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Abstract

In this paper, the theory of necessity proposedRbigert Grosseteste is
presented. After showing the wide range of variokinds of
determination discussed by him (connected with: d¢’s knowledge
about the future, (2) predestination, (3) fate, ¢dace, (5) sin and
temptation), a different context of Grossetestese wf the notion of
necessity is analyzed (within logical and metaptglsapproaches). At
the heart of his theory lie: the definition of nss#y, which is that
something lacks the capacityossé for its opposite, and the distinction
between two perspectives within which we can carsitecessity: (1)
the one according to which the truthfulness di@umdetermines that it
cannot be the opposite, (2) a pre- or atemporal andéf something had
not yet begun. On these grounds, Robert explaatsGbd’s omniscience
is compatible with contingency, including humarefaecisions. Robert’s
theory is still relevant and useful in contemporalgbates, as it can
provide strong arguments and enrich discussioremkth to the two-
perspectives approach, which generates nine kihgssitions on the
spectrum of determinism and indeterminism.

Keywords necessity, contingency, determination, God’s @tience,
future contingents, Robert Grosseteste, Jan tgkie

1. Introduction

The concepts of necessity and determinism belonthdse philosophical problems which
seem to be “immortal”: they are discussed by sulbseiggenerations of thinkers, and it is
highly likely that they will keep coming back, ingpg philosophers to reconsider them and
formulate new insights. Professor Jan Wele is one of those philosophers who have made
successful attempts at discussing these issueprasdnting them as clearly as possible. He
has accomplished this task both in the contexhefproblem of free will [27] and within his
analysis concerning the topic of the determinabbthe past and the future [26]. The latter
was conducted as part of a discussion inspiredhbybbok by Marcin Tkaczyk on future
contingents [21]. Numerous replies and polemicg. (&.7], [16], [9]) produced in response to
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this book, as well as other recently published pageee e.g. [3], [4], [7], [8], [22]), reveal
that this topic is still vivid.

However, it is very important to keep in mind fommgiscussions on those issues,
including analyses conducted by ancient and melbiphdosophers who have provided
foundations for later debates (cf. [12]), at |dasttwo reasons. First, we should not neglect
the historical approach and instead present theldement of ideas and problems in their
historical context in order to properly understdne current debates, which are more or less
shaped by the past. Second, it is important toraaotate knowledge, including various results
obtained by classic authors, since they provide wgeresting and inspiring approaches, as
was, for instance, the case with Jan tukasiewipmposals concerning the determination of
the future, especially his three-valued logic, iresgph by Aristotle’sPeri hermeneia$X with
its famous example of the sea battle. What is mbsgems that medieval thinkers were the
ones who established the main approaches to thedbfuture contingents (cf. [25]). In this
light it is worth collecting and analyzing such amgches, both those leading and those less
popular, especially since they can still providenith new solutions. Among recent findings
which revealed a worthwhile contribution of medietaought to such problems were the
applications of a version of the principle of thecessity of the past from the works of 12th-
century philosophers identified by Wojciech Wocigrkiabelled by this author as the
“restricted necessity of the past” (RNP), accordimgvhich “Every true dictum about the past
whose truth does not depend on the future is nagg9424].

In this article, | would like to present the contep necessity formulated by Robert
Grosseteste (ca. 1168 — 1253) in his wdeklibero arbitrio (On Free Decisiop | will argue
that his approach is an important and inspiringtrdountion to the discussions on necessity
and determinism. What is more, | will show thatcén also be useful in contemporary
debates, by referring to some issues discusseddbgd3or Woléski.

Robert Grosseteste was one of the most outstarilingers of the Middle Ages,
known especially for his treatig@e luce(On Ligh{ in which he claimed that light is the first
corporeal form (so every material thing is somehloade of light) and that at the beginning
there was a point of light that infinitely multiptl, by auto-diffusion “producing dimensions
of space and subsequent beings” [5, p. 104], thatthe world. He is also famous for being
one of the first promoters of experimental methodsiedieval science. Less known, yet very
influential, “penetrating and original” [13, p. 1 his workDe libero arbitrio in which he
conducts subtle analyses concerning free will @he precise: free decision. After Ludwig
Baur’s edition from 1912, a critical edition of twecensions of this work with English
translation has been published in 2017 by Neil lsedB], and there are still few studies on
this treatise (the most important are: [6], [13J]), despite it being very worthy of attention.
Thus, it is especially great to see that this wak recently been singled out by Agnieszka
Kijewska, who has perfectly presented Grossetesmsept of free will and his arguments
for the compatibility of freedom of will and Godfreknowledge in the volum#& God
exists.., in a separate chapter [11]. | would like to addhe above-mentioned studies some
remarks focusing on the concepts of necessity aterminism. My reflections will be based
on Lewis’s edition of the later recension, refertedby Baur as recension |, which is the
complete one [14, pp. xiv, xiX]; however, | willsal refer to a crucial point of the earlier
recension. When citing this edition, | will give geanumbers only; | will quote the Latin
version when it is important to show the originarding.

2. Kinds of Determination

As Agnieszka Kijewska [11, pp. 136-137] rightly pts out, inDe libero arbitrio Robert
Grosseteste uses Aristotle’s method of analysiscfi®ed inPosterior Analyticy which
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requires sorting issues by four questions relateithé¢ four things we seek: (1) the faeti),
(2) the reason whydoti), (3) whether it is€i est), (4) what it is {i esti). Before asking what
is (quid si) freedom of decision (chapters 16-19), he decideanalyze whether there is
anything like free decisioraf si), and to finally (in chapters 20-21) ask aboutf@atures,
such as what it derives from ug. Thus, in the introductory sentence he indic#tes, first

of all, it should be asked: Is thetderum arbitrium (hereinafter. LA) at all? And he
enumerates possible factors which can “destroy” like: “God’s foreknowledge and
predestination, the truth ofdactumabout the future, divination and prophecy, theessity of
fate, grace, and the compulsion to sin that steom temptation or some kind of force,” and
“our sinning by means of free decision,” as well'ather things that do not come to our mind
right now” [p. 109]. These “factors” and their reta to the necessity of future events are
analyzed by Robert in subsequent chapters of tis¢ fiart devoted to the topic of the
existence of LA.

When we compare the above-mentioned enumeration th@dcontent of these
chapters, we can see that he distinguishes at fieastifferent kinds of determination of
future events:

1) someone knows the future (it includes the caséetruth of adictumabout the future),
so it is determined,

2) God predestines someone, so the effect of preddisimnis determined;

3) there is fate, so it determines the future;

4) grace makes a deed meritorious totally, so itasatighly determined as meritorious;
5) if sin dominates in a human being, it determines tie/she does evil.

Let us note that Grosseteste offers here a realte wange of possible kinds of
determination and that they are really diverse. WWhamore, this list is not necessarily
exhaustive, as he is aware that there can be ptsmible factors that destroy LA. The case
marked as (1) represents determination which is aooinected with any action or any
property of being. It is based on someone’s knogdeohly. Case (2) refers to God’s will and
decision which produces a real effect in someorese3) assumes a power ruling all reality
in a certain way which cannot be changed. Finély,and (5) refer to the theological reality
in which grace or sin can force the human being sdme state, and it is impossible for
him/her to change it by his/her own, natural powges the two situations are different: grace
is given by God, whereas sin is in the human beamgl grace not only causes the human
being to be able to do good, as it is possible authgrace, but it also makes deeds
meritorious — thus, it is not just a simple opposito evil done under the influence of sin.

The most extensive analyses provided by Grossetmsteern the first kind of
determination (chapters 1 — 8). Next, Robert byiefkals with: predestination (chapter 9),
grace (chapter 10), fate (chapter 11) and sin telhgd2 — 13). It proves that the first kind of
determination, marked above as (1), seems to hitretthe most problematic one. And, to
anticipate further presentation, we can say thais iwith (1) that the most important
considerations on necessity are connected. Whabre, (1) significantly differs from other
kinds of determination. The latter are related techanisms to which our actions are
subjected (effects of fate, grace, sin) or with Goacts of will (decision to predestine
someone). They are supposed to (directly or inlyedetermine some events. It means that
there is a kind of causal connection between detamis and determined events; however,
this connection may be non-physical. It can berdluence of a supernatural character, as in
the case of grace or sin. Therefore, we are spgdiare about a broad understanding of cause
— it could be an event such as God’s decision ondrusin, and it could produce another
event as a result. On the contrary, in (1) ther@isonnection based on which a certain event
would be a result, and in this way would be detasdi It is only assumed that God knows
future events or, in a generalized version, thatvtilue of the sentences about future events is
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set, and that they can be either true or falsecelei there is any causal connection, we can
only admit that such knowledge or logical valua isonsequence of an event.

At this stage, one should note that Grossetesthjnuihe list discussed above, does
not explicitly distinguish cases of physical detarism: neither causal, including anticipants
of modern mechanisms, nor teleological ones. It b@pothering. Although such ideas were
not popular in the Middle Ages, they were expresgedome extent in ancient philosophy,
especially by the ancient atomists, and it seemisalhinker as great and as well-educated as
Robert, who quotes Cicero already in the first ¢bapfDe libero arbitrio, should be familiar
with them. However, it could be argued that in ¢eadl, where Grosseteste discusses the
topic of fate, he indeed refers to physical detarsmn. After his presentation of Boethius’s
concept of fate which relies on God’s providencetasonsequence, he invokes Cicero’s
definition of fate (cf. pp. 196-197). Accordingttus ancient philosopher, fate is an order and
a series of causes where one cause generatesramoghand which flows from God who is
an eternal truth and an eternal cause. Cicero arthat this meaning of fate should not be
connected with superstition, but it is understood i“natural sense’pfysicg. Furthermore,
Robert also considers another, more “usual,” urtdedéing of fate as “the necessity of all
lower things that stems from the ordering and ngrof the celestial bodies,” according to
which “clearly everything would happen of necessityl nothing from freedom of decision”
[pp. 198-199]. However, we should point out thatewlreferring to Cicero, Robert is not
concerned with the purely materialistic view, neithin the version represented by ancient
atomists, nor in the teleological perspective @& 8toics, similarly to Marcus Tullius, who
criticized both Epicureans and the Stoics for thremterialism [19, p. 129]. Robert only
considers a possibility that according to God's|whe world is ordered by causal
connections, and he does not limit them to theestaf material objects. Thus, “physics” or
“nature” is understood here in a wide sense, nsiricted to the material world. What is
crucial, Robert argues that some of the events@rgngent and thus there is space to include
LA. Hence, he indeed avoids considering the causkdr in a materialistic manner.

There could be, of course, several reasons forthimxclude this option. He could
have treated it as not a serious option. But,@stme time, he took into account an idea such
as fate to discuss it and show that it can be wholed “seriously,” as in the case of Boethius
or Cicero. He also could have assumed that if we@icphysical determinism, there is no
place for LA, so there is nothing to discuss. Hogre¥picurus’s approach revealed that it is
possible to combine the concepts of atomism angipalydeterminism with free will. Finally,
one could point out that he intended his treatisket a theological one, so if he assumed that
God created the world and human beings as fred¢ucesawith rational souls (cf. pp. 200-
201), we should exclude physical determinism. Huso, he should not be questioning the
possibility of free actions and free decisions latRnally, we could claim that, following
Aristotle, he could have taken it for granted téhin the chain of causes we should include
acts of the substances which have souls as theriple of movement, hence: independent
from external principles, so he found it uselesdigcuss if souls could be subjected to
physical-material determinants. However, it seenas$ the question about his reasons for not
putting this kind of determinism on the above-meméd list remains open.

In any case, if we want to make use of the lighefkinds of determination presented
by Grosseteste, we can supplement it by addingatadsterminism understood in a
materialistic manner as one of the options of “jitals determinism labelled as fate, together
with a materialistic version of teleological detémimm, as viewed by the Stoics.

Finally, let us note that some of the options fr@nosseteste’s list, understood
according to his interpretation — are not mutueltglusive. For instance, determination based
on foreknowledge, so (1), is compatible with alltloé other options. Similarly in the case of
determination based on predestination, so (2)eifassume that fate, so (3), is understood —
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following Grosseteste’s view — as compatible withegen as a result of God’s will. It also

seems that (3) may be compatible with (4) and &) for two reasons: (1) the causal
arrangement of events, that is — fate, does narfere with the moral, theological or

supernatural qualification of certain deeds, (23reyf a deed is causally determined, it can
still be confirmed by the consent of the persorigraring such a deed.

3. Kinds of Necessity

It is interesting that Grosseteste uses the wandséssity” and “necessary” in many contexts.
In chapter 1, when he analyzes the central sylogis

Everything known by God is or was or will ba;is known by God (let be a
future contingent); sais or was or will be [p. 111],

he speaks about the necessity of sentences betptogthis syllogism. First, he assumes that
both premises are necessary (“utrague praemissestimecessaria” [p. 110]). Then he states
that if the premises are necessary, then the csiodus not just true, but also necessary
(“conclusio non solum vera, sed etiam necessapga’lll0]). This juxtaposition of the truth
and the necessity of the sentence shows that reks@bdout the necessity of sentences in
terms of modal logic.

Moreover, he formulates there an interesting rdila modal logic which he applies in
his considerations: “Ex necessariis enim non saquiisi necessarium” [p. 110]. “Non
sequitur nisi” means that it is necessary that foflews from another. This means thatvif
follows from X, andX is necessary, then it is necessary ¥hest necessary. We could put it as
follows:

(OX - Y) — O (OX — Ov)

This rule tells us that in a syllogism which is s@nstructed, which guarantees the necessity
of the inference, necessity of the premises issteared to the conclusion. Thus in the
literature it is referred to as “Transfer of NecagsBrinciple” (cf. [28]). We should stress that
this rule or principle does not have a metaphy&oéblogical character, but a logical one. It
is clear especially in the case of Grosseteste whohe cited passage, speaks about the
logical inference and the transfer of necessitynfremises to a conclusion.

Incidentally, one could doubt whether Robert isualty referring to the necessity of
the inference itself, which in the example giveoabwas assumed on the basis of the phrase
“non sequitur nisi.” But the answer is definitelgsy as he states explicitly that when each of
the premises is necessary, the inference is negefgmtet etiam quod consecutio est
necessaria” [p. 110]). It is confirmed by otheamples as well. For instance, in a discussion
conducted further in the text (chapter 4), we fthé phrase: “possem necessario inferre:
Socrates est; ergo Socrates est albus” [p. 126)e#ns that it is natural to him that, in the
case of a well-constructed syllogism, the infereisagecessary.

However, in chapter 2, he refers to another kindexfessity which can be considered
a metaphysical one. There, he argues that God pegysingular eventsiigularia). In one of
the discussed arguments we read: “cum sit singutadreator, de necessitate cognoscit ipsa”
[p. 116]. In this case, necessity is not transtefrem another sentence on the basis of a
syllogism. The necessity of the fact that God ceesisingular things is a consequence of the
fact that God had created them, so we are deakmg Wwith a metaphysical entanglement
concerning a rational substance (in this case Gddgh intentionally creates something:
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whenx intentionally createg, x cognizesy. It simply results from a necessity which concerns
beings.

Robert used this approach after his presentatian st of arguments concerning the
necessity of God’s knowledge, concluded by a réflachat “what is contingent does indeed
follow from things that are necessary” [p. 129].tAé same time, he pointed out that such a
conclusion “goes against the art” [p. 129] in ligiithe syllogism presented above. However,
he explained that “it seems that not only is itgdole for what is contingent to follow from
things that are necessary, but that this also cessary”; referring to arguments of such
authors as Augustine, Boethius, Seneca (addresgings, which Plato calls Ideas”) and
Anselm of Canterbury, he shows that there is atiogiship between necessary reasons
(rationeg, e.g. in God’s mind, which are “eternal, stabtel ainchangeable,” and things that
are “temporal, changeable, corruptible, and coetimg such that these contingent things
“flow” from those necessary reasons [p. 131]. ltowh that Robert adopted here a
metaphysical approach and started considering pgrepef different kinds of beings. In this
view, it is crucial whether a beintgelfis metaphysically necessary or contingent.

On this basis, he formulates his main solution eamag the concept of necessity,
which is very similar in both recensions; howevarthe earlier one it is preceded by direct
references to the distinctions proposed by Boetangsby Anselm of Canterbury (cf. [11, pp.
139-140]). First, after Anselm, he distinguishes:

1) precedent necessitpdcessitas praecedgnsvhich is — as Grosseteste puts it — “a cause of
a thing’s existence and forces the thing to exist”;

2) sequent necessitynécessitas sequensvhich is not such a cause and “does not force a
thing to exist,” “which produces nothing” and judseems to destroy alternatives” (as it refers
to what is contingent), e.g. “while | am sittingjs necessary that | am sitting” [pp. 22-25] —
in this case the alternative “I am sitting or | aot sitting” is destroyed.

Next, he reformulates the two kinds of necessity eaidls them:

1) necessity from which “only what is necessary fokdw

2) necessity from which “what is contingent seemssidgtur) follow.”

Then, he refers to Boethius and says that, in pisian, these kinds of necessities
were called by Boethius: simple necessitgdessitas simplgxand necessity of condition
(necessitas condicionigpp. 24-25], where an example of the first onéhist it is necessary
that all human beings are mortal, and an examplétheflatter is that if we see someone
walking it is necessary that he/she is walking {Bues, De consolatione philosophia¥'.6;
cf. [2, p. 148])* Robert underlines that there are some who meaetbimg else by necessity
of condition, namely necessity of consecution & tlonsequent from the antecedent, but in
fact (“in more depth”) Boethius refers there to wRabert calls sequent necessity.

Now, in both recensions Grosseteste presents,vierasimilar way (so | will now
guote the later recension again), a crucial dimsaxcording to which something may be:

1) necessary “unqualifiedly”simpliciter), which means that “it has no capacipp$sé at all

for its opposite, either with or without a begingjhe.g. “that two and three are five”;

2) necessary in a way that “it has no capacity fooftposite in respect of the past, present, or
future, yet without a beginning there was a cagdoit it and a capacity for its opposite” [pp.
134-135].

What may be most puzzling here is the expressidthtwt a beginning.” We should
note that it refers to a sort of pre-temporal (tseftime”) or even atemporal perspective, in
which we abstract from time and from the fact th#ting started to exist (had a beginning) or
even from the fact that anything started to exastif can refer to the whole world). This idea
seems to be connected with the Augustinian andHBaetconcept of eternity, according to
which God is not subject to change and time, amd &erything at once (which explains
why Robert also uses the double expression: “frtemiy and without a beginning”). Both
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authors are often quoted by him, also in this reisge chapter 2, Grosseteste refers to Book
V of Boethius’sDe consolationdin which “the last Roman” formulated his famouedidition

of eternity: “aeternitas igitur est interminabilgtae tota simul et perfecta possessio”) and
guotes some passages, including the one about Gsidgle mental glance” and the one
according to which “God sees at present the futiiregs” [pp. 114-115]. And in chapter 3,
among many passages from Augustine, he quotesnidéram Confessione¢Xll, 15) about
God’s will being unchangeable, in which the bishop Hippo states that “everything
changeable is not eternal, but God is eternal” Jj2d-125]. It means that God does not “live”
in time and sees all the past, present and futeeate at once. According to Robert’'s above-
mentioned expression, it also includes a perspedtiv which such events are still not
actualized, they are still possible.

In this context, Grosseteste shows that therelarie gropositions odicta that if their
truth is established, it cannot cease (their tithnot have “non-being after being”), so they
do not have the capacity for their opposites (agytcannot be altered from being true to
being false”), but if we abstract from the factttbi@ey are already true and adopt an eternal,
atemporal perspective, they still have such a dgpaks Robert explains, thdictum “that
Antichrist will be going to exist” is true in respeof the past, the present and the future, as it
has no capacity for its opposite, but “without gibaing” it does have such a capacity. So for
suchdicta, as well as for some trugicta about the future (e.g. given in prophecy), “from
eternity and without a beginning” there is a capaim have been true and a capacity to have
been false. And, in this sense, things that slicta are about are contingent (cf. pp. 134-
135). So if “God knows” is true, then it cannot become false, and in Way it is necessary.
The same situation arises when we consider thelusion of a syllogism drawn from such
true (so: necessary) propositions. However, froemghrspective “without a beginning,” the
opposite is possible, and in this ways contingent.

On this basis Robert discerns:

1) necessity in the sense that the truth of the seateannot cease;
2) necessity of existence.

In this light, he claims that “Antichrist necess$aris going to exist” has two
interpretations, as the necessity can apply to:
1) “the futurity attributed to Antichrist, and in thgense it is true and follows by syllogistic
inference from premises that are necessary inaine sense”;
2) “the existence of Antichrist, which is future, $@t the sense is ‘Antichrist will have in the
future existence of necessity’, and in this sensis false and does not follow from any
premises that are either true or necessary, ftrdrfuture he will have contingent existence”
[pp. 136-137].

So he concludes that in suditta “a certain contingency is combined with a certain

necessity.” Hence, he discerns three cases:

1) “total necessity” @mnino necessitasas in “two and three are five”;

2) “necessity in one respect and contingency in amgtls in some truelicta about future
contingents (or present or past), namely those hoagh cannot cease;

3) “total contingency” ¢mnino contingentiain dicta which are true, but can become false,
like “that Socrates is pale” (cf. pp. 136-137).

Finally, when speaking about contingency within theithout a beginning”
perspective, Robert refers to the “contingencyhofgs in themselves'tpntingentia rerum in
ipsig) (cf. pp. 138-139). So, in this case, he appliearly metaphysical approach.

To conclude, we should note that Grosseteste piebelifferent distinctions in order
to defend contingency, even if we accept a negefsgiowing from God'’s foreknowledge or
even omniscience, starting with the theories deedoby Anselm of Canterbury and
Boethius, and finally offering his own, originallston. Those earlier theories were based on
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the analysis of implication representing the cotinadetween cause and effect, where if the
occurrence of an effect means that its cause isssacy, it constitutes “sequent necessity” or
“necessity of condition,” which does not exclude ttontingency of such a cause. However,
Grosseteste decided to present a theory basedamcapt of capacity for the opposite, which
can be applied to sentences, propositiainsta or things they are about. Their capacity for
their opposites can be assessed from two perspsctive one in which their truth or falsity is
already established, and the one called “from #terend without a beginning.” Such a
capacity viewed “without a beginning” is combinedhnthe contingency of a thing in itself,
which has a metaphysical character, whereas if andncapacity is considered in respect of
past, presence, or future, we can claim that itehlagjical or epistemological character, as it is
a consequence of an inference or of a cognition.

A juxtaposition of those two criteria (first: hagrsuch a capacity or not, second: the
perspective adopted to asses it) gives us the ttiismissed options. It is obvious that
Grosseteste excluded a fourth one, according tohwditruedictumwould have a capacity for
its opposite in respect of time, but it would naté such a capacity “without a beginning.”

4. Usefulness in Contemporary Debates

To illustrate the ways in which Grosseteste’s thezan be useful in contemporary debates |
will present selected examples, referring to tkaes discussed by Professor Wesle.

A very important contribution to the debate conaggndeterminism is the division
between holistic determinism and distributive daieism. The thesis of the former is the
following: “The later states of the world are psady determined by its earlier states.” It is
“holistic,” as it concerns the world as a whole. &#uas the thesis of the latter is restricted to
single events (so the world is treated in a digtrile way): “For each everg z is precisely
defined by a set of prior conditions” [27, p. 17/]is clear that the first one excludes free
decision. Professor Waiski underlines that its “rule” includes the caséshe acts of (more
or less free) decision, so if we consider them paraof the set of all earlier states of the later
states, it may appear to be compatible with theterce of free decision. However, if we take
into account that they are also a part of the Iastate of the world which is precisely
determined, then we see that they cannot be freeit B different in the case of distributive
determinism. Here we can just include the actsed €hoice as part of the prior conditions. It
seems that we do not need to agree that such extalso events which are precisely
determined.

We should note that in Grossetest®s libero arbitrio we can find examples which
can illustrate both of these kinds of determinifiate, according to the second understanding,
which he finds in Cicero, seems to be the caseotiftic determinism, as this approach
assumes that everything is necessary and thelstaesprecisely determined the states of the
world. And it seems that, as Robert adopts nataasality (though including the acts of free
decision), his general view is an example of disttive determinism. However, Grosseteste
provides a wider perspective with his list of kirmfsdetermination, which is important if we
want to consider a theological perspective. Alsphilosophical debates which include such a
perspective it is important to take into accounthstealities as: sin, grace and God’s pre-
election (predestination) and its relationship witA. And Grosseteste provides a subtle
discussion concerning all these levels of possiBlermination. | believe that in such debates
it is essential to take into consideration as vadange of kinds of determination as possible
and not to restrict it to a specific case of deteation. An example of such a general and
broader approach with many types of determinatiociyding: prospective, retrospective and
functional ones), together with a reminder thatsiveuld not neglect this kind of perspective,
has been presented for instance by Jacek J. Jd8apkig4].
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Next, in contemporary debates on determinism anckssity it is important to
establish relationships between such notions agid phecise meanings. For instance, one can
say that A is determined” is equal toA‘is necessary,” andA‘is contingent” is equal toA'is
possible and A is possible,” and also Ais determined” is equal toA'is impossible”, as
Professor Woleski proposed (cf. [26, pp. 188-189]). However, st possible to do it
differently, for example by saying that contingeneexpressed simply by the propositidh “
is possible” or “It is not true tha is determined,” and it is a matter of choice. Wikanore,
such choices may be connected with additional aggans, like the formal equivalence of
thede reandde dictointerpretation (cf. [26, p. 185]), whatever sugstidction would mean
exactly, bearing in mind that we can find differapproaches to this division.

Grosseteste provides a clear theory in which nagassdefined as incapacity for the
opposite. It means that if something is necesgdrgis no capacity (or possibilitypesse for
its opposite. And something is contingent whenai$ Buch a capacity (so: possibility). This
category is universal, as it may be applied — dselReshows — to different perspectives, like:
(1) as referred to the past, presence or futurghich the truth/falsity of thelictumcan be
already established, (2) “without a beginning amuainf eternity.” It seems that his theory may
be easily translated into the theory of possibleld#oin the following way: necessity in (1) is
necessity in an actual (or a chosen) world, wherea®ssity in (2) is necessity in every
possible world. At least for these reasons it istiwoeferring to Grosseteste’s theory when
establishing the meaning of these notions in obatés.

Furthermore, Robert’'s approach may deepen suchtetely introducing (with the
above-mentioned perspectives) two important dinorssilt can, for instance, shed a new
light on the following simple triad of possible agbnships between the notions of actuality
and determination:

(a) if Ais actual A is determined;
(b) if Alis actual A is contingent;
(c) if Ais actual A is determined oA is contingent.

According to Jan Woleski these represent respectively: radical detesmn{RD), radical
indeterminism (RI) and together moderate determin{D) and moderate indeterminism
(MI), which are formally indistinguishable [26, p88]. When we do not include those two
perspectives, we rather interpret “or” in (c) adigunction (so “XOR”):A can be determined
or contingent, but it cannot be both determined @nttingent. By contrast, the juxtaposition
of those two perspectives, offered by Robert, pcedian option such thAtis actual and\ is
both determined (according to (1)) and contingantdrding to (2)). This approach generates
the following matrix of positions, where (1) and) (Ihdicate the above-mentioned
perspectives:

(@) RD(1)-RD(2);

(&) RD(1)-MDI/MI(2);
@) RD(1)-RI(2);

(b) RI(1)-RD(2);

(o) RI(1)-MI/MD(2);
(b") RI(1)-RI(2);

(c) MD/MI(1)-RD(2);
(©) MD/MI(1)-RI(2);
(") MD/MI(1)-MD/MI(2).
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The position that Robert represents is, of coyese,as God knows about every state
of affairs (in this way they are actual), so famhin (1) their truthfulness is established (and in
this way they are determined), but in (2) somehaisé states of affairs are necessary and
some are contingent. According to Grosseteste’soagp, (b) — () would mean that God
knows nothing about the world. Those options caefaresent Aristotle’s theory where God
thinks about himself only or a position that Goaslmot think or know anything, or simply
atheism. What is more, to accept (b) 3 (lwve would have to admit that not only the sentence
about future events would not be determined, tad all the sentences about the past and the
present ones. Perhaps, we could label such agosis a kind of radical skepticism. And (c)
— (c") mean that if there is God, his knowledge is phartPerhaps, there can be other
interpretations of the options presented above, fandsure there are many interesting
problems arising from such a matrix, but this deseml separate discussion.

Finally, when talking about God’s omniscience, $t very easy to slip into a
deterministic perspective, from which it is venffidult to see any solution defending the
possibility of free decision. Professor Wiadki has rightly pointed out that, in terms of such
omniscience, there is no difference between forekedge and knowledge, in particular
between truths about the past and truths abodtithes. On this basis he concluded:

This, in turn, means that the set of future corgmtg in this situation is empty — also because
divine knowledge is necessary. The problem for ttheologian is that, if the world was
created by God, fatalism with reference to humawiocds seems to be unavoidable
[26, p. 193].

Grosseteste’s great effort was to show that sutiigen is indeed avoidable. But at
the same time, he was aware that debates on tbis &we often connected with a pre-
supposition concerning incompatibility. He indicghtee source of the problem as follows:

So the fog that surrounds these matters is whollgr@duct of the fact the
contingency of things in themselves seems to bempatible with their necessity
in the divine mind and knowledge [...]. It is alspm@duct of the fact that it is not
distinguished how in the same proposition in orspeet there is necessity [...]
and in another respect contingency [p. 139].

And in my opinion he really did provide a well-comgted theory and argumentation to
defend the compatibility of LA and God’s omnisciend herefore, this is another reason to
refer to his work anytime we start a debate onghepics.

5. Conclusions

Robert Grosseteste presented a wide range of difféqinds of determination of human
actions and used the notion of necessity in varammexts, showing the richness of it.

He elaborated an original theory of necessity anttiogency based on the concept of
capacity for the opposite and two perspectivesbélng true in respect of the past, present or
future and (2) without a beginning and from etgrniThis enabled him to explain that
determination which follows from the fact that sdhueg is true does not exclude
contingency, and in consequence to defend the diliipppa of God’s omniscience and
human free decision.

His interpretations and his theory can be usefulontemporary debates. They widen
the scope of analyses by adding the “theologicafieats of determination. They provide
precise definitions of necessity and contingendyictv are a good analytical tool and which
can be translated into the concept of possible dsorlThrough their two-perspectives
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approach they enrich the range of options by géngranine kinds of positions on the
spectrum of determinism and indeterminism.

It seems that his solution should be taken int@aect anytime philosophers discuss
the topic of determination, particularly determinatof the past (or present or future), or of
the compatibility of God’s omniscience and humaefdecision. In many situations it may
turn out that contemporary arguments concerningethiepics are weak or insufficient in
confrontation with Grosseteste’s solution.
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Notes

1. In the later recension those concepts are usediorihe solutions to the other problems,
such as free decision and predestination, cf. Bg-1B5: “Accordingly, our reply is that
predestination in fact is a necessary cause andahascessary effect. But it is not an
unqualifiedly necessary causeno(i simpliciteJ, but conditionally ¢ondicionalite)
[necessary], and it has subsequent rather tharegeat necessity.”
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