the
prih:iplebmf plenituds, it nessd ot follow dhat there is

Ly .

a particular momsnt of futwre Limse a2t which p

Given the principls of plenituds, it follows that thees

is some particular moment of elther fubturse or pDrs
time bt which p is trus. (10%) clearly rapresents only

5. Lowill oreturn o Lhis point

one of these two odi

after I have completed Hintikkals reconstruction of the

Flaster Arvgumant .

Hintiklka then concentrates on showing thatl a

of C1O¥) is rendered impossil




il is inconsistent. From (10 MHintikkas

The ne=t step in

teor it owill

sisos apply to the one from 113 to CL1%203 From (11%) ke
cdxlains

at tims Lty it will be

alese that p was the case vesterdayv.

Himtikka then applies (%3 to (13 4o reach the

following conclusiond

at time by it owill Lrue th

le for p to have bheen the o

3 oy -

EeEnrass

P"ithe impossibility Dioddorus was looking

foap 7 O]

= othus shows (127 not only Lo be false, but

impossible as waell.,

Himt ik

avtually rejects the infersncse from (2%,

CFEY, L1003, and (11 Lo o Hig motivation
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from (31133, Hathser he contends

that =

amiguiiy in the initial premiss is

illicitly seploited by Dicdorus. T owill return Lo

Hintik = for rejscling the Mastsr Avgumsnt in

2 TETn T .

ot
i

aid sbove that two reconstructions of the Mastsr

Argumant are provicded by Hintikka. 1 have

thie first veconstruction. The following passags from

CREHAES
Time and Necessity introduces Lhe sscornd oneld

serts it is possible that p? doss

silodl e the cmse mow o or bhat it
= now or sometime in the future.
o, we assuned Lhat the latisr

hrave alreachy ot

ol omy obischion Lo
this claim-M.0.0What happens 1f the former is what
15 meant Vo

1S mEan L

Hintikka's sscord reconstruction thevefors is commitisd

to eliminating all tenporally

il

if e

wmtf bl Taorm

replacing them with onaes
LAY P oOnowl.

Thg imposesibhility which, on this reading, Hintik

interpraets Diodorus as deriving will involve the

following sentence

Clay T1 is mow P that  py

{ p is not aow the o




For in the same way, Hintikks confusingly asserts, that

decduiced from CLO1, Lhe

abxvbainsd from (140

Cld¥y pois now the cass.

a contradiction

Frecissly how oneg is supposed Lo

arpd (15} iz bw no means olear.

Some comments are called for regavding the

I

affinities, both perdeived and real, which Hintikka

ol o ]

calls attention o Delwssn b

argument and his account of the Master Argument. In

ool o temporally

qualified sentences o be vital. And the justification

W

for this tvpe of and is just that Avistotle was

supposedly & firvm supporter of the principle of

i
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A

iodorus as sharing with Aristotle an adherence

o othe principle of plenttuds, Hintikks®s svaluation of

Argument construe Diodorus as attenpiing

(16D O (Dt opoat ot A> ¢ ot opoat ot

YaeJBiodorus strove Lo prove ths principle of plenituds
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instead of just agsuming it [Hintikk

I will now briefly explain why Hintikka considers

fl

mis reconstructions of

e
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ster Argument Lo be

invalid, To prove C1le), Dicdous suppossdly assumed

M the following conditional at his .
Li7e = p oat if£7‘1<3 poat 1275 The negation of

the desired conclusion is

Cigwxs o t1 poat t.
If i)y dis to be proved, then the st containin

17 r, and (L1EFE) will De inconsistent. However,

this set doss mot result in & contradiction.

Fut & contradiction doss ariszse iF the friends of the

PMaster Argunent confused the de dicto CLe¥) with ihe de

Deligves that such a confusion would haradly

vEvE Desn surprising. For the English transiabion
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sratzd ol oo Hintik

Irn his Necessity, Cause and Blame, Fichard

ralsaes some points o opposition o Hintibkea?s

interpretation of Dattle argumsent of De Int. 2.
Sorabii o is especially ocritical of fthe visw that the

principle of plenituds significantly helps in

R

illuminat

argumsnt . He also mak

Mast

ding Hintikks’s reconstruction of ih

it

chapter, Sorabii’s views on Hintikks
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wWwill b Drisefly discwssed., His scoount

Hintikkats theories iz similar bo mine 16
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We can Degin with Sorvabiifs amalyvsis of Hintikks

i
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ot De Int. 9.

There are thrass main gvroups of ohisctions
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ot De Int. 1

raliites oritious of Hintik

grous concerns MHintikka’s attack on bthe

fitional initerpretation. Sorabjil rejects Hintikiea?

Arist

tle is roit, in De Int. 9, fooussing on

the problem of Ffuturs bruth., vabil bslisves nobt only

Lion is the besth

B

avallable solwution, but sliso that Hintikka’s

interpretation i3 inconsisitent. To reo

traditional intervrpretation is that Sristobtls saw

.

detarministic, and hence wunacoeptable, o




the result if it is stamed that 211 predictions are

vance of

further that Hintikka kholds

Lo Conng

Frist

5 1 have

micici] e

of the LEM.

Orne group of obdechtions 1s concerned

sptboicism of RHintik view that, in De Int.

o, fAristobtle was preéeccouwpilsd with the distinction
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Himt ik

& Lemporal conbrast
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the ovdinary forvm poand the mors wnusual
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form of 'p oal te . Sorabii sees three difficulties with

Himt ik

thiat the phrea

fwbizn 1t st doss not force wus oo s consider s monsnt whicoh
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independently of the time of wullisvance. i
et sentences of the form ‘p st 1o’ are whatl
in mingd here o

all, 1

alone ones of the form 'p -3 Sovabkii doubts
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Code thinks it natural Lo satitribute Lo Aristollis, &t
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case, an answer whickh 1s obtained by Lhes

Mow, Code is fully aware that some philosophers oo
rozt mgree with the position that Oristotle did oot
contuse the colnoidental with the identicsl. The first

in Code’s argumsnt for attributing the TG to

Aristolle involves, then, s defense of Arvistotls
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covrect interpretation of an argument . W
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