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"Aristotle and Chrysippus on the Psychology of Human Action: Criteria for Responsibility"

Priscilla K. Sakezles

F.H. Sandbach argued twenty years ago that we should cease the traditional practice of assuming that the Stoics were influenced by Aristotle, but as David Hahm and Brad Inwood have pointed out in their reviews of Sandbach’s monograph,
 he was not successful in proving the absence of influence. Perhaps his greatest contribution is that he “has laid down a clearly articulated methodological principle, namely, to take each doctrine individually and ask whether it is most easily explained as a development of Aristotle’s words or thought” (Hahm, 309). For the most part, scholars have ignored the challenge of this principle. One commonly sees observations of the similarities and differences between Aristotle and the Stoics in works on one or the other, but there has been little systematic comparison.  In “Aristotle and Chrysippus on the Physiology of Human Action,” I argued that the Stoics were influenced by Aristotle’s peculiar physiological theory of action. I continue my response to Sandbach’s implicit challenge in this paper, where I address the similarities between the Aristotelian and Stoic theories of the psychological (as opposed to physiological) dimension of human action, particularly their criteria for holding adults responsible for their actions. I claim no great originality in my interpretations of Aristotelian and Stoic doctrine. I am especially indebted to the excellent recent work by Susanne Bobzien on the Stoics and Susan Suavé Meyer on Aristotle. My contribution is to make explicit the similarities between the Aristotelian and Stoic theories of responsibility, to further illuminate their relationship and the possible roots of the Stoic theory.

Despite obvious differences in the Aristotelian and Stoic theories of responsibility, there is surprisingly a deeper structural similarity between the two. The most obvious difference, of course, is that Aristotle is (apparently) a libertarian and the Stoics are determinists. Aristotle holds us responsible (that is, we can be praised or blamed, rewarded or punished) for all our "voluntary" actions, which are defined by two criteria: 1) the "origin" or cause of the action must be "in us" (meaning it is some desire on our part which is the direct cause of the action), and 2) we must be aware of what we are doing. An "involuntary" action, for which we are not responsible, is one that fails to meet either one of these two criteria. What makes Aristotle appear to be a libertarian is his insistence that all voluntary actions are "in our power" or "up to us" to do or not to do, that is, we could do otherwise. 

As determinists the Stoics cannot admit this sort of freedom to do otherwise, but they still consider the agent to be a vital link in the chain of events, so they redefine what is "in our power" as what comes about "through us," and what comes about through us is anything caused by our own impulse and assent. An "impression" is the first necessary condition for action, and is a sort of image of the object stimulating one to act. The right sort of impression activates the agent's "impulse," an internal movement of soul or mind, which is the direct cause of action. But impulse is always accompanied by "assent," the mind's affirming the truth of the proposition that we ought to go after the object stimulating our impulse. Thus, since assent is a necessary condition for action, we always act knowing what we are doing. 

Aristotle believes we are responsible for all our voluntary actions; the Stoics hold us responsible for whatever comes about "through us," that is, whatever is caused by our impulse and assent. The terminology is different, but I conclude that the Stoic and Aristotelian classes of what one is responsible for are coextensive, and their criteria defining responsible actions are nearly identical (where impulse provides the internal origin of the action and assent provides the awareness of what is being done). The only significant difference is that Aristotle claims such actions are in our power to do or not to do while the Stoics say that such actions are fated and predetermined (by our internal nature as well as external factors). However, the final analysis will show that even this difference is not as great as it seems.

 Part I of this paper will discuss Aristotle's conception of actions for which we are responsible; Part II will discuss the early Stoic conception, with an emphasis on the views of Chrysippus, the third head of the Stoa;
 Part III will draw together the similarities, and compare their views on responsibility for character.

I. ARISTOTLE'S THEORY OF RESPONSIBILITY

Aristotle defines the voluntary (to hekousion) and the involuntary (to akousion) in Nicomachean Ethics 3.1. He says this distinction is important for deciding on which actions we should bestow praise and blame, and honor and punishment:

Since excellence [or “virtue,” aretē] is concerned with passions and actions, and on voluntary passions and actions praise and blame are bestowed, on those that are involuntary forgiveness, and sometimes also pity, to distinguish the voluntary and the involuntary is presumably necessary for those who are studying excellence and useful also for legislators with a view to the assigning both of honors and of punishments. (1109b30-35)

It is unclear so far just what the relation is between actions which are voluntary and ones for which we are praised and blamed. Does Aristotle mean that all voluntary actions are subject to blame and praise, which would make voluntary action a sufficient condition for action for which the agent is responsible? Aristotle considers animals and children to be capable of voluntary action (though not of choice and deliberation, or virtue), so they would also be responsible for what they voluntarily do. Or does Aristotle mean merely that voluntariness is one necessary condition for responsibility? Part of the problem indicated by this question is the ambiguity of the term “responsible.” One can distinguish mere causal responsibility from a much more serious moral responsibility.
 Animals and children are obviously causally responsible for certain of their actions, but just as obviously they are not morally responsible for such actions. This is because an agent must be capable of moral behavior, that is, behavior characterized by virtues or vices, in order to be morally responsible. And only adult humans are capable of possessing virtue and vice, because these are rational dispositions. Hence, a man who tortures an animal may rightly be called cruel, and censored or punished for his actions. But a cat that tortures a mouse can only be called cruel by analogy to human behavior. The cat does cause the mouse’s pain, but it cannot fairly be blamed or punished, because it lacks a faculty of rational choice. And a young child who tortures a cat certainly causes the cat’s pain, and acts voluntarily by Aristotle’s standards (presuming he “knows what he is doing” in the specified way), but still is not held morally responsible and punished as the man would be. So for Aristotle voluntariness is a necessary condition for moral responsibility, but not sufficient.
 Therefore, I will first address his criteria for the voluntary and the involuntary, and then his conception of choice.

An action is involuntary if it occurs either “by reason of ignorance” (di’ agnoian) or “by compulsion” (bia, 1109b35-1110a1). "Compulsion" is a force outside the agent: "that is compulsory of which the moving principle [or origin—archē] is outside, being a principle in which nothing is contributed by the person who acts or is acted upon" (1110a1-3). Aristotle's examples suggest that he is thinking of literal physical force: being pushed by the wind or being in someone else's power. He insists that action done by compulsion and unwillingly (akontes) is always accompanied by pain (1110b11-12), and in Rhetoric 1.10 he says "those things happen through compulsion which take place contrary to the desire (epithumian) or reason of the agents themselves" (1369b5-6). This suggests what Aristotle makes even clearer in On the Motion of Animals 6: to say the origin of action is within the agent means that it is the agent's desire for something that causes the action. Since the agent's desire helps make an action voluntary, Aristotle will not allow the lure of "pleasant and noble objects" to make an action involuntary by reason of compulsion, because then all actions would be compulsory and involuntary since all people do everything they do for the sake of the (at least apparently) pleasant and noble (1110b9-11). 

An action counts as involuntary by reason of ignorance only when it is the particular circumstances surrounding the action that are not known, for instance, what the agent is doing, what he is doing it with, who he is doing it to, etc. (1111a3-6). For instance, one might unknowingly reveal something that was a secret, or think one’s son was an enemy, or think that a pointed spear had a button on it, or give someone a potion to save him, but really kill him (1111a9-15). Ignorance of what is good or right is not an excuse (1110b30-1111a1). But even an action done by reason of ignorance qualifies as involuntary (akousion) only if the agent feels pain and regret upon discovering what he did. The action of an agent who feels no regret is called merely non-voluntary (ouk hekousion): since he did not know what he was doing his action cannot be called voluntary, but since he feels no pain it cannot be called involuntary, so he gets his own name (1110b18-24). Aristotle does not say whether the non-voluntary agent is considered blameworthy and so deserving of punishment. 

A further distinction is made between ignorance as a proximate cause and remote cause of action:

“Acting by reason of ignorance (di’ agnoian) seems also to be different from acting in ignorance (tou agnoounta); for the man who is drunk or in a rage is thought to act as a result not of ignorance (ou di’ agnoian) but of one of the causes mentioned, yet not knowingly (ouk eidōs) but in ignorance (agnoōn)” (1110b24-27). As Aristotle indicates elsewhere, the drunk is responsible for whatever he does when inebriated, because he himself is responsible for getting in that condition. So it seems that only action done by reason of ignorance in this strict sense counts as involuntary and so not punishable. Action done in ignorance, for instance, killing someone in a drunken rage, seems to be as punishable as true voluntary action even if the agent does feel pain and regret.
 Actions done in ignorance are not voluntary per se, because they fail to meet the knowledge requirement, but they are treated the same as the voluntary. And in general, actions done by reason of anger or passion (thumos) or appetite (epithumia) are not rightly called involuntary (1111a24-25), because passion and appetite are species of desire, and desire is the ultimate origin of voluntary action.
 An action is voluntary, then, when it satisfies both of these requirements: first, the origin of the action is within the agent, meaning it is some sort of desire on his part which causes him to act, and second, he is aware of the particular circumstances involved (1111a22-24).
 

Many actions are "mixed," for instance throwing a ship’s cargo overboard in a storm. These sorts of action are not choice worthy in themselves--they are "in the abstract perhaps involuntary" (1110a18)--but in the particular circumstances they are choice worthy for the sake of some end such as saving lives. The terms "voluntary" and "involuntary," Aristotle says, "must be used with reference to the moment of action" (1110a14-15). There may be a sense in which circumstances "force" you to do something you would not choose to do in itself, but still it is your choice. The captain could refuse to jettison his cargo and thus sacrifice the lives of his crew. Hence the origin of the action is in him, he knows what he is doing, and so the action is voluntary. Aristotle explains:

Now the man acts voluntarily; for the principle that moves the instrumental parts of the body in such actions [i.e., mixed actions] is in him (en auto), and the things of which the moving principle is in a man himself are in his power (ep’ auto) to do or not to do. Such actions, therefore, are voluntary, but in the abstract perhaps involuntary; for no one would choose any such act in itself. (1110a15-19, my emphasis)

This passage makes two very important points. First, the reason the captain’s action is voluntary is because “the principle that moves the instrumental parts of the body…is in him.” This principle is desire, and it moves the instrumental parts of the body by a complex mechanical process involving the heating and expansion of pneuma in the heart region that pushes the muscles, ultimately moving the limbs.
 This stresses how important it is to Aristotle that the origin of action be literally internal to the agent, as opposed to external. Second, “the things of which the moving principle is in a man himself are in his power to do or not to do.” Here voluntary action and what is "in our power" is associated with a genuine option: the agent can choose between alternative actions, even if one of them is in itself undesirable. This important passage claims that any action whose origin is in the agent is an action that is in his power (ep’ auto) to perform or refrain from performing. Aristotle repeats this point as of great significance a bit later: “where it is in our power (eph’ hēmin) to act it is also in our power not to act, and vice versa” (113b7-8). 
 Aristotle has just defined compulsion as when the origin is outside the agent and he contributes nothing (1110a1-3). A non-compulsory or "free" action would then be one in which the origin is in the agent and he contributes at least something. So it seems that Aristotle considers all such non-compulsory, free actions to be up to the agent to perform or refrain from performing. This certainly sounds as if Aristotle is saying the voluntary agent could do otherwise than he actually does, and this is what makes Aristotle appear to be a libertarian.

Even though Aristotle believes that animals and children are capable of voluntary action, throughout his discussion of the voluntary and involuntary he speaks only of adult humans. And when he first introduces the topic in NE 3.1, he says that distinguishing the voluntary and involuntary is necessary first for those studying virtue and second for legislators for assigning honor and punishment (1109b30-35, quoted above). Both these reasons involve only adult humans. In NE 3.2-3 Aristotle turns his analysis to the activity peculiar to adult humans, “choice” (proairesis). Choice is a sort of voluntary action, but not the same thing as the voluntary (1111b6-8). Aristotle first notes that "wish" (boulēsis) is technically desire for an end, for something we want for itself rather than as a means to something else. We can wish for things that are impossible (for instance, immortality) or that we cannot achieve by our own efforts (for instance, that a particular athlete should win a contest); however, we can deliberate about, and so choose, only things that are in our own power (eph’ hēmin) to do. In his discussion of the appropriate object of choice, Aristotle freely alternates between the phrases “eph’ hēmin” (1112a31, 1113a10 and 11, translated by Ross as “in our power”) and “di’ hēmōn” and its variants (1112a30, 33 and 34, 1112b3 and 27; translated “by our own efforts,” “by their own efforts,” “depends on man”). We will see in Part II that, according to Alexander, the Stoics distinguished these phrases in an important way.

Once the end is fixed by wish in a particular context, one deliberates about how it is to be attained. With the end in mind, one tries to find the best and easiest way to produce it. One works backwards from end to means, to means to that means, until one reaches a "first cause" (1112b19)--an action one is capable of taking. If one brings the means back to oneself but it is something impossible for one to do, then one must give up that end. Not all our wishes can be fulfilled. If the first cause appears possible, one attempts it. Aristotle says of choice itself:

The same thing is deliberated upon and is chosen, except that the object of choice is already determinate, since it is that which has been decided upon as a result of deliberation that is the object of choice. For every one ceases to inquire how he is to act when he has brought the moving principle back to himself and to the ruling part (to hēgoumenon) of himself; for this is what chooses.
. . .The object of choice being one of the things in our own power which is desired after deliberation, choice will be deliberate desire of things in our own power; for when we have decided as a result of deliberation, we desire in accordance with our deliberation. (1113a2-12)

Aristotle says in De Interpretatione 9 that “there would be no need to deliberate or to take trouble” if everything happens of necessity (18b26-33). De Interpretatione, considered one of Aristotle's early works, seems to indicate that he was aware of a "problem of determinism."  But he dismisses the thesis that everything happens of necessity (19a18-19) as "absurd" because it seems to him obvious that the future, far from being fixed or predetermined or necessary, consists largely of possibilities, and which possibilities will be realized depends on what agents choose to do. Aristotle thinks that if the sentence "There will be a sea-battle tomorrow" is true, then there must necessarily be a sea-battle tomorrow; and conversely, if the sentence is false then it is impossible that a sea-battle will occur tomorrow.  By this reasoning it seems that any future event of which a true or false affirmation is predicable is either necessary or impossible, implying that such events occur necessarily.  Aristotle's response is to deny that such future contingent propositions have truth values.  This "argument from truth to necessity," as it is often called (it is also called the sea-battle argument), has been a source of great contention ever since Aristotle first formulated it in De Int. 9.  Epicurus, also wanting to avoid fatalism, agreed that such sentences are neither true nor false, and was ridiculed.
  The Stoics accepted the deterministic consequence that Aristotle foresaw, and insisted that all propositions do have a truth value.
  I believe that Aristotle’s sea-battle argument is meant to show the consequences for logic of genuine contingency, specifically the efficacy of human deliberation and choice.  
Aristotle’s entire analysis of deliberation and choice in the Nicomachean Ethics indicates that he believes a chosen action, since it is a type of voluntary action, is contingent, more specifically that it is in the agent's power to do or not to do. However, this seems to be contradicted by the text of NE 3.5 describing the determinateness and intractibility of mature character (1114a11-23). Aristotle is here defending the view that virtue and vice, and moral character in general, are voluntary. The argument is simple: "Now if it is in our power to do noble or base acts, and likewise in our power not to do them, and this was what being good or bad meant, then it is in our power to be virtuous or vicious" (1113b11-14). And of course, as he has said repeatedly, the antecedent is true. He notes that the actions of both legislators and private individuals support this view, because they punish people for wicked acts that are not the result of compulsion or excusable ignorance, and they honor people for noble acts. Aristotle tells us that law and common opinion also support holding people responsible for their ignorance when it is the result of carelessness: for instance, penalties are doubled when someone commits a wrong as a result of ignorance due to drunkenness (1113b30-1114a3). 

He then considers the objection that someone just may be a careless sort of person, as if this were an excuse. But since it is particular activities that make one’s character, the careless man is himself responsible for becoming that kind of man. Aristotle insists that only a “thoroughly senseless person” would not realize that particular actions produce the corresponding character (1114a10).  His explanation is worth quoting at length:

But if without being ignorant a man does the things which will make him unjust, he will be unjust voluntarily. Yet it does not follow that if he wishes he will cease to be unjust and will be just. For neither does the man who is ill become well on those terms. We may suppose a case in which he is ill voluntarily, through living incontinently and disobeying his doctors. In that case it was then open to him not to be ill, but not now, when he has thrown away his chance, just as when you have let a stone go it is too late to recover it; but yet it was in your power to throw it, since the moving principle was in you. So, too, to the unjust and to the self-indulgent man it was open at the beginning not to become men of this kind, and so they are unjust and self-indulgent voluntarily; but now that they have become so it is not possible for them not to be so. (1114a12-21, my emphasis)

Aristotle describes character as self-created: performing particular actions repeatedly causes one to have the corresponding character, and since one is responsible for performing those actions one is also responsible for having the sort of character one does.
 This passage, and especially the last line, seems to say that a settled moral character is unchangeable, and so the corresponding actions would follow of necessity from that character (that is, an unjust man could not help but commit unjust acts).
 

Thus NE 3.1-5, containing Aristotle's theory of responsibility, appears to contain a serious tension, if not a contradiction. On the one hand, Aristotle insists that all voluntary actions are truly contingent in that they are "up to us" to do or not to do, and this would include all chosen actions. On the other hand, one may reach the point where one's character is so set that one can no longer change ("it is not possible for <the unjust man> not to be <unjust>,” 1114a23); in this case Aristotle seems to be denying that it is still "up to" the agent to do or not to do certain actions. In "Aristotle's Compatibilism in the Nicomachean Ethics" Stephen Everson uses the latter point, among others, to argue that Aristotle is really a compatibilist, not a libertarian. Everson argues that Aristotle believes that “actions are both caused and necessitated by the agent’s beliefs and desires” (91). Referring to the text cited above comparing the unjust man to the sick man, Everson says “How an agent responds to the world at any moment is not open to him to decide: his responses arise from his character and he cannot change that, at least not in any immediate way” (95). How can this determinism be reconciled with Aristotle’s claim that voluntary action is “up to” the agent to do or not to do? Everson suggests the translation of ehp’ hēmin as “up to the agent” or “in the agent’s power” is misleading, and a more neutral translation would be “dependent on” the agent. Everson argues that Aristotle’s point is that the occurrence of the agent’s action “is to be causally explained by reference to his desires and beliefs” (90). When Aristotle says an action is up to the agent to do or not to do, this merely means the agent has causal responsibility for the action, not that given the circumstances, the agent’s desires and beliefs, etc., the agent’s action is still open and he could do otherwise.

 To further support this interpretation, Everson cites other deterministic-sounding texts. In On the Motion of Animals, Aristotle’s most general account of animal (including human) motion, “he says explicitly that animal motion is necessitated: ‘So that when, because of perception, the area around the origin is altered and changes, the adjacent parts change also, expanding and contracting, so that by these means animal motion necessarily comes about’ (702b21-5, trans. Nussbaum 1978)” (91). In an earlier chapter of this work, Aristotle “speaks of the psychological states of an agent in terms of being sufficient conditions for action: ‘For example, whenever someone thinks that every man should take walks, and that he is a man, at once he takes a walk. Or if he thinks that no man should take a walk now, and that he is a man, at once he remains at rest. And he does both of these things, if nothing prevents or compels him’ (701a12-16)” (91). Meyer does not argue for a determinist reading of Aristotle, yet her description of him is strikingly similar to Everson’s. She says the agent’s state of character “determines at what objects one will become angry, how angry one will get, and what, if anything, one will do as a result of being angry. So the presence of an object toward which one is disposed to be angry in a particular way is sufficient to precipitate that particular manifestation of anger” (Aristotle on Moral Responsibility, 156). Furthermore, Everson says, Aristotle’s account of the practical syllogism in N.E. 7.3 indicates that one’s actions are necessitated by one’s beliefs. Regarding the conclusion of this sort of syllogism, Aristotle says “the soul…must immediately act (for instance if everything sweet ought to be tasted, and this is sweet,…the man who can act and is not restrained must at the same time act accordingly) (1147a28-31). 

In a footnote (91, n.22), Everson suggests that Metaphysics 9.5 comes very close to saying that all actions are necessitated. Aristotle is here discussing the potentialities of rational versus non-rational things, and says the former are capable of producing contrary effects, while the latter can produce only one effect. He says that what decides which of the contrary effects will in fact be produced by the former is “desire or choice. For whichever of two things the animal desires decisively, it will do, when it is in the circumstances appropriate to the potentiality in question and meets the passive object. Therefore everything which has a rational potentiality, when it desires that for which it has a potentiality and in the circumstances in which it has it, must do this” (1048a10-15). In the same note, Everson quotes Sorabji, who defends a libertarian interpretation of Aristotle in his Necessity, Cause and Blame,
 as admitting that in Metaphysics 6.3 “it is implied that whatever is caused is necessitated (1980, 240).” This chapter is notoriously difficult, but does seem to say that one set of causes will necessitate one effect, and if another set of causes obtains it will necessitate a different effect. 

“Will this be or not?—Yes, if this happens; and if not, not. And this will happen if something else does….This man, then, will die by violence, if he goes out; and he will do this if he is thirsty; and he will be thirsty if something else happens; and thus we shall come to that which is now present, or to some past event. For instance, he will go out if he is thirsty; and he will be thirsty if he is eating something pungent; and this is either the case or not; so that he will of necessity die, or not die. (1027a32-b6)

One must admit that there is a tension in Aristotle’s philosophy between determinism and libertarianism. There are various ways to deal with this tension. We may, with Everson, emphasize the deterministic passages and reinterpret whatever conflicts with them
 to be consistent with determinism. We may, with Sorabji, emphasize the libertarian passages and reinterpret whatever conflicts with them to be consistent with libertarianism. Both strategies are problematic, because a point comes where the reinterpretation required to achieve consistency is simply unpersuasive. No one likes the third option of claiming that Aristotle is simply inconsistent. (Sorabji says that elsewhere in Aristotle’s philosophy, particularly in NE 3.5, the view of Metaphysics 6.3 that whatever is caused is necessitated “is quietly forgotten” (240).) Perhaps the truth is a variation on this option: Aristotle is ambivalent. Whether Aristotle was conscious of a philosophical problem concerning determinism and responsibility is controversial, as is the question of the precise difference between him and his Hellenistic successors. Much has been written recently addressing the development of the “free will problem” from its Aristotelian roots.
 It seems plausible that Aristotle kept bumping up against the problem, without self-consciously realizing its full implications. As this is a claim about Aristotle’s mental attitude, it cannot be proven. But it does make sense of the evidence, which otherwise would seem contradictory. 

The significance of this issue for my present argument is in the degree of Aristotle’s similarity to the Stoics. If Everson is correct, then Aristotle is the first compatibilist, and the Stoics followed him in endorsing this view. But I think Everson goes a bit farther than the evidence supports. Aristotle has compatibilist tendencies and libertarian tendencies. Epicurus follows one, the Stoics the other. I am content with this more modest claim.

II. THE STOIC THEORY OF RESPONSIBILITY

Let us first consider a bit of background. The early Stoics are thoroughgoing determinists, meaning that they consider every event to be the inevitable consequence of its antecedent causes. "Fate" refers to the totality of these causal connections in nature, which include human actions, and, arguably, even thoughts and feelings.
 They believe the entire sequence of causes and effects that constitute our world order is the only possible sequence that could, in fact, occur. They are pantheists and materialists, equating God, Zeus, necessity, fate, and reason with the whole material world. The world and everything in it is composed of both an active and a passive principle.
 The active principle is pneuma, a combination of air and fire, while the passive principle is a combination of water and earth. It is the “tension” (hexis) of pneuma within an object that makes it the kind of object it is: inanimate objects contain pneuma as mere hexis, plants as “nature” (phusis), non-rational animals as soul (psychē), and humans as reason (logos). Each level of being also includes the lower forms of hexis (as for Aristotle more complex forms of soul include the less complex forms, On the Soul 2.2). Fate, God, etc., are associated specifically with pneuma, but since the active and passive principles are thoroughly combined in everything that exists, Fate and God are coextensive with everything. God is both intelligent and good, and so makes the world the best it can possibly be. The early Stoics also believe in eternal recurrence: the present sequence of cause-effect in which we exist will end with the world's conflagration, then begin all over again, exactly the same in every detail, and this cycle will be repeated for all eternity. 

As seen in Part I, Aristotle believes that all voluntary actions are in our power or up to us (eph’ hēmin) to do or not to do. The Stoics specifically deny this Aristotelian doctrine, arguing that ta eph’ hēmin does not refer to such options. Rather, they insist that virtue and vice are "in our power" and we can be praised and blamed for our actions, because they define ta eph’ hēmin as what comes about through us—di’ hēmōn.
 What comes about through us is just as necessary, fated and inescapable as every other event in the cosmos, yet we can be held responsible for these actions because they occur by means of the internal causes impulse and assent (hormē and sugkatathesis, to be examined below). Nemesius, attacking Chrysippus and Philopater, denies their view that “what happens through us by fate” (to di’ hēmōn hupo tēs heimarmenēs) is the same as what “depends on us” (eph’ hēmin).
 This Alexander text is the only one that claims that the Stoics redefined what is “up to us” as what happens “through us,” and one may be suspicious of Alexander’s testimony considering that his agenda is to refute Stoic determinism via his interpretation of Aristotle. However, the literature on Alexander’s reliability is considerable. Bobzien says, “The overall reliability of the text [On Fate] as a source for Stoic theory is high” (Determinism and Freedom, 360), and “The Stoic compatibilist position [the one attacked by Alexander in On Fate] is orthodox and stands in the Chrysippean tradition” (“The Inadvertent Conception,” 137).
 And Meyer argues that Alexander is mistaken in portraying Aristotle as a libertarian incompatibilist, and believes that “Aristotle would find the Stoic position much more congenial than Alexander recognizes” (“Moral Responsibility: Aristotle and After,” 225). Despite these qualifications, I will continue to speak as if Chrysippus redefined what is “up to us” as what happens “through us,” specifically through our impulse and assent, because I believe this equation accurately depicts the spirit of Chrysippus’ view. 

Alexander reports that the Stoics believe that animate and inanimate things all do what they do of necessity, but "necessity" means not compulsion but rather the incapacity of a thing to act or move contrary to its nature. But there is an important difference between the natures of animate and inanimate things. Animals move in accordance with impulse, but this movement is brought about by fate through the animal. Alexander explains:

They say that the motions brought about by fate through animals are "in the power of" the animals (epi tois zōois). In terms of necessity their motions are like everything else, since for them too the external causes must, at the time, be present of necessity, with the result that in some such way it is of necessity that they enact their self-propelled motion in accordance with impulse. But because these motions come about through impulse and assent, whereas the motions of those other things [inanimate things] come about because of weight, heat or some other cause, they call this motion "in the power of" the animals, but do not call each of those others "in the power of" the stone, or the fire.

This text suggests that the Stoic doctrine of impulse and assent is supposed to explain how determinism can be compatible with some things being somehow "in our power." Let us then examine how impulse and assent cause human action.
 

The first necessary condition for action is receiving an impression. According to Chrysippus, "an impression is a printing in the soul: i.e., an alteration,"
 which occurs specifically in the material pneuma of the soul in the commanding-faculty or mind located in the heart. To have an impression is merely to be aware of a sensory or non-sensory idea, and this is a necessary condition for action because the Stoics consider all action to be in response to stimuli from the environment. To take the further step of affirming or believing that something is or is not the case involves assent. Assent is in the first place an epistemic activity, that is, it is a matter of affirming that something is true or false; but what is more important for present purposes is the fact that the Stoics consider assent to be a necessary condition for impulse and action: "Without assent there is neither action nor impulsion."
 In the case of action, the agent assents to a proposition of the form "I ought to do x," where x describes the proposed action. According to Cicero, Zeno claims that assent is "located within us and voluntary" (in nobis positam et voluntariam),
 and Chrysippus refers to assent as "in our power" (in nostra potestate).
 

“Impulse” (hormē) is what directly stimulates action.
 Certain impressions trigger impulse, and in impulse the soul or mind "goes towards [the object], eager to seize and reach it."
 All of a human's impulses are rational, while animal impulses are non-rational, rational impulse being defined as "a movement of thought towards something in the sphere of action."
 The contrary of impulse is called "repulsion" (aphormē), a movement away from something. On the face of it, impulse sounds like Aristotle's "desire" (orexis). The term hormē occurs in Aristotle as nearly synonymous with orexis.
 The term orexis is very rare in the evidence for Stoic philosophy; "appetite" (epithumia) occurs several times, and is apparently the same as in Aristotle and Plato, but there is no evidence to indicate that it is equivalent to orexis.
 Perhaps the Stoics consciously adopted the term "hormē" because its common and Aristotelian meaning fit their purposes, but it was little used by Aristotle; and perhaps they specifically relegated "orexis" to a lesser and ill-defined role to distance themselves from Aristotle's similar theory. 

The Stoics claim humans are rational through and through, so that there are no irrational parts in our soul, as in Platonic psychology. It follows that all human impulses are rational. So how do the Stoics account for vice? They say that some impulses are "excessive" and "disobedient to reason," and such impulses are called "passions" (pathē).
 A passion is not an "emotion" in our sense, but rather refers specifically to an excessive impulse, which is always bad. Tad Brennan argues that “vicious motivation” is a more accurate translation, as the Stoic theory of pathē is a theory of the motivations of vicious behavior (34). There are four genera of pathē: desire (epithumia), fear (phobos), pleasure (hēdonē), and pain (lupē), and all other particular pathē are species of these.
 The Stoics countenance certain emotional responses as appropriate impulses, as long as they are not excessive; these are termed eupathai, good emotions, and have three genera: joy (chara), volition (boulēsis), and caution (eulabeia).
 Since all human impulses are rational, passions are also: 

Passion is no different from reason, and there is no dissension and conflict between the two, but a turning of the single reason in both directions, which we do not notice owing to the sharpness and speed of the change. . . . Appetite and anger and fear and all such things are corrupt opinions and judgements, which do not arise about just one part of the soul but are the whole commanding-faculty's inclinations, yieldings, assents and impulses."
  

So even though the Stoics have no place for irrational impulses that would be parallel to Aristotle's irrational desires, their concept of "passions" fills this role.

Regarding the relation between impulse and assent, there is some controversy. Some read the Stoics as positing a temporal sequence which goes from impression to assent to impulse to action.
 But there are in fact no texts which clearly suggest that assent temporally precedes impulse. Stobaeus reports that "all impulses are acts of assent" (my emphasis), but are differentiated by their objects: "propositions are the objects of acts of assent, but impulses are directed toward predicates, which are contained in a sense in the propositions."
 This suggests that, rather than there being two separate acts, there is a single phenomenon with two aspects: a person's response to the right sort of impression involves (perhaps simultaneously) assenting to the proposition "I ought to do x" and impulsion towards the predicate "to do x."

The Stoic picture of the origin of action looks then like this: a person is stimulated by an "appropriate" object, for instance, an apple (which would be healthy to eat), and receives an impression of it. The commanding-faculty assents to the proposition that this is an apple and so ought to be eaten, and the soul or commanding-faculty "moves towards" the predicate "to eat the apple," and this internal movement is impulse. The impulse is then translated (via the soul pneuma) into bodily movement, presuming there is no external impediment. This bodily movement is “in our power” because it was caused by our own impulse and assent. But both our impulse and assent, and the external stimulus of the impression, were fated, and so according to the above Alexander text, in a certain sense our action came about of necessity just as fire of necessity burns.

However, other texts distinguish necessity and fate, and Chrysippus seems especially concerned to show that we are responsible for our actions even though they are fated. The most important text to this effect is Cicero’s On Fate 39-45, where a distinction of two types of causes justifies Chrysippus’ view that all events are fated insofar as they have antecedent causes, but not all events are necessitated. The context is that Cicero is portraying Chrysippus as an “unofficial umpire” (39) between two extreme views. On the one hand are those who hold that “all things come about by fate, in such a way that that fate applied the force of necessity” (39). Cicero includes Democritus, Heraclitus, Empedocles, and Aristotle in this group.
 On the other hand are those who hold that “there are voluntary motions of our minds, free from all fate” (39). No one is named here, but in 46 Cicero proceeds to attack Epicurus for introducing the swerve to avoid fatalism, so perhaps he is the proponent of the second view. Thus Cicero sees Chrysippus as the middle ground in an old battle between necessitarianism and libertarianism (to use our modern terms).
 The two types of causes are “complete and primary” (perfectae et principales), and “auxiliary and proximate” (adiuvantes et proximae (41)). Chrysippus claims that to say that all things come about through fate by antecedent causes means only that they come about by auxiliary and proximate causes, not by the complete and primary type.

 (42) He thinks that he can easily explain the statement that acts of assent come about by prior causes. For although assent cannot occur unless it is prompted by an impression, nevertheless, since it has that impression as its proximate, not its primary, cause, Chrysippus wants it to have the rationale which I mentioned just now. He does not want assent, at least, to be able to occur without the stimulus of some external force (for assent must be prompted by an impression). But he resorts to his cylinder and spinning-top: these cannot begin to move without a push; but once that has happened, he holds that it is thereafter through their own nature that the cylinder rolls and the top spins. (43) "Hence," he says, "just as the person who pushed the cylinder gave it its beginning of motion but not its capacity for rolling, likewise, although the impression encountered will print and, as it were, emblazon its appearance on the mind, assent will be in our power (adsensio nostra erit in potestate). And assent, just as we said in the case of the cylinder, although prompted from outside, will thereafter move through its own force and nature."

What is obvious in this text is that an instance of human action must be explained in terms of two causal factors. The first causal factor is external to the agent, is an impression, and is specifically identified as a “proximate” cause. The second causal factor is internal to the agent, and by analogy with the cylinder and spinning-top, it is the “nature” of the body that moves or the agent that acts. The standard interpretation is that these two causal factors correspond to the distinction between “auxiliary and proximate” causes and “complete and primary” causes, the first (external) cause being identified with the former, and the second (internal) cause being identified with the latter.
 Bobzien has argued against this view, and her interpretation is that the first and second causal factors are both auxiliary and proximate causes, both are antecedent causes, both must cooperate in an instance of human action, neither necessitates the human action, and the second causal factor—the agent’s “nature”—bears primary responsibility for the resulting action.
 She believes that Chrysippus’ point is that our actions would be necessary only if their causes were of the complete and primary type, which they are not. Personally, I find Bobzien’s argument against the standard interpretation convincing. However, I do not believe that the choice of interpretations will affect my main argument about the similarities between Chrysippus and Aristotle. 

The first causal factor is an external stimulus that is a necessary but not sufficient condition for its effect, as a push is required for the cylinder to roll and an impression of an external object must exist to prompt assent. The second causal factor is the internal nature which determines how something or someone responds to external stimuli; for instance, the cause of the cylinder's rolling is its "own nature," its "capacity for rolling," which would seem to be its round shape. It is less clear exactly what the second causal factor is in the case of human action. It may be the act of assent itself (after being prompted by an impression, assent thereafter moves "through its own force and nature"), or it may be the agent's moral nature, which makes him assent as he does. 

Aulus Gellius further illuminates this issue where he records the same cylinder analogy. He stresses that Chrysippus believes we are responsible for our actions because they are the result of internal causes--the "peculiar quality" of our minds, which obviously refers to the second causal factor. He notes that Chrysippus' critics object that if "all things are set in motion and directed by fate, and the course of fate and its coils cannot be turned aside or evaded," then it is unjust to condemn people for their sins.
 That is, we should not blame people for their actions if those actions are fated to occur. Chrysippus responds to this objection by claiming that “our minds' own degree of regulation by fate depends on their peculiar quality” (proprietas eorum est ipsa et qualitas, Attic Nights 7.2.8). People who are lucky to start off with “healthy and beneficial” minds tend to fare well, while those cursed with bad minds “plunge themselves into continual wrongdoings” (ibid.). Aulus Gellius reports Chrysippus’ response to his critics:

(11) "Just as," he says, "if you push a stone cylinder on steeply sloping ground, you have produced the cause and beginning of its forward motion, but soon it rolls forward not because you are still making it do so, but because such are its form and smooth-rolling shape--so too the order, rationale and necessity of fate sets in motion the actual types of causes and their beginnings, but the deliberative impulses of our minds and our actual actions are controlled by our own individual will and intellect." (12) In accordance with this he then says (and these are his actual words): "Hence the Pythagoreans are right to say 'You will learn that men have chosen their own troubles,' meaning that the harm they suffer lies in each individual's own hands (par’ autous ginomenon), and that it is in accordance with their impulse and their own mentality (dianoian) and character (<dia> thesin) that they go wrong and are harmed."
 

Chrysippus concludes that the wicked cannot blame fate for their misdeeds because “their own recklessness” is really to blame (13). 

Nothing in this account suggests that we can ever do otherwise than what we in fact do. Our actions are the result of fate, they are the inevitable effects of various sorts of antecedent causes. But we can be praised and condemned for our actions because their causes are in us: as Gellius puts it, they are "controlled by our own individual will (voluntas) and intellect" (11);
 and Chrysippus himself says they come about through ourselves (par’ autous ginomenon) and are in accordance with our impulse and mentality and character (12). Wrongdoers should be punished because their misdeeds are attributable to "their own recklessness" (13). This text suggests that we each act as we do because of the "peculiar quality" of our mind.
 Healthy minds are the source of good actions, and coarse, ignorant minds are the source of wrongdoing, just as the cylinder's round shape is the source of its rolling. This sounds as if it is our nature or character, or the peculiar quality of our mind, which is the cause of our actions and which determines what our impulses and assents will be. 

Regardless of the precise meaning of "peculiar quality,"
 we should note that whatever the mental quality is which determines our actions, it is, like everything else, bestowed by Zeus/fate and cannot be other than it is. But apparently Chrysippus does not care whether our character or nature could be otherwise—“being otherwise” and “being able to do otherwise” just are not relevant. What is important to the issue of the attribution of moral responsibility is merely the question of whether the agent’s nature, as opposed to an external force, caused the action in question. Different natures may respond to the same external stimuli differently: the cylinder will roll straight down an incline when pushed, but the spinning top will weave an uneven, looping path. Just so, when an honest person and a dishonest person find a wallet full of money, they will react differently to the same stimuli. Each person’s reaction is caused/fated by his own impulse and assent, which is caused/fated by his own nature, and for Chrysippus that is sufficient to justify praise and blame.

III. SIMILARITIES (and a few differences)

Let us now compare the sorts of actions for which Aristotle and the Stoics hold adults responsible. For an action to be voluntary, Aristotle requires, first, that the agent know what he is doing insofar as he is aware of the particular circumstances involved, or in other words, his description to himself of what he is doing is accurate in all relevant and important ways. Oedipus voluntarily killed the stranger at the crossroads, but he did not voluntarily kill his father, since he did not know the stranger was his father. A doctor who administers a potion meant to cure his patient does not voluntarily kill the patient if an enemy slips poison into the medicine. I think the Stoics would agree on this point, because they insist that every action is preceded by assent, guaranteeing that one always knows what one is doing--or at least thinking one does, since one may assent to a false proposition. The agent assents to the proposition affirming what he believes he is to do. But one can easily assent to a false proposition if the situation is not in reality as one believes it to be. For instance, the Stoics would say the above-mentioned doctor assents to the proposition "I ought to administer this medicine to cure my patient;" he would not and did not assent to poisoning his patient. Thus, it seems the Stoics would not consider one to be the true cause of an action done in ignorance of significant aspects, an action whose accurate description is different from the proposition to which one assented. If this is right, then Aristotle and the Stoics would agree about which actions we are responsible for as far as this first criterion goes. 

While even children are capable of a minimal sort of awareness of what they are doing, sufficient to make their actions voluntary for Aristotle, adults are capable of choosing their actions based upon prior deliberation. It is the rationality required for deliberation and choice that makes adults morally responsible for their actions. But adults are equally responsible for their voluntary actions, even if those actions are not preceded by deliberation and chosen (for instance, actions done on the spur of the moment or in passion). Aristotle does not address this specific point, but I suspect he considers adults morally responsible for voluntary but unchosen acts because they were capable of taking the time to deliberate and choose, and whether or not they did so was the result of their self-created character. 

Stoic action theory cannot be perfectly aligned to Aristotle’s. They do not speak in terms of deliberation and choice. Stoic “assent” is not equivalent to Aristotelian “choice,” because it does not require prior deliberation about alternatives, means and ends, etc. (although, in reality, surely a Stoic goes through some such reasoning process).
 However, Stoic assent does seem equivalent to Aristotle’s knowledge requirement for voluntary action in the case of adults, though not children or animals. My present point is that if one were constructing the classes of actions for which Aristotle and Chrysippus hold adults morally responsible, then 1) the classes would include the same actions, and 2) the first criterion describing why these actions are included are nearly equivalent in meaning.

Regarding the second criterion, Aristotle requires that the origin of the action be in the agent, meaning that the agent's desire for some object is the cause of his action. This can be a rational or non-rational desire, and it can be a pure and unqualified desire or merely a desire for this object as the best alternative, or least evil, available under the circumstances (in the case of mixed actions). The bottom line is that the agent is not physically forced by any external cause, but rather that it is any sort of desire within the agent himself that causes him to perform the act. Chrysippus' view of impulse as well as his distinction between internal and external causes seems to draw the same bottom line.
 The Stoics believe every action is preceded by an impulse, an internal movement towards the desired object; if this impulse is not identical to Aristotle's desire, it is at least very closely analogous. The impulse may be moderate and reasonable, or in the case of passion, excessive and contrary to reason (but not "irrational" per se). It would seem that the only actions not preceded by an impulse within the agent would be compelled actions in which some external force literally moves the agent, and the Stoics certainly do not consider one responsible in this case; these would be the same actions Aristotle counts as involuntary by reason of compulsion. And despite the fact that everything is fated, the agent is still responsible for any action that comes about "through him," that is, due to his own impulse and assent. To say the agent is responsible for any action that comes about through him certainly seems equivalent to Aristotle's making the agent responsible for any action whose origin is within him. So again, the classes of actions for which Aristotle and Chrysippus hold adults responsible are co-extensive, and the second criterion describing why these actions are included in the class are nearly equivalent in meaning.

Finally, there is one last similarity between Aristotle and the Stoics that I want to emphasize, on responsibility for character. It is now a common view among philosophers that responsibility for one’s character is a necessary condition for being responsible for one’s actions.
 Both Aristotle and the Stoics reject this view, at least in its modern form.
 To understand this point, let us first examine their views of how adult character develops.

Both Aristotle and the Stoics acknowledge the influences we call heredity and environment. Regarding heredity, Stoic texts claim that children resemble their parents physically, in character traits, emotions, and dispositions.
  Diogenes Laertius reports that semen “is mixed with parts of the soul, and blended in the same ratio as in the parents.”
  This helps explain the physical basis and origin of hereditary similarity. Aristotle’s account of human reproduction in Generation of Animals 2.3 is similar. It is the “vital heat” in the pneuma in the semen that causes the semen to be productive.
 While the woman’s menstrual fluid provides mere matter, the man’s semen provides the form or soul necessary to create a child. Aristotle says, “when it [the semen] has entered the uterus it puts into form the corresponding residue of the female and moves it with the same movement wherewith it is moved itself” (737a21-23). Both Aristotle and the Stoics explain the similarity of offspring to parent by reference to an aspect of the semen that is transferred to the embryo; for Aristotle it is a movement, for the Stoics a certain ratio of blended elements.

From birth onwards, the child is shaped by environmental factors. Aristotle puts the greatest emphasis on how the child is raised by his parents and other educators. The Stoics recognize the importance of this influence, and also believe environmental factors such as the climate and the stars can help shape one’s character.
 But both agree that the most important factor in character development is the agent’s own contribution. For Aristotle, character is voluntary for precisely the same reason an action is voluntary—the actions that create character originate within us, and we know what we are doing insofar as anyone with any sense realizes that repetitive action creates corresponding dispositions. For the Stoics, our character depends on us for the same reason an action depends on us—it is the result of assent. As Bobzien puts it, “by our own assenting to theoretical and impulsive impressions we acquire beliefs and perform or refrain from certain types of actions, which in the long run will form or alter our ‘habits’ and dispositions” (Determinism and Freedom, p. 295).

While both Aristotle and the Stoics believe we are at least partly responsible for our adult character, insofar as that character “is voluntary” or “depends on us,” neither requires that we be completely responsible for our character. We had no control and no say over the conditions that determined the initial formation of our character: our inherited traits and predispositions, our parents, our socio-economic status, etc. Meyer argues that Aristotle distinguishes two distinct stages of habituation of character, only the second of which is up to the agent. The first she calls the stage of “nurture and care,” when a child’s moral development is controlled by family and society. Aristotle and the Stoics would agree that at this stage the child’s moral character (or potential thereof) is determined by both internal and external factors over which he has no control. The second is the stage of adult life, when the agent’s choice of activities continues to form his state of character.
  About the transition from stage one to stage two, Meyer says, “at a certain point…it is up to the young person himself or herself to undertake the activities that will complete the process of habituation and in the end determine whether he or she becomes virtuous or vicious” (Aristotle on Moral Responsibility, 141). The Stoics likewise identify a stage at which the young person becomes rational and capable of assent (supposedly at age fourteen), and thus acquires responsibility for his character development.

Meyer also distinguishes two levels of responsibility for character, “full” and “qualified.” The former is the view that “the moral quality of an agent’s character is in no way due to factors beyond her control” (126). Meyer argues that Aristotle does not accept this view, though it is a common modern view that this degree of responsibility for character is a necessary condition for holding people responsible for their actions (122). Rather, she argues that Aristotle believes we have only “qualified” responsibility for character, the view that “assuming that one’s upbringing and social context provide one with the information about which sorts of activities are good and bad, it is up to us whether we develop a disposition to perform the good ones rather than the bad ones” (127). Aristotle holds adults responsible for their actions regardless of their situation during the first stage of moral development, “nurture and care,” because he believes qualified responsibility for character is sufficient for holding adults responsible for their actions.

Bobzien’s depiction of the Stoic view of responsibility for character is surprisingly similar to Meyer’s picture of Aristotle. Bobzien considers a hypothetical objection to Chrysippus’ view of responsibility, one she notes is found in modern discussions: Chrysippus says “our actions depend on us because they are determined not by external causes, but by our nature. But our actions can only depend on us if our nature is not in turn determined by external causes….Our nature is at least in part not determined by external causes, but by our own assents, actions, etc. However,…our assents and our actions are determined by our nature.”
 After going through a series of regressions of our actions and our nature depending on us, Bobzien concludes the objection: “We will end with the state of our nature or character as it was at the outset of adulthood, by which our first assents and actions are determined. But the state of our nature then cannot, in turn, depend on us as a result of our assents and actions, since there are no such assents and actions beforehand” (Determinism and Freedom, 298-99). This means that our nature at the outset of adulthood does not depend on us, but must instead be determined by external causes. This objection seems equivalent to what Meyer pointed out as the modern demand that full responsibility for character is necessary for responsibility for action. And Bobzien responds as Meyer does: this objection is essentially anachronistic, one neither the Stoics nor Aristotle considers, and which they would both reject. Bobzien says there is no evidence that this objection was ever even made against Chrysippus, much less entertained by him. And the reason for this is philosophical: the problem of Chrysippus and his opponents “was not that of the causal undeterminedness of a person’s decisions. Rather, their problem was how the agent…can be held responsible if fate determines everything” (Determinism and Freedom, 299). And that problem Chrysippus does (attempt to) solve.

Aristotle and the Stoics consider the agent to be only partly responsible for his adult character, but they both consider that to be sufficient for responsibility for action. Bobzien thinks the modern objection is based on the view that it would be unfair to blame people for their subsequent immorality if they have no say in how favorable or unfavorable their starting position is at the beginning of adulthood. She defends the Stoic view against the modern, comparing a person’s starting point in morality to his starting point in health, intelligence, musicality, good looks, etc. There is simply an element of luck to all this, and she suggests:

Why could one not take the unequal starting positions as given and consider ethics as having the task of providing the ground on which moral progress can be developed as much as is possible in any individual case, by trying to minimize possible external negative influences…Blame and punishment for action are in this view not connected with the idea that we all start out with equal chances to become good or bad, but are based on the fact that the agent is an adult, rational, human being who acted voluntarily, as the result of an act of assent. (Determinism and Freedom, 300)

This perspective on the justification of responsibility for character describes Aristotle just as well as the Stoics. One reason for the difference between the ancient and modern perspectives is the different views on equality. While we today are committed to the theoretical ideal of equality for all (“all men are created equal”), the ancients were not. Bobzien says about Chrysippus, “The fact that different people start out adulthood with very different positions concerning their moral development was taken as an undisputed fact, rather than as a matter of concern” (Determinism and Freedom, 300). And, again, this seems as true of Aristotle as of Chrysippus.

It can now be seen that the similarities between Aristotle and Chrysippus on the issue of responsibility are considerable. The Stoic and Aristotelian classes of actions for which adults are responsible are co-extensive. The Stoic and Aristotelian criteria defining responsible actions are nearly identical. They have similar views of how moral character develops, they agree that adults are only partly responsible for the characters they develop, and they agree that this partial responsibility for character is sufficient to hold adults fully responsible for their actions. I am not endorsing syncretism here, as I freely admit large and fundamental differences between Aristotle and the Stoics. But the similarities are quite striking, and must make one wonder why.

The most significant difference between them regarding actions for which we are responsible is that Aristotle claims that such actions are in our power to do or not to do, while the Stoics consider such actions fated and predetermined. The Stoics incorporate human agency as one mode of causation within a universal causal determinism. But Aristotle also makes numerous statements in various works that imply more deterministic tendencies. If Everson is right about the meaning of “in our power”/”up to us” (ehp’ hēmin), and it means only that whichever action occurs is to be causally explained by reference to the agent’s desires and beliefs, then Aristotle really does appear to be a compatibilist. The difference between Aristotle’s compatibilism (or proto-compatibilism) and the Stoics’ seems to be in their degree of self-consciousness: where Aristotle is a bit ambivalent (a more charitable interpretation than calling him inconsistent), the Stoics embrace a universal causal determinism fully aware of its implications. This difference is I think partly due to chronology—Aristotle is historically the first philosopher to bump up against the problem of freedom, determinism, and responsibility, and so he is exploring the territory. By the time the Stoics and Epicurus come along, the groundwork has been laid, and these later schools take opposite positions. 

A related difference is the role the issue of determinism and responsibility plays in Aristotelian and Stoic philosophy.  For the Stoics this issue provides an essential link between the three basic parts of their philosophy: ethics, logic, and physics.
 The issue arises for Aristotle specifically in the context of ethics, as a by-product of his discussion about the voluntary and involuntary. However, he also considers the implications of determinism for the truth values of future contingent propositions (in De Int. 9), i.e. for logic; and he touches on it in his discussion of luck in Physics 2.4-6. Perhaps the issue of determinism and responsibility plays such a fundamental role in Stoic philosophy because they are trying to produce a unified view that embraces our nature both as causal factors in the world and as ethical agents. 
  Such a unified vision is possible for them because Aristotle had already laid the groundwork. 

Priscilla K. Sakezles

University of Akron
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� See Works Cited for all references.


� Chrysippus' views are significantly different from Zeno's and Cleanthes' in some respects, but these differences will not be addressed here. See Long and Sedley's The Hellenistic Philosophers, Vol. 1, 342-43 and 392 on Chrysippus' innovations regarding fate and responsibility.


�All quotations of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics are from the translation of W.D. Ross in The Complete Works of Aristotle, Vol. 2. All other quotes from Aristotle are from the same edition, unless noted otherwise.


� Meyer notes this distinction, suggesting that moral responsibility is not a distinctive type of causal relation, but rather “moral responsibility might be an ordinary sort of causal responsibility for a distinctively moral type of outcome….only certain types of agents can be causally responsible for the sorts of things for which one is attributed responsibility in ascriptions of moral responsibility.” She believes that this captures Aristotle’s position (1993, p.162).


� There are various ways one may flesh out the sufficient conditions for moral responsibility. For instance, in “Reason and Responsibility in Aristotle” Irwin calls the view that voluntariness is sufficient for responsibility “Aristotle’s simple theory,” and he rejects this interpretation of Aristotle. He argues for what he calls “Aristotle’s complex theory,” the view that a morally responsible agent must not only act voluntarily, but also be “capable of deciding effectively” about the action (132). To be capable of effective decision involves the formation of one’s conception of the good by deliberation, and the execution of this conception in choice and action. Incidentally, Irwin believes that Aristotle’s complex theory of responsibility may be compatible with determinism: “The power of self-determination is found in the capacity for effective decision, not in uncaused acts of will” (143).


� Regret makes non-voluntary action involuntary. But only action done di’ agnoian is non-voluntary (1110b18).


� Aristotle considers desire the genus of which appetite, passion, and wish are species: DA 2.3, 414b2; 3.9, 432b3-7; MA 6, 700b22; EE 2.7, 1223a26.


� For a very detailed philological analysis of Aristotle’s view of the voluntary, see Rickert, ch. 4.


� I describe this process in detail, and reconstruct the Stoic analogue, in “Aristotle and Chrysippus on the Physiology of Human Action.”


� So also Physics 8.4, 255a5-9, where Aristotle says that it is characteristic of living things that their motion is huph’ hauton—“derived from themselves”—and when something’s motion is huph’ hauton it is also able to stop itself. Aristotle gives the example, “I mean that if e.g. a thing can cause itself to walk it can also cause itself not to walk.”


� Cf. the Stoic hēgemonikon: the "commanding-faculty" or mind.


� Cicero, On Fate 37 (Long and Sedley 20H).


� Cicero, On Fate 38 (Long and Sedley 34C).


� There are interesting similarities between Aristotle and the Stoics on the issue of responsibility for character, to be addressed in Part III.


� Eduard Zeller interprets Aristotle in this way when he says of "settled moral states": “These in their beginnings, indeed, depend upon ourselves; but when we have once become good or bad it is just as little in our power not to be so, as when we are sick to be well. . . . When the will has once acquired a definite bent, the external action necessarily follows” (Aristotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, Vol 2: 116). In "Freedom and Determinism in the Stoic Theory of Human Action," Long, referring specifically to this text, says, "The fact that some peoples' character (hexis) becomes more or less fixed by a certain age may rule out, for Aristotle, the possibility of their moral improvement. But it does not rule out 'moral responsibility,' since the agent acquired his character by repeatedly and deliberately acting in a certain way" (174). In his Nicomachean Ethics, Joachim interprets Aristotle to hold that "we are free, qua self-determined: so far as what we do follows necessarily from our own character and from that alone" (108). And Ross, in his Aristotle, says regarding this point, "when character has once been established, it cannot be changed at will" (201), although it is not clear just what he means by "at will." 


� Specifically ch. 14, though the entire book is relevant. Sorabji classifies Aristotle as an “indeterminist” of a particular sort (x).


� See, for instance, Sorabji, 247; Bobzien, “Did Epicurus Discover the Free Will Problem?”, “The Inadvertent Conception and Late Birth of the Free-Will Problem,” and Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, ch. 8.7; Kahn, “Discovering the Will: From Aristotle to Augustine;” and Dihle, The Theory of Will in Classical Antiquity.


� I am assuming what Bobzien calls the “Non-identity View:” that fate includes the totality of all causes, both antecedent (external) and sustaining (internal), the latter causes including the nature of human minds (and she endorses this view, 1998, p. 301-14). The “Identity View” claims that fate includes only antecedent causes, leaving the nature of our minds free from fate.  It is a bit controversial to claim that the early Stoics consider even thoughts and feelings to be necessary and fated, because many scholars interpret Stoic determinism in a weaker sense (for instance Long in "Freedom and Determinism in the Stoic Theory of Human Action"). But the fragments on fate report that everything is determined, with no noted exceptions, and Chalcidius reports:


(The Stoics say that) all things have been fixed and arranged from the beginning, including those which are said to be situated in our power and those said to be fortuitous and subject to chance....The movements of our minds are nothing more than instruments for carrying out determined decisions since it is necessary that they be performed through us by the agency of fate. Thus men play the role of a necessary condition, just as place is a necessary condition for motion and rest. (Commentary on Plato's Timaeus 160-161; Long's translation in "Freedom and Determinism," p.177.)


� DL 7.139.


� Alexander, On Fate 181.14 and 182.12-13 (SVF 2.979; LS 62G). Henceforth all Stoic references will be cited by their SVF number (Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta), and their LS number (in Long and Sedley’s The Hellenistic Philosophers). 


� On Human Nature 106.10, quoted from Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom, 365.


� However, Bobzien argues that the specific position Alexander attacks differs noticeably from Chrysippus’, and rather is attributable to a Stoic work dating from the second century A.D. authored by a person she names “PHILOPATER” (small capitals), as distinguished from the slightly earlier Stoic Philopater (Determinism and Freedom, 370; see all of chapter 8 on the development of this later theory).


� Alexander, On Fate, 182.12-19 (SVF 2.979; LS 62G(5)-(6)).


� The following account is necessarily cursory. For a detailed analysis see Inwood’s Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, ch. 3.


� Diogenes Laertius 7.50 (SVF 2.55; LS 39A(3)).


� Plutarch, On Stoic Self-contradictions 1057A (SVF 3.177, part; LS 53S). Also Seneca, On Anger 2.4 (LS 65X(2)): "Impulse never exists without the mind's assent." 


� Academica 1.40 (SVF 1.61, part; LS 40B(1)).


� On Fate 43, quoted below (SVF 2.974, part; LS 62C(9)).


� Cicero, On Duties 1.132 (Panaetius fr. 88; LS 53J).


� Philo, Allegories of the Laws 1.30 (SVF 2.844; LS 53P).


� Stobaeus 2.86, 17-87, 6 (SVF 3.169, part; LS 53Q).


� On this term see A.K. Griffin's Aristotle's Psychology of Conduct, 24-25.


� Stobaeus 2.88, 8-22 (SVF 3.378, part; LS 65A(4)


� Stobaeus 2.88, 8 (SVF 3.378, part; LS 65A(1)).


� For instance, anger was defined as a species of desire, i.e., desire for retaliation, as Aristotle also defined it (see Brennan, 31).


� Joy includes delight, sociability, cheerfulness; caution includes respect, cleanliness; volition includes kindness, generosity, warmth, affection. Diogenes Laertius 7.116 (SVF 3.431; LS 65F). For an excellent discussion of eupathai, see Brennan, especially 34-39.


� Plutarch, On Moral Virtue 446F-447A (SVF 3.459, part; LS 65G).


� "Impulse is the efficient cause of action, the psychological state which is triggered off by our assenting to a proposition of the form, 'It is right for me to walk.'" (Long and Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers vol. 1, 202, my emphasis.) And Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, 48-54.


� 2.88, 2-6 (SVF 3.171; LS 33I); see also 2.97, 15-98, 6 (SVF 3.91; LS 33J).


� Democritus is the only one who really seems to belong on this list. Aristotle’s presence is bizarre, and I’ve never seen any commentary on why Cicero includes him (Sorabji notes that Cicero “made him a determinist,” p. x, nt. 1, but says nothing more).


� Bobzien is skeptical of Cicero’s interpretation of Chrysippus as an “umpire” (Determinism and Freedom,. 315-24). However, the points I need from this text are independent of this (mis)interpretation, as they are also mentioned in other texts.


� On Fate 42-43 (SVF 2.974; LS 62C(5)-(9)).


� See Bobzien’s “Chrysippus’ Theory of Causes,” nt. 23, for an extensive list of scholars who assume the standard interpretation.


� “Chrysippus’ Theory of Causes,” especially pp. 205-18. After a long, detailed, and very persuasive argument against the standard interpretation, Bobzien admits that when the second causal factor is the one that has main responsibility for the effect, “it may have been referred to as principal cause (principalis)” (241). Note that Long and Sedley translate “principalis” as “primary.”


� Attic Nights 7.2.5. This is J.C. Rolfe's Loeb translation; all other lines cited are from the translation in Long and Sedley.


� Attic Nights 7.2.6-13 (SVF 2.1000, part; LS 62D). Gellius had read Cicero's On Fate (he quotes it at 7.2.15), but his information on Chrysippus sounds independent of Cicero. He speaks as if he were familiar with many of Chrysippus' works, and his description of the cylinder analogy does not sound like a rewording of Cicero's. The way that Cicero says that Chrysippus "resorts to his cylinder and spinning top" (the latter is not mentioned by Gellius) suggests that this was a frequently repeated analogy. 


� "Voluntas" is Gellius' term; there is no word to be found in Chrysippus for a faculty of will.


� As Long and Sedley note (The Hellenistic Philosophers vol. 2, 385), "proprietas eorum est ipsa et qualitas" may be Cicero's way of rendering "idia poiotes," that peculiarly qualified individual which recurs in each world order.


� In his section on Stoic “qualities,” Sedley says that the “peculiarly qualified individual” is “an individual viewed in the light of whatever characteristics makes him that person and no other,” and such qualities “are lifelong” (Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy, 403). And Bobzien says this concept “has the function to settle a person’s identity, not to determine a person’s individual mental qualities or characteristics…” (Determinism and Freedom, 268). However, isn’t it plausible that the Stoics considered whatever qualities make you you to somehow include your mental and moral characteristics?


� There does seem to be an analogy between Aristotle’s “practical syllogism” as an analysis of the cause of action, and the Stoic emphasis on lekta and grammatical and logical concepts as they are involved in human action. On this point see Inwood, Ethics and Human Action in Early Stoicism, 47.


� Meyer addresses the Stoic cylinder analogy and argues that Aristotle’s distinction between intrinsic (kath’ hauto) and accidental (kata sumbebēkos) causes is very similar to Chrysippus’ distinction between first and second causal factors (she assumes the standard interpretation, calling them the “auxiliary” and the “perfect and principal” causes, respectively; “Self-Movement and External Causation,” 75-80).


� See Meyer, Aristotle on Moral Responsibility, 122.


� On the Aristotelian and Stoic views of responsibility for character, see, respectively, Meyer, Aristotle on Moral Responsibility  ch.5, and Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic Philosophy, ch. 6.3.6.


� Bobzien, ibid., 292, citing Nemesius, de natura hominis 20.14-17, ed.M. Morani (Leipzig, 1985). 


� DL 7.159, Bobzien, ibid. 


� I have noted the similarities between Aristotle’s and Chrysippus’ views of pneuma in “Aristotle and Chrysippus on the Physiology of Human Action.” 


� Bobzien, ibid., 293-4, citing Cicero, On Fate 8-9.


� Meyer, Aristotle on Moral Responsibility, 124.


� Bobzien, ibid., 298. 


� Bobzien stresses this structural feature, ibid., 2.


� I would like to thank the anonymous referee from BJHP for urging me to consider the significance of this difference between Aristotle and the Stoics.





