Quodlibeta

THREE NOTES ON THE DISTINCTION
BETWEEN CHANCE AND Luck

John Francis Nieto

The following notes constitute an attempt to understand line
197b36 of Aristotle’s Physics: £oti 8¢ nol ToTt0 ETEQOV" TOT eV
v EEw T altov, Tod & évtoc.! The first examines the expo-
sitions of the line by Saint Thomas Aquinas and Saint Albert
the Great. The second considers W. D. Ross’s understanding
of the mad vov, here the antecedent of the demonstrative
pronoun to¥to, ‘this’. The final note presents a reading of
Physics 2.6 in light of the conclusions of these two notes.

Note One: Is the chance event rightly divided
from the lucky as having an interior cause?

The distinction between chance and luck in the considera-
tion of 197b36 by Saint Thomas Aquinas and Saint Albert
the Great suffers the following confusion. They both under-
stand Aristotle to assign an exterior cause to the lucky and
an interior one to the chance event, although each of them
recognized an explicit reference to an extrinsic cause in the
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! But this too is other, for of the one the cause is outside, of the other
within.
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NOTES ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHANCE AND Luck

definition of what occurs by chance. This occurred despite the
fact that Saint Albert was justly suspicious of the ‘example’ of
what happens by chance given by Aristotle—something that
happens ‘against nature’—a suspicion which, in light of the
Greek text (as opposed to the Latin translation), clarifies the
references and illuminates the section of Physics 2.6 that dis-
tinguishes what occurs by luck and by chance.

Both commentators imply they are reading the Codex Vene-
tus? and faithfully follow its translation of 197b36: ‘Est autem
et haec differentia altera; huius quidem enim exterius est causa, illius
vero interius.”> The comment comes at the end of this passage:
‘udhoto 8 €oTi ywoLtouevov Tol &md THYNG &V TOlg PvoeL
yryvopevolg' 8tav yao yéviral T mopd gpot, tote ovx dutd
ThyNg EAMG pahov o Todtoudtov yeyovévar popév.* In
this context the word ‘differentia’ seems to add another differ-
ence to what happens by luck or by chance. This difference
is then said to lie in the presence of an extrinsic or intrinsic
cause.

Deciding which cause to assign as luck, which as chance, is
unfortunately made easier by the case just mentioned: things
coming to be by nature when something comes to be against
[raod] nature. Both doctors present as an example the man
born with a sixth finger. They understand, rightly as I shall
argue, what is wopd pOow (pard phiisin) to be something mon-
strous. As such cases clearly occur through a material defect
and, as Aristotle has just said, we say such a thing to have
come to be by chance rather than by luck, the only possible
conclusion is that the chance occurrence has its cause within.

Saint Thomas’ comment reads:

2 Cf. Aristotle, Physica, vol. VII 1.3 of Aristoteles Latinus (Leiden: E.]J.
Brill, 1990), 77

® There is also this other difference, for of the one the cause is exterior,
but of the other interior.

* 197b32-35: [Chance] is most separate from luck in things coming
to be by nature, for when something comes to be against [rroQd] nature,
then we do not say it has come to be by luck, but rather by chance.
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Deinde cum dicit: maxime autem etc., ostendit in quibus
maxime casus differat a fortuna. Et dicit quod maxime differt
in illis quae fiunt a natura; quia ibi habet locum casus, sed
non fortuna. Cum enim aliquid fit extra naturam in opera-
tionibus naturae, puta cum nascitur sextus digitus, tunc non
dicimus quod fiat a fortuna, sed magis ab eo quod est per
se frustra, idest a casu. Et sic possumus accipere aliam dif-
ferentiam inter casum et fortunam, quod eorum quae sunt
a casu, causa est intrinseca, sicut eorum quae sunt a natura;
eorum vero quae sunt a fortuna, causa est extrinseca, sicut
et eorum quae sunt a proposito.>

Saint Albert speaks along similar lines in the following para-
phrase of this text:

Sed maximam quam potest habere differentiam casus ad
fortunam, habet in operibus naturae, cum aliquid in nat-
urae operibus fiat extra naturae intentionem, et est, sicut
fit digitus sextus vel duo capita in uno corpore vel carentia
digiti vel aliquorum membrorum; tunc enim non a fortuna
dicitur fieri, sed a casu et ab eo quod est per se et frustra,
secundum quod quidam per se frustra vocant casum. Ista
igitur est alia differentia casus et fortunae quam praedicta,
quia fortuiti eventus causa est tota extra, quia finis fortuitus
totus est extra eum cui accidit. Sed casus in opere naturae
quandam causam habet intra, quae videlicet est materialis

5 Saint Thomas Aquinas, In Libros Physicorum (Rome, 1884), L. II, L.
10, n. 10: Then when he says: Maxime autem, etc. he shows in what things
most of all chance differs from luck. And he says that most of all it differs
in those things that come to be by nature, because there chance has place,
but not fortune. For when something comes to be outside [extra] nature
in the operations of nature, for example when a sixth finger comes to be,
then we do not say that it comes to be by luck, but rather by that which
is per se vain, that is, by chance. And so we can take another difference
between chance and luck, because of the things which are by chance the
cause is intrinsic, as the things which are by nature; but of the things
which are by luck, the cause is extrinsic, as also of the things which are
by intention.
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NOTES ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHANCE AND Luck

vel diminutio materiae vel corruptio alicuius principiorum
in materia, sicut nos infra dicemus.®

Worth noting, before passing on, is that both suggest that
they are reading a text that has not been translated uniformly
in this chapter. Up to this point, the Greek advtopatov has
been translated ‘casus’; here it is translated according to the
etymology just proposed by Aristotle ‘per se frustra’. This oc-
curs at 197b3s. Its significance in the reading of chapter six
will be discussed in the third of these notes. But the critical
translation is in the following line. Where the Greck reads:
gom 8¢ nal ToTTo F1egov, the Latin text they possess clearly
reads, est autem et haec differentia altera. The word, ‘differentia’
has appeared from nowhere.

Two difficulties arise when this ‘difference’ is compared
with the definitions given of what happens by chance and
luck some lines earlier. First, the difference assigned to the
chancy is opposed to one of the elements in its definition.
Secondly, it seems to confuse the manner in which luck con-
tracts the notion of chance.

The definition of the chance event is given by Aristotle
at 197b18-20: (hote pavegdv dri v T0lg AmAMS Evevrd Tov
YLyvouévolg, dtav um tod ovupavtog Evera yévitar Gv EEw o

6 Saint Albert the Great, Physica (Monasterii Westfalorum: Aschen-
dorff, 1987), 125, 11. 25—39: But chance has the greatest difference pos-
sible from luck in the works of nature, when something in the works
of nature comes to be and is outside [extra] the intention of nature, as a
sixth finger comes to be or two heads in one body or the lack ofa finger
or other members; for then it is not said to come to be by luck, but by
chance and by that which is through itself and vain, insofar as some call
the ‘vain through itself’ chance. So this is another difference of chance
and luck than the one mentioned, because the cause of the fortuitous
event is altogether outside, because the whole fortuitous end is outside
him to whom it happens. But chance in the work of nature has some
cause within, which is, namely, material, whether a diminution of the

matter or a corruption of some principle in the matter, as we shall state
below.
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3 ~ > ! ’ 7 .
oitiov, Tote dmo Tod avtopdtou Aéyouev.” Here the cause is
explicitly said to be ‘outside’.

Saints Thomas and Albert comment as follows:

. . . . 8
. . sed fiunt causa alicuius extrinsici. . .

. . . 9
. . sed causa eorum est extra ipsa et intentiones eorum. . .

Neither explicitly mentions this difficulty.

The second difficulty arises when one considers how luck
contracts chance. After the definition of what occurs by
chance, the lucky is distinguished from it. Mention is made
there only of the sort of good arrived at ’an‘d thcjse Eo W}’10m
it happens: dmo tiyng 8¢, TovTWV HoQ amo tovloavrouocrov
yiyveton 1@V meoaeT®dV Tolg Exovot tpoaigéoy.  The lu.cky
occurrence limits ‘that for the sake of which’ to goods arrived
at by choice, whereas the account of the chance.occurrence
does not restrict these, but chance is said where things happen
‘for the sake of something simply’. Luck is further restricted,
appropriately enough, to those having choice.

Insofar as the lucky is defined as a chance occurrence, the
lucky seems to have an extrinsic cause. Since the things that
happen by luck are all by chance, and what happens by ghance
is defined as having an extrinsic cause, things happening by
luck have an extrinsic cause. But the reading demanded by
the Latin translation discussed earlier implies that the lucky
has an extrinsic cause in distinction from a chance event.

A facile solution presents itself. For the text proposing ‘an-
other difference’ can be reinterpreted, when the Greek. and
Latin pronouns used are considered. The ‘dllffe'renc.e’ is as-
signed in Greek by means of definite articles distinguished by

7 197b18—20: Whence it is clear that in those things CQming‘:io be for
ing si things whose cause is outside come

the sake of something simply, when g se s outsi
to be not for the sake of what happens, then we say y ¢ "

8 .. . but they come to be by reason [causa] of something extrinsic. . .

® .. . but their cause is outside them and their intentions. .

10 197b20—22: But [we say] ‘by luck’, of t.hlngs chooseable, whichever
come to be by chance to those having choice.
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NOTES ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHANCE AND Luck

the particles pév, 0¢, in the classic construction described by
J.D. Denniston:

Normally preparatory pév introduces the first limb of a
grammatically co-ordinated antithesis, the second limb of
which being introduced by an adversative particle or com-
bination of particles. . . . 8¢ is by far the commonest an-
swer to pév. . . . The words standing immediately before
név and O¢ are usually corresponding elements in the con-
trasted thoughts, and further, the most important elements
in the contrast: while the subsidiary elements in the contrast
follow, often in symmetrical order, in the two clauses.™

Further, as Denniston points out, ‘In 6 uév . .. 6 8¢, 6 pév
normally refers to the first, 6 8¢ to the second substantive.
But occasionally the order of reference is reversed.”*?

This relation is accurately reflected by the use of the def-
inite pronouns huius and illius in the Latin translation. Even
the ambiguous reference is found. In the Classical period, the
pronouns hic and ille, refer respectively to the nearest, that is
last mentioned, and the farther, that is the first mentioned.
Yet even in that period hic can refer to the substantive ‘near-
est’ to the speaker in place or in thought.™ In Medieval Latin,
each of the pronouns hic and ille, in that order, refer as often
to the former as to the the latter.

Now, luck is the first mentioned substantive in the previ-
ous passage. But chance is certainly the explicit subject and
luck is discussed only in relation to it. It would not be un-
reasonable to understand the first pronoun as referring to the
chance occurrence and the second to the lucky one. What is
by chance has an external cause, in accord with its defintion,
and what happens by luck has an internal cause, in fact the

117.D.Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950),
369—70, 371.

12].D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950),
370~71.

13 Charlton T. Lewis and Charles Short, A Latin Dictionary (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1879), 852.
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will that accidentally chooses something for which one would
act.

This obviates the difficulty of defining what happens by
chance both by an extrinsic cause and by an intrinsic cause.
Yet it still seems to undo the manner in which the lucky con-
tracted the chancy to ‘that for the sake of which according
to choice.” For the remaining elements of the definition be-
long also to what happens by luck, namely things not coming
about for the sake of what ‘happens’ and things whose cause
is outside.

Perhaps the Latin translation helps here. For this is ‘another
difference’ between the two, a second difference according to
which a chance event ‘is most separate from what is by luck’.

The foremost obstacle to this position seems to be the
case given by Aristotle. For this, certainly, is something that
comes about from an intrinsic cause: ‘in things coming to be
by nature, when . . . something comes to be against nature’.
Again, Aristotle explicitly says that we say that such things
‘have come to be by chance’. The doctors are quite right to
associate ‘what is against nature’ with the chance event and
with an intrinsic cause. This attempt to ‘switch’ differences
seems to lead nowhere.

Yet the path to the solution begins with concern about
Aristotle’s example of something by chance. Saint Albert, af-
ter drawing the conclusion that ‘chance in the work of nature
has some cause within,” says,

Ego tamen in isto exemplo non multum video proprie esse
casum, nisi large sumatur, et ideo etiam ipse Aristoteles talia
nata in libro de animalibus vocat occasionata et non casu-
aliter nata; casus enim est causa per accidens. Occasio autem
minus dicit quam causa et est, ut diximus, quando propter
aliquid incidens aliquid causatur, sicut in moribus dicimus
aliquem dare occasionem, quando innuit vel negligit alig-
uid, per quod aliquis damnificatur. Et ita est in talibus nat-
urae operibus, quod abundantia materiae dedit occasionem
producendi digitum sextum et diminutio fecit diminui in
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NOTES ON THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHANCE AND LUck

aliquo membrorum et debilitas caloris vel intemperantia,
quae fiunt in semine, alterius corruptionis fecit occasionem
et aliquando divisio secundinae fecit iungi duo corpora et
conglutinari.™

Saint Albert suggests that the example is not a case of chance

simply speaking. The ‘mood ¢pvowv’ according to Saint Albert,

is ‘occasioned’ by the material principle in generation.
Earlier Saint Albert distinguished ‘occasion’ as follows:

Est enim causa per se, quae essentialiter ordinatur ad effec-
tum producendum, sicut aedificator est causa domus. Causa
autem secundum accidens est, quae est adiuncta causae per
se per aliquid, quod accidit ei quod quandoque disponit ad
effectum, quandoque autem nihil, sicut tibicen est causa do-
mus, eo quod ars tibicinandi nihil facit ad domus fabricatu-
ram, et sicut robustus est causa domus et robur disponit, ut
fortiter secet cum dolabro in factura domus. Sed occasio dic-
itur ad aliquid, per cuius negligentiam vel absentiam accidit
aliquid, sicut absentia nautae causa est mersionis navis.*®

4 Saint Albert the Great, Physica (Monasterii Westfalorum: Aschen-
dorff, 1987), 125, 1. 39—54: Yet I do not so much see chance to exist
properly in this example, unless it be taken broadly, and therefore even
Aristotle himself in the books on animals calls such births ‘occasioned’
and not births by chance for chance is a cause accidentally. But occasion
says less than does cause and is, as we have said, when because of some-
thing incident something is caused, just as in morals we say someone
gives occasion, when he allows or neglects something, through which
someone is harmed. And so it is in such works of nature that an abun-
dance of matter gives occasion for producing a sixth digit, and a diminu-
tion [of matter] makes [occasion] for diminishing in some member and a
weakness or excess of heat which occurs in the seed makes an occasion
for another corruption, and sometimes a division of the placenta makes
two bodies to join and grow together.

15 Saint Albert the Great, Physica (Monasterii Westfalorum: Aschen-
dorft, 1987), 121, ll. §8—69: For the per se cause is essentially ordered to
producing its effect. However the cause secundum accidens is that which is
adjoined to the per se cause through something which occurs (accidit) to
it which sometimes disposes to the effect, but sometimes to nothing, as
the flute-player is cause of the house (while the art of fluteplaying does
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‘Occasion’ is distinguished from the ‘accidental’ cause be-
cause the latter names something accidental to the per se cause,
while the ‘occasion’ names some deficiency in it. As Saint Al-
bert here suggests (and develops at length in his comments on
Physics 2.8), we lead the things that occur ‘against nature’ back
to such a ‘cause’—some material deficiency in some way un-
receptive of the proper form. Clearly such a cause is ‘within’.

Saint Albert’s concern leads to a reconsideration of the
Greek text at 197b36. The Latin used by Saints Albert and
Thomas has over-translated in asserting, ‘Est autem et haec dif-
ferentia altera’. Nothing in the Greek corresponds to or sug-
gests the word ‘differentia’. Without this addition (and there-
fore left neuter in gender as in Greek), a Latin translation can
capture the natural sense of the Greek better than any English
translation: Est autem et hoc alterum. (But one must carefully
attend to the following huius. It need not refer to the same
antecedent. In Greek two distinct pronouns are used.) In light
of Saint Albert’s remarks on the case of what is ‘against na-
ture’, we should read the text, £ott 8¢ »oi ToUto €tegov: but
even this is other. Here the xai (et) is emphatic, focusing the
attention on the case at hand. Aristotle asserts that it is other,
then shows how it is other: of the one, that is the chance oc-
currence (and the lucky by inclusion), ‘the cause is outside’
and of the other, that is what is against nature, ‘the cause is
within’.

Note Two: What is the magd ¢pvow?

W.D. Ross reads line 197b36 as suggested above: the moQd.
¢vowv is not a true instance of chance and differs from what
is by chance in having an intrinsic cause. But he understands

nothing toward the house to be built) and as a strong man is cause of
the house (and his strength disposes that he cut strongly with the axe
in the building of the house). But occasion is said regarding something
through whose negligence or absence something happens (accidif), just
as the absence of the sailor is the cause of the ship’s sinking.
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the instance to be not something monstrous but spontaneous
generation. I quote Ross’s remarks here in full, including those
suggesting how to read 197b36. Afterward I shall suggest the
deficiencies I see in his recommendation that what comes to
be ‘pard phisin’ be understood as spontaneous generation.
Commenting precisely on the passage in question, 197b32~
37, Ross says:

Aristotle says here that the nature of 10 Gnod TobToudTov™®
(in the specific sense), as distinct from 10 &nd ToyNG," is
best seen v 1oic pvoeL yryvouévos.'® T.56.16 takes the ref-
erence to be to the production of monstrous births. But this
can hardly be right, since in t0 46 TadTopdTov, an end-like
result is always produced, whereas monsters are instances
of failure in the purposive activity of nature (199b4) and
are the reverse of end-like results. Met 103222832 shows
that the reference is to spontaneous generation: TOUTWV (sc.
TGV ToroEwY) 8¢ Tiveg ylyvovtow xal 3o TOUTOUATOY Kol
&mo Toyng magomnolng Homeg év Tolg Ao PpuoEwg Yiy-
vouévolg' Evia ya ndnel Tavta xal & omEQUaTog Yiyvetow
»al dvev oméouaroc.’ In spontaneous generation an end-
like result is produced; the normal teleological action of na-
ture in producing offspring from parents of the same kind is
simulated by nature’s producing offspring in an exceptional
way, without seed. Thus the production is both ¢pvoer*® and
mod pvow. And it is easily distinguishable from the oper-
ation of Tiym, which simulates the action not of nature but
of human choice.

At the same time (197b35—7), such generation is distinct
from the form of the 16 &mo Tovtopdtov described above.
For there the production of the end-like result was due to

16 what is by chance

7 what is by luck

18 in things coming to be by nature

19 Metaphysics 1032a28—32: Of these [makings] some come to be both
by chance and by luck in the same manner as in things coming to be
by nature. For there too some of the same things come to be both from
seed and without seed.

20 by nature
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an external concomitant (Gv &w T oftiov2! b2o), while
here it is due to something internal, i.e. due to the fact that
matter—not prime matter but partly formed matter such
as rotting earth, dew, mud, excrements, wood (cf. Bonitz,
Index 124b3~22)—has a certain power of initiating change,
and the particular change that will transform it into a living
body (80 8¢ dmo TadTopdTov . . . yiyvetan, dowv i HAn
dvvarar xai G’ adTiig nveiobow TadTny ™Y nivnow fiv o
oméoual %ivel,?? Met 1034b4—6).

The case in which an illness cures itself (H.A. 604bg)
would be another instance of the kind of case Aristotle here
means in which the oftiov is évtdc.2?

In several respects Ross reads these lines with much insight.
He rightly recognizes that the chance event is defined by at-
taining some end, albeit accidentally. He is also right in un-
derstanding its definition to include an extrinsic cause. This
allows him to see the present case as distinguished from some-
thing by chance insofar as it has an intrinsic cause. Yet several
arguments suggest that he is wrong in proposing that what
comes to be wad puowv be understood as spontaneous gen-
eration.

To begin, Ross seems unmindful of the fact that luck is not
only good but bad. Obviously bad luck does not attain ‘that
for the sake of which’ but rather something to be avoided. In-
deed, Themistius defines drtvyia, ‘lucklessness, misfortune’,
as ‘when it turns out against choice’. He uses the very preposi-
tion under consideration in the phrase ma.gd v meoaipeoiy.?*
It seems strange to think that chance cannot be said to be the
cause when, to use Ross’s own phrase, ‘the reverse of end-
like results’ occurs. For in such a use the chance occurrence

21 of which the cause is outside

%2 1034b4—6: Now as many things come to be by chance as there are
things whose matter is able even by itself to be moved with the same
motion with which the seed moves it.

2> W.D. Ross, Aristotle’s Physics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19 36), 524.

24 Cf. Ross’s Aristotelis Physica, 197325, note.
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will still be defined by ‘that for the sake of which’ insofar as
its contrary occurs. Nonetheless, I believe Ross is correct in
explaining that the case under consideration is to be distin-
guished from something by chance.

A further difficulty with Ross’s reading of maed ¢pvow is
that this language is used nowhere else when Aristotle dis-
cusses spontaneous generation, but is used in many places in
connection with monsters, and this is in keeping with its gen-
eral character.

The only evidence that spontaneous generation can be de-
scribed as oA pvow is provided in Ross’s quotation from
Metaphysics 7. This depends entirely upon an adverb used in
the comparison with things coming to be by nature. There
some ‘makings’ are said to come about by chance and by
luck in a similar manner [rogamAnoiwg] as in things coming
to be by nature. Ross hears the use of wagd in this adverb
nagominoiog, where it has the sense of ‘alongside’, also in the
phrase magd ¢pvow, ‘alongside nature’. This is slim linguistic
evidence. Yet I think this is certainly possible; the word magd
does have this force.

However, a number of considerations suggest that this is
not so. First, the case under consideration (197b33) is ‘among
the things coming to be by nature’, while in the Metaphysics
text cited by Ross ‘coming to be’ by chance is twice distin-
guished from things that come to be by nature. Once, at the
beginning of the section: obtw pev ovV YlyveTOw TO YUYVOUEVOL
d1a Ty Ppvow, ai 8 Ghhar yevéoelg heyovon moumoelg.?® Again,
in the complement to the adverb Ross considers significant:
nogominotog ome &v Tolg Amd Gpuoewg yryvopévolg.2®

Second, nowhere among the many places I know in which
Aristotle speaks of spontaneous generation in the biological

25 1032a25—27: Thus come to be things coming to be through nature,
but the other becomings are called makings [italics mine].
26 1032a20—30: . . . in a similar manner as in things coming to be by

nature.
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W(.)I'kS does. he use the phrase magd, Pvotv. He speaks of such
tbmgs coming to be by chance, from slime, from earth and
slime, from slime and sand.?” In none of these texts does he
say that they spring up 4longside nature’.

. Yet Aristotle often speaks of things coming to be and mov-
ing TIZOLQd't $vow. In these cases he generally uses the phrase
In opposition to what is xatd pvow or ‘according to nature’
In .the physical works, especially throughout On the Heavens‘
Aristotle speaks of things moving moed Gpvow; all these texts:
refer to something opposed to what is according to nature
Evgn in moral questions, Aristotle uses these terms as con:
trarnces, according to the principle laid down in On the Heap-
ens: 1 maQd dpvow évavria Ty xatd pvoy. 28

In the same book, explaining that what is TOQA VoLV can-

not be eternal, Aristotle sets down a principle that has bearing
upon generation: What is wagd pioty is posterior to the xatd,
.(1)’U0'IN and the mopd Gpiowv is a certain xotaoig, displacement
in the coming to be of the xatd ¢pvow.?° This notion is devel-’
oped in the following texts. The first, from the Metaphysics,

manifests the generation mwoipd: o iolati inci
: owv as violating the principle
that like begets like: s pmar

&l pév O Ty %ol pavegdv Bt T yevvery ToloTToV ugv
OLOVTO YEVVUEVOV, OV HEVTOLTO 0D TO e, 00SE BV T(h G010

%7 539223, 543b18, 547b18, 548a15—549a15, §56b22, 569a10—570a6
723324, 715b26, 721a8, 732b13, 743a35, 759as. ,
26928~9: What is against nature is contrary to the natural. Cf.
1%54a36—?2:‘ ?et 8¢ onomelv &v Toic notd Pvow Exovot und;v 1:6.
q)v‘cel,, wot pf) év Toig dieBaguévors: 810 xai ToV BéhTioTa daneipevov
%0l 1At OB ol Yuynv dvBownov Bewontéov, Ev ¢ tovTo dfjhov:
TOV YaQ sz@n@dw T noxOME®s Exdviwvy 8OEeiev dv é’céxew TOMAAKL
7O 00 TG Yuxis 818 1O pardrwg %ok waQd Gvoty Exewv. [But ong
must consider what is by nature in the things that are more. in accord
with nature and not in things ruined. So also one must think about th
man best disposed both according to body and soul, in whom this i:
clear. For the body of villains or of those living“villainously seems often

to rule the soul through evil livi o .
29 286a18~10. gh evil living and living against nature.]
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4G T)) €ldeL, otov &v Tolg Ppuoroic—AavOpwTog Yoo dvOow-

7OV YevvE—Av uy T ol Yo yéviral, olov kog futovov
30

Though he does not see every case of this sort as monstrous,
he recognizes that in the monstrous the same principles are
at work, in virtue of which the offspring is unlike the parent.
He examines this in detail in On the Generation of Animals 4,
where he studies monsters at some length. Here he discusses
the relation of the monstrous and the mapd ¢pvoLv:

gotL yoQ TO TéQag TOV TOQA GpUoLY T, TaRd GUoY & oD
Aoov GAG TV (¢ &l TO oD mteQl Y& TV del xal thv &€
dvayxng ov0gv yivetor mod pvowy, G’ &v Toig g &mi TO
ol ugv oftw ywopévols, Evdeyouévolg 8¢ nai dhhwg, Emel
%ol otV &v 6oolg oupPaiver Tod TV TAEW pév tavtny,
el pévror umy TuydvTwe, fittov eivon Sonel Tégag dud TO %l TO
70Qd GVOLV elvor TEOTOV TV, %aTA VoLV, BTOV Ut %QOTHoT
TV %oTd TV VANV 1) %oTd 10 €id0g Gpuots. dudmeg odte TG
towadita tégata Aéyovotv, ot &v toig dhholg &v doolg elwbE
T yiveoBau, xabdmeg &v Toig meguragmions.®?

It is in this sense, whether called monsters or not, that Aris-
totle uses the phrase throughout the zoological works, but

30 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1033.29—33: In some certainly it is clear that
the generator is such as the generated, not of course the same nor one
in number, but in species as in natural (becomings) for man begets man
—unless something comes to be maQd ¢pvoLv, as a horse [generates] a
mule.

31 770bo—19: For the monster is something o GUOLY, against not
every nature but that which is for the most part. For regarding the eter-
nal nature and nature that is of necessity nothing happens against nature
[rtad Gpvowy], but in things for the most part coming to be thus but able
also otherwise. Since even of these, in whichever it turns out against such
an order yet always not just as it chances, it seems less to be a monster
through the fact that even the maQd ¢pOowv is in a certain way according
to nature, when the nature with respect to form does not rule the nature
with respect to matter. So they do not call such things monsters, nor in
other things, in whichever some thing customarily comes to be, just as
in fruits.
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especially in that part of On the Generation of Animals that is
about monsters, the fourth chapter of the fourth book. In one
place Aristotle apparently goes so far as to equate the notion
of magd ¢pvowv and monsters, in their opposition to the nat-
ural, when he says at 496b18: Spoiwg &v dmaor toic &xovot
ToUTA TO HOQLOL KOTO PUOLY %Ol [T TEQUTMMC. 32

While this cannot constitute proof that Aristotle intends
the phrase in this way at 197b34, it shows that this is his usual
meaning and that he has described monsters in precisely the
terms described: things coming to be by nature, when some-
thing comes to be against nature. Spontaneous generations are
always distinguished from natural generations and are simply
spoken of as coming to be by chance. For they have an extrin-
sic agent cause. Yet in the text being investigated he distinctly
points out that we speak of things wad ¢pvow as coming to
be by chance rather than luck. Such things are not properly
chance events and for good reason: their cause is within. But
people do use the term ‘by chance’ rather than ‘by luck’, “inso-
far as,” says Saint Albert, ‘some call the ‘“vain through itself”’
chance.” In other uses the two words exhibit less distinction.

Note Three: Physics 2.6 in light of this reading.

Aristotle opens Physics 2.6 with consideration of the distinc-
tion in applications of the words ‘luck’ and ‘chance’. Even
in English this is difficult to sort out, yet it is more difficult
in Greek. While lucky things all seem to happen by chance
(197a36-b6, even here we must rely on a sign), the word
for luck, t0yn, is nonetheless applied to some chance occur-
rences %00 6uowdTNTO (197b9: ‘according to likeness’). As
well, things that cannot act by luck (197b7-8) can suffer by
luck (197b11-12). So, through a confusion of the generic and
specific in the word ‘luck’, the distinction of the two words’
formal and decisive sense is difficult.

%2 .. . similarly in all things having such parts according to nature and

not monstrously. '
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NoTEs oN THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHANCE AND LuUck

As the lucky is better known to us and has been defined
by choice, Aristotle now removes this limitation in defin-
ing chance events, its genus. He does this with the word
amhdg, simply. Luck has been defined at 197a5—6 as aitia
70T0 oVpPEPRNROGS €V TOlg ®aTd TEOoGkQEDLY TV Evend tov.??
Here (197b18-20) the restriction of choice is removed: dote
Povegov Ot €V Tolg ATAMG Evevrd TOU YLYVOUEVOLS, OTav UM
t00 ovufdvrtog Evexa yévntow Ov FEw 1o oitiov, Tote 4o Tol
adtopdtov Aéyouev.®* He will restore what is proper to some-
thing lucky in the following lines (197b20-22): &mo Tiyng 8¢,
TOUTOV 600, 47Td TOT aDTOUATOV YiyveTow TMV TQOAQETMV TOIG
&yovol mpoaigeowy.3s

After presenting that distinction, Aristotle presents a sign
that this definition is right, what happens in vain. This, as is
clear from examples, is said Gtav u1 yéveran to Evexa dhlov
éxelvov &vena (197b23).%¢ We see that it is for the sake of
something insofar it fails. It was done in vain: dg toUto dv 1O
uaTNY, TO mEPUrOG GAAOU Evera, dtav uy megaivy Exelvo ob
gvena Mv noi Emedinel (197b25-27).%7

But this becomes a sign through the following consider-
ation of the etymology of the Greek word for chance, 10
avtopotov (197b29—32). Aristotle hears the word as derived
from udtnv, vain, as if what was in fact done (adt0) were
vain (udTnv), since the chance event occurred instead of the
intended result. But through the confusion of what is vain and

33 ... acause by accident in things according to choice of things for

the sake of something.

34 197b18-20: Whence it is clear that in those things coming to be for
the sake of something simply, when things whose cause is outside come
to be not for the sake of what happens, then we say ‘by chance’.

35 197b20—22: But [we say] ‘by luck’, of things choosable, whichever
come to be by chance to those having choice.

36 197b23: when what is for the sake of another does not happen for
the sake of this.

7 197b2s—27: as if this is the vain, what apt to be for the sake of an-
other, when that was not accomplished for the sake of which it was and
was apt.
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what is chancy, certain things are said to be by chance which
are ‘most separate’ from the lucky. In the text here investigated
he is presenting a case, something ‘occasioned’ or ‘vain’, that
fits the etymology better than true cases of chance (197b32~
35). The text assigning intrinsic and extrinsic causes (197b36)
distinguishes this case from the chance occurrence properly
said, although the name ‘chance’ may well be extended to
such things for good reason. On this reading the discussion
merely flows from the etymology provided for chance, which
etymology is provided to establish the ‘vain’ as a sign of what
occurs in chance events.

The several lines following the text add further support
to this understanding. For there (198a12—4) Aristotle assigns
luck and chance to a ‘mode’ of cause, namely agent cause:
v 8¢ Tedmwv Thig altiag &v Toig 60ev 1 YN TG KivijoEwS
Endtegov adTdV: fj Yoo T@V Ppuoel T fj 1OV &md Sovoiag
aitiov et gotwy . . .28 But the cause of the mogd ¢uowv is
clearly among deficient material causes, as is evident in many
places, especially in 770bg—19 quoted above.

38 198a2—4: Now of the modes of cause each of these is among those
whence the beginning of motion; for it is always one of the causes by
nature or by thought.
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