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1.2 EXPLICATION OF THE TERMINOLOGY AND SYMBOLS 

While the problems treated by Ammonius are extremely complex, he uses a 
language—ordinary Greek, enriched with philosophical terms—which is far from 
adequate to this complexity. The result is that important statements in his text are 
ambiguous. The interpreter, however, must be able to express these different 
meanings in a differentiated way. For this reason we introduce here a language 
modelled on the modern formal languages of sentence and modal logic. So the 
purpose of the symbolism we introduce is neither to provide a formal 
reconstruction of Ammonius' theory nor to symbolise Ammonius' own theses, but 
rather to allow a clear formulation of our interpretation of his theory and possible 
alternative interpretations in terms of contemporary logic. 

It is a feature of the Greek language that an expression which assigns a 
predicate to a subject also qualifies the state of affairs described thereby as a fact, 
i.e., it says that this state of affairs is the case. In order to avoid ambiguity, 
however, one must allow these two operations (the attribution of properties and 
the assertion of facts) to be carried out by two different expressions. Therefore, 
we use the small letters a, b, c, etc. to symbolise states of affairs, while operators 
consisting of one or two capital letters C, CC, NC, etc., when they are attached to 
symbols for states of affairs, indicate that the state of affairs is the case or is the 
case in a certain mode. 

Modes play a large role in the problems treated by Ammonius. He expresses 
these modes by means of adverbs (e.g. αναγκακας), prepositional phrases (e.g. έξ 
ανάγκης), or constructions with modal substantives and infinitives. Since these are 
modalisations of something's being the case, we express these modes by pairs of 
capital letters, e.g. PC (it is possibly the case that) or NC (it is necessarily the case 
that), which are added to expressions for states of affairs so that modal sentences 
such as PCa or NCb arise. To express that a state of affairs is really the case, i.e., 
for the mode of reality, we use the double capitals CC. In contexts without time 
indices, we write C as an abbreviation for CC. 

The Greek language also has another source of ambiguities. For a predicate 
expression accomplishes another function in addition to those already mentioned: 
it indicates the time (relative to the speech-act) at which the state of affairs is the 
case. This indication is ambiguous in several respects: 1) it is ambiguous because 
of the relativity regarding the time of the speech-act. Since in written formulations 
of the sentences the speech-act is not identified, written sentences are in principle 
ambiguous in this respect; 2) the past and future inflections of verbs 
contain—because of the relativity regarding what is in each case the present time 
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of the speech-act—not one, but two indications of time, the second of which 
concerns not a point of time, but a period of time; 3) because of the ambiguity of 
the copula, it is undecided whether these time indications represent a temporal 
characterisation of the state of affairs itself or whether they delimit the time at 
which the state of affairs is the case. To remove these ambiguities, we attach time 
indices to the modal operators. In this way we can express that the time of the 
mode and the time of the being the case are different. The expression 'Nt Ct-a', for 
example, says that at time t' it is necessary that the state of affairs a is the case at 
time t". I should emphasise, however, that in expressions with time indices and in 
expressions without time indices we deal with two different kinds of states of 
affairs. We may characterise the latter as an entity that either is the case or is not. 
In order to fulfil this condition the description of the state of affairs must include 
temporal determinations. On the other hand, a state of affairs that belongs to the 
former kind does not include any temporal determination. Therefore one can not 
characterise it as an entity that either is the case or is not. It rather is an entity that 
at each moment either is the case or is not the case. Thus the expressions Ca and 
Cxib can be used to state the same fact in different ways. Whenever the different 
ways of stating a fact are irrelevant for the argument we use the term 'proposition' 
and the symbols Χ, Υ, Ζ instead of either of the former expressions and the 
symbols P, Q, R for variables of propositions (cp. Mario Mignucci's article). 

Ammonius uses the expression πραγμα to signify facts or states of affairs. 
He has a raft of expressions to speak of sentences, the items which are the subject 
of the debate: απφαντικος λόγος, λόγος, άπάφα,νσις, πρότασις, etc. In our 
commentary we use 'sentence' (assertive sentence) for all these expressions. In 
Mario Mignucci's article, however, the term 'proposition' is used as well. Only in 
contexts where it is important to distinguish type-sentences from token-sentences 
do we use 'sentence' for the former and 'statement', 'assertion', utterance' for the 
latter. It must be stressed, however, that Ammonius understands the items in 
question as tokens and not as types (cp. our article in this volume). Thus, he is 
dealing with individual speech events. We form names for these speech events by 
putting the symbols for facts or modalised facts in angle brackets. In certain 
sentences, however, beside the names of these speech events, we also need 
sentences which say that the speech event took place at a certain point in time. In 
order to form these sentences, we add a time index to the expressions in angle 
brackets; [Cp]t· therefore means that [Cp] was uttered at time t'. Using the names 
of sentences we also form another group of expressions, which ascribe a certain 
truth-value to those sentences. [Cp] is thus the name of an expression, while 
[Cp]t , T[Cp] and T[Cp]t· are expressions about that expression. For a detailed list 
see the table of formulae which follows. 



1.3 LIST OF SYMBOLS 

a, b, c constants for states of affairs 

p, q, r variables for state of affairs 

~p negation of a variable for state of affairs 

Χ, Υ , Ζ constants for propositions 

P, Q, R variables for propositions 

[P], [Q], [R] names of variables for propositions 

1, (k), m, η sentence constants 

Cp it is the case that ρ / ρ is the case 

C~p it is the case that ~p / ~p is the case 

[Ca] name of the sentence 'it is the case that a' 

[Cp] name of the open sentence 'it is the case that p' 

->Cp it is not the case that ρ 

T[P] Ρ is simply true 

F[P] Ρ is simply false 

T[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is simply true 

F[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is simply false 

Tj[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is true in an indefinite way 

Fi[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is false in an indefinite way 

Td[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is true in a definite way 

Fd[Cp] the sentence 'it is the case that p' is false in a definite way 

ρ, σ, τ, Χι, x2, Xi constants for moments of time 

t', t", t'" variables for moments of time 

tn now (nunc) 

tp, tf constants for past, constants for future periods of time 

t' < t" t' is prior to t" in time 

t ' s t" t' is prior to t" in time or is simultaneous 

t' > t" t' follows t" in time 

Si, S2, S3,.... constants for nodes 

Lv(Sj) the level of the node Si 

Dev(Sj, Si) the node S, is a development of the node Si 
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Ass([P], Si)=l the truth-value 1 is assigned to Ρ in the node Sj 
Ass([P], Si)=0 the truth-value 0 is assigned to Ρ in the node Si 
Si ε R the node Sj belongs to the path R constituting the "real" history 

of the world 

T*([P],Ss) Ρ has the assigned truth-value 1 in the node Si 
F*([P],Si) Ρ has the assigned truth-value 0 in the node Si 
Cxip at the moment τι it is the case that ρ 

G p at the moment t' it is the case that ρ 

CfCrp at the moment t' it is the case that at moment t" it is the case that 
η 

DCp 
Ρ 
it is decided that ρ is the case 

UCp it is undecided whether ρ is the case 
DfflCtp it is now decided that ρ is the case at t' 

Ut'Ct'p it is undecided at t' whether ρ is the case at t" 
PCp it is possible that ρ be the case 
NCp it is necessary that ρ be the case 
Nt'G"p it is necessary at moment t' that ρ be the case at moment t" 
KCp it is contingent (possible, but not necessary) that ρ be the case 
Κ,Ο,-ρ it is contingent at moment t' that ρ is the case at instant t" 
NaCp it is absolutely necessary that ρ be the case 
NbCp it is conditionally necessary that ρ be the case 
NT[Cp] the sentence 'p is the case' is necessarily true 
NF[Cp] the sentence 'p is the case' is necessarily false 
KF[Cp] it is contingent that the sentence 'p is the case' be false 
N.T[Cp] it is absolutely necessary that the sentence 'p is the case' be true 

T,[Ct"p]t-' the sentence 'p is the case at moment t" ' uttered at moment t '" is 
true at moment t' 

MP],s,) Ρ is definitely true in the node Si 
τ<[Ρ], Si> Ρ is indefinitely true in the node Si 
T/[P] Ρ is definitely true in the sense used by Alexander of Aphrodisias 

(X) universal quantification 
3x existential quantification 
• and 
>-< or (exclusive) 

V or 
if ...then... 
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predicates 
singular future contingent sentence 



1.4 LIST OF PRINCIPLES AND FORMULAS1 

A. Principles of Correspondence 

C(01) N{(T[Cp] - Cp) . (T[C~p] - C~p) · (F[Cp] - - C p ) · 
(F([C~p]~- .C~p)} 

C(02) (Cp-*Td[Cp]) · (C~p-»Td[C~p]) 

C(03) N{(T[Cp] - Cp) · (T[C~p] - C~p) · (F[Cp] - - C p ) · 

( F [ C ~ p H C ~ p ) } 

C(04) N{(Cp - T[Cp]) · (C~p - T[C-p]) · ( - C p - F[Cp]) · 

( - C - p -»F[C~p])} 

C ( l l ) (t')(t"Xp){(t"< t ' . T,.[C,.p]) - Q - Q p } 

q i 2 ) (t 'Xt"Xp){(t"i t ' · Tt-[Ctp]) - - Q - Ctp} 

Q 1 3 ) (t'Xt"Xp){(t"< t ' . Crp · [Ct'Pjr) - Tf[Ctp]} 

C(21) (T[Cp] - NCp) · (T[C~p] - NC~p) · (F[Cp] - N-Cp) · 

(F[C~p] N-C~p) 

C(22) (Td[Cp] - NCp) · (Td[C~p] - N(C-p) · (Fd[Cp] - N-Cp) · 

(Fd[C-p] - N-C~p) 

C(23) (NCp->Td[Cp]) · (NC~p-*Td[C~p]) · (N-.Cp-F„[Cp]) · 
(N->C~p->Fd[C~p]) 

C(24) (NT[Cp] - NCp) · (NT[C~p] - NC~p) · (NF[Cp] - N-Cp) · 
(NF[C~p] — N - C - p ) 

C(25) (Td[Cp] ~ NCp) · (Td[C~p] NC~p) · (Fd[Cp] ~ N-Cp) · 
(Fd[C~p]~ N->C~p) 

C(26) (KCp ~ KT[Cp]) 
C(28) (N,T[Cp] <- N,Cp) · (N.T[C~p] <- N,C~p) · (N.F[Cp] « · N.-Cp) · 

(N,F[C~p]~ N.-C~p) 

C(29) (NbT[Cp] <- NbCp) · (NbT[C~p] « · N„C~p) · NbF[Cp] <- Nb-Cp) · 
(N b F[C~p]« Nb->C~p) 

C(30) (t 'Xt"){t"< t ' - (NfTf[Cfp]f - NfQ-p)} 

0(31) {(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])} - (NCp >-< NC~p) 

C(32) {(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])} - N(Cp >-< C~p) 

N.B.: These are not Principles and Formulas that the authors of the texts hold in 
each case, but rather tools used to clarify the different positions attributed to ancient 
philosophers. 
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Q 3 3 ) {(T[Cp] >-< T[C~p]) · (F[Cp] >-< F[C~p])} - (NCp >-< NC~p) 

C(34) N({(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C-p] · F[Cp])} - (Cp >-< C~p)) 

C(40) (t'Xt"Xp){(t"< t ' · Q'p · [DfCtpJf) - T f [ D f Q p ] } 

C(41) (t'Xt"Xp){(t"< t ' · Q'P · [Ν,-Ct'p],·) - Tt-[Nt-C,p]} 

Q 4 2 ) (t'Xt"Xp){N.C,p - N,Tf[Ct'p]t·} 

(T) T[Ctp] =df 3Si (Si e R · T*([C,p], Si)) 

(F) F[Ctp] 3Si (Si e R · F ' t f C p ] , S,)) 

B. Principles of Truth 

T(04) ->P(F[Cp] · F[C~p]) 

T(05) ->P(T[Cp] · T[C~p]) 

T(09) (Td[Cp] >-< Fd[Cp]) · (Td[C~p] >-< F„[C~p]) 

T(10) N{(T[Cp] >-< F[Cp]) · (T[C~p] >-< F[C~p])} 

T ( l l ) N{(T[Cp] >-< T[C~p]) · (F[Cp] >-< F[C~p])} 

T(12) - P a t C p ] · T[C~p]) · ->P(F[Cp} · F[C~p]) 

T(13) N{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-<(F[Cp] · T[C~p])} 

T(14) N(Td[Cp] >-< Td[C~p]) 

T(15) N{(Ta[Cp] · Fd[C~p]) >-<(Td[C~p] · Fd[Cp])} 

T(16) N{(T[Cp] - F[C~p]) · (F[Cp] - T[C~p])} 

T(17) NT[Cp] - N.T[Cp] 

T(18) (t'Xt")(tCp]){(t'< t " · Tf[Ct-p]t-) - NT t.[C,p],·} 

T(19) (t'Xt"Xt"'X[Cp]){(t'" < t ' £ t" · N.T, [C,p]r) - N.T t [C,p]t } 

T(20) (t'Xt"X[Cp]){(f > t" · Tt "[C,p]t") - NTt"[Ct'p]t" 

T(21) (t'Xt"Xt"'X[Cp]){(t'" < t ' £ t" · Tt"[Ct'p]r) - (NT,-[CVp], ' · 

NTt" [Ct'P]t )} 

T(22) (t'Xt"Xt"'X[Cp]){(t"' < t < t" · Tt '[C,p]t") - Tt '-[Ctp]i"'} 

(EM) T[P] V ->T[P] Extended Law of the Excluded Middle 

(PB) T[P]V F[P] Principle of Bivalence 

(PBf) T[P] V T[ iP] Principle of Bivalence 

(PB*) Td* [Ρ] V Td* [->P] 

(T*) T*([C,p], Si) =d, Ass([Cip], Si) = 1 

(F*) F*([C,p], Si) =df Ass([C,p], SO = 0 

(PA) T*([Qp], Si) V F*([C,p], Si) - Lv(Si) 2; τ 

(AT) T*([C,p], Si) - (SjXDev(Sj, Si) - T*([C,p], S,)) 

(AF) F*([Q)], Si) - (SjXDev(Sj, Si) - F*([C,p], S,)) 
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(AP) Lv(Si) > τ - T*([Crp], Si) V F*( [Qp] , Si) 

(ΑΡΑ) Lv(Si) έ τ » T*([C,p], S f) V Si) 

(TD) Td([C,p], Si) =df T*([C,p], Si) · Si e R 

σ ^ ) Td([C,p], Si) = « T([C,p] · T*([C,p], Si) 

(Τ,) Ί([Οφ], Si) = d l T([Ccp] · 3Sj (Dev(Sj, Si) · F*[Cjp], S,) 

C. Principles of Facts 

F(03) (t'Xt"Xp){(t" < t ' · C,p) - N f C t p } 

F(04) (t')(t"Xp){(t" > t ' - G p ) - N t . C , p } 

F(10) Cp - N C p 

F ( l l ) N(Cp >-< C~p) 

F(12) N C p >-< N C - p 

F(13) (pXt' ){ (C,p - NtCtp) · ( C , ~ p - N , C t ~ p ) } 

F(14) ( p X t ' ) { ( - C , p - - iP t C,p) · ( - C . - P - - PfCt—p)} 

F(15) ( t 'Xt"Xp)( - iC, -C,p - Ct-Ct'p) 

F(16) C~p <- -.Cp 

(EM*) Ρ ν -·Ρ Law of the Excluded Middle 

D. Modal Principles 

M(5) (t'Xt"Xp)({(t"< t ' · D f C t p ) - N t ' Q p } 

M ( l l ) N C ~ p <- ->PCp 

M(12) N C p - i K C p 

M(13) - P C p - i K C p 

M(14) (T[Cp] - Cp) - (NT[Cp] - NCp) 

M(21) ([Cp])(NT[Cp] - N,T[Cp]) 
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Introduction 





II Introduction. Future Contingencies: The problem and its possible 
solutions 

by Gerhard Seel 

II.l Aristotle 

It all began with a great insight. In Book IV of the Metaphysics, Aristotle 
formulates and defends the following logical and semantic principles: 

1. An assertive sentence is true if and only if what it asserts is the case, 
false if it is not the case. 

2. Every assertive sentence is either true or false.2 

3. Two contradictory assertive sentences cannot both be true. 
4. Two contradictory assertive sentences cannot both be false. 

Today, we call the first of these 'the correspondence principle of truth' (cp. C(01) 
in our list of principles), the second is called 'the principle of bivalence' (cp. 
T(10) in our list of principles of truth), the third is called 'the principle of 
non-contradiction' (cp. T(05)) and the last is called 'the principle of the excluded 
middle' (cp. T(04)). The same principles are found in other important texts, for 
example, the Categories, the De Interpretatione and the Analytics. 

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle first introduces and defends the third of these 
principles (1005b5-1011b22)3, qualifying it as the 'best established of all 
principles' (1005bl8-19; b22-23); he then formulates the fourth principle (1011 
b23-25), making use, in one of the arguments in its defence, of the first and the 
second principles, i.e. the correspondence principle and the principle of bivalence 
(1011b26-29). In modern propositional logic, principles 2, 3 and 4 are equivalent, 
given the definition of the negator as the operator which, when added, changes a 
true proposition into a false proposition and vice versa. Aristotle himself might 
have held a similar position (as we believe), but the issue is far from settled. 

Since for Aristotle and for philosophers of the Hellenistic period an assertive 
sentence can in principle change its truth-value, the principle must be understood as 
meaning: at any time any assertive sentence is either true or false. 
The principle is first formulated as an ontological principle (1005bl9-22), then as a 
law of thinking (1005b23-32) and finally as a principle of logic (1011bl3-15). It is 
on the last of these that we focus in the following pages. 
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Aristotle's theory seems to be clearly articulated and to be defended on solid 
grounds. Difficulties began, however, when Aristotle discovered (or developed) a 
certain kind of argument that deduced from the four above- mentioned principles 
that every event in the world is a necessary event. This theory is called 'logical 
determinism', since it reaches a deterministic conclusion from purely logical and 
semantic premises. Determinism4 was a problem for Aristotle, and for many 
others, because it seemed to make free human action impossible and moral 
judgement pointless. 

The 'locus classicus' of logical determinism is the famous chapter 9 of the 
De Interpretatione. Here, Aristotle describes two deterministic arguments. Both 
conclude from the truth of a statement that predicts a future event the necessity of 
that event. The way the conclusion is reached is different in each case, but both 
arguments rely on the four fundamental logical and semantic principles.5 Most of 
the critical literature focuses on the second of these arguments; it consists of the 
following steps:6 

1. Let us claim that a state of affairs ρ is the case at the present instant t„. 
2. Then at each moment of the past it was true to affirm that ρ will be the 

case at t„. 
3. Therefore at each moment of the past it was not the case that ρ does 

not occur at t„. 
4. Therefore at each moment of the past it was not possible that ρ will not 

be the case at t„. 
5. So at each moment of the past it was necessary that ρ will be the case 

at t„. 

The step from (1) to (2) is made by the principle of the retrogradation of truth, 
C(13). The next step uses the principle of the simultaneity of the truth of a 
statement and the corresponding fact, C(ll), C(12). The third step applies the 
principle of the necessity of facts (conditional necessity), F(13) and F(14), to 
these past facts. The final step consists of a simple transformation of modalities. 
This argument creates a puzzle for Aristotle, i.e. an απορία, in the technical sense 
of the term given by Hellenistic Philosophy.7 According to this conception, an 
απορία was a set of evident assertoric sentences, the members of which cannot be 
true together; there was usually a technical demonstration showing that a given set 

Determinism is the position that every event or occurrent in the real world is 
predetermined from eternity in such a way that there is no moment in the history of 
the world at which it is undecided whether or not the event will occur. In the case of 
Aristotle, determinism is a consequence of necessitarianism. Necessitarianism is the 
position that there are no contingent states of affairs. Cp. p.19 below. 
For the details see our Commentary pp.171-175 and 182-185. 
For further details see our comments on paragraph 16 of Ammonius' Commentary, 
pp.182-185. For the first proof see our Commentary on the second lemma pp.171-176. 
For the meaning of the term απορία, in the Hellenistic period see G. Seel 1993, 
295-301. 
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of sentences was inconsistent in this way. The demonstration consisted of 
choosing one of the sentences of the set, taking the other sentences as premises 
and deducing from these the contradictory of the chosen sentence. The απορία, 
which literally means a situation when there is 'no way out', results from the fact 
that on the one hand the inconsistency of the set necessitates the rejection of at 
least one of its members, while on the other hand, since all the sentences are 
evident, none can be rejected, ίπορίαι were usually the object of a special 
procedure called a λύαις, i.e. a resolution. This consisted either in arguing that one 
of the seemingly evident sentences was in fact false or in showing that the proof 
of inconsistency was unsound. 

We can interpret chapter 9 of the De Interpretatione as a genuine απορία in 
the above sense. The set of sentences that were evident to Aristotle were the four 
logical and semantic principles and the thesis that there are contingent events in 
the world. That this set is inconsistent is shown by the two demonstrations of 
universal necessitarianism that use the four logical and semantic principles as 
premises and have as their conclusion the contradictory of the thesis. It is 
therefore plausible to take the rest of chapter 9 as Aristotle's attempt to resolve 
this απορία. How could this be achieved? 

A possible solution, and indeed the most likely, would be to dispense (either 
totally or partially) with the principles that cause the trouble. To find out whether 
Aristotle actually took this step, a first group of interpreters concentrated their 
attention on the four logical and semantic principles. It is hard to see, however, 
how Aristotle could possibly have rejected a principle that he considered the best 
established and most fundamental of all. It would of course be more likely that, 
instead of completely giving up one or other of those principles, Aristotle simply 
restricted their scope. Since determinism results only when these principles are 
applied to future tense sentences, Aristotle could restrict their application to 
sentences in the present or past tense. It is especially the principle of bivalence 
that creates the trouble. So a possible solution to the απορία would be to argue that 
sentences about future contingent facts are neither true nor false, i.e. to exempt 
them from the principle of bivalence. This would also entail certain modifications 
to the principles of non-contradiction and of the excluded middle. These need to 
be conditioned in the following way: If and only if two contradictory sentences 
have truth-values, then one is true and the other false. These principles would thus 
apply only to those sentences that actually have truth values. This means that 
sentences about future contingent events would not fall under these principles. 
Thus the deterministic arguments would not be sound any more. This solution is 
called 'the standard solution' and the belief that Aristotle employed the standard 
solution is called 'the standard interpretation'.8 

Sometimes (cp. N. Kretzmann 1998, 24-25) the standard interpretation is identified 
with Lukasiewicz's interpretation, according to which Aristotle not only limited the 
scope of the principle of bivalence, but also introduced a third truth value, i.e. the value 
'neither true nor false', that is supposed to be the value of future contingent sentences. 
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However, it is highly controversial whether Aristotle actually made this 
move. The thesis that he did not is known as 'the non-standard interpretation'.9 

There is, of course, more than one version of the non-standard interpretation. 
They all attempt to prove that instead of limiting the scope of the principle of 
bivalence Aristotle either limited the scope of one of the other principles used in 
the proof of determinism or else tried to show that the proofs were unsound. 
Obvious candidates for the first procedure are the principle of the necessity of 
facts, F (10), and the truth-to-necessity-principle, C (21). Some interpreters 
believe that Aristotle denied the validity of these principles for certain future facts 
and for sentences about this kind of fact. Those who hold that Aristotle found the 
proofs unsound argue that they rely on a confusion of necessitas consequentiae 
and necessitas consequentis and that Aristotle criticises this confusion in the final 
remarks of chapter 9.10 

Defenders of the standard interpretation could argue, and some did, that the 
standard solution is nothing but a consequence of Aristotle's principle of 
correspondence.11 According to this principle, an assertoric sentence is true if and 
only if there is a fact in the real world corresponding to the assertion made in the 
sentence. In today's semantics, we call this fact the sentence's 'truth- maker'. It 
could be doubted that sentences about future contingent types of event can have a 
truth-maker. Firstly, the fact asserted in a future tense sentence is, at the time of 
the utterance of the sentence, a future fact. Secondly, future contingent facts are 
undecided at the time of the utterance of the sentence, i.e. at that moment, it is 
completely open whether or not the corresponding type of event will occur. 
Therefore, sentences asserting future contingent facts lack both a simultaneous 
correspondent fact and a decided correspondent fact. If the principle of 
correspondence states that each sentence needs a simultaneous and a decided 
correspondent fact in order for that sentence to be true, then there are good 
reasons to deny that sentences about future contingent types of events can be 
either true or false. Of course, it is not certain that Aristotle actually understood 
the principle in this way, but, if he did, it would be quite natural for him to adopt 
the standard solution. Defenders of the non-standard solution argue that the 
standard solution is unnecessarily radical. Aristotle did not need to deny the 
existence of future facts and the truth of sentences about those future facts. He 
could simply doubt that those facts are necessary in each case and that the truth of 
the correspondent sentences implies the necessity of those facts. 

However, there is no evidence in Aristotle that he ever thought of such a truth value. 
9 This expression was first used by N. Rescher 1963,139f. 
10 Cp. J. Pacius 1597b, 82; M. Lowe 1980,55-57; G. Fine 1984, 23,36-38. 
11 Cp. D. Frede 1985,75, and H. Weidemann 1994, 294. 
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II.2 The Dialectical School (Diodorus Cronus) 

After Aristotle, the dispute about logical determinism continued on a more 
complicated level. Members of the so-called 'Dialectical School', and then the 
Stoics, introduced different semantics for the modalities and on that basis 
constructed new arguments. The new logical and semantic presuppositions of the 
Hellenistic debate make it necessary to distinguish clearly between determinism, 
necessitarianism and fatalism. As I understand it, determinism is the thesis that for 
every event12 in the real world there is, in a past-to-future perspective, no moment 
in the history of the world at which it is undecided whether that event will or will 
not occur. Thus, every event is predetermined from eternity. We saw in the case 
of De Interpretatione 9 that determinism is a consequence of necessitarianism. 
The latter is the thesis that every fact is a necessary fact or that there are no 
contingent states of affairs. However, a determinist need not be a necessitarian; as 
we shall see, there are semantics of the modalities that avoid this implication. 
Moreover, determinism follows from fatalism as well, but fatalism does not 
include necessitarianism. That these positions do not entail one another is clearly 
shown by the case of Chrysippus, who was certainly a fatalist, but who did not 
accept necessitarianism. By fatalism I intend the thesis that for every event at any 
moment before its occurrence there is a nexus of causal factors that ineluctably 
brings it about.13 

Scholars usually consider Diodorus Cronus as the first and most prominent 
Hellenistic defender of determinism. Although he was not a necessitarian, he 
grounded his determinism on semantics of the modalities. Let us see how this was 
achieved. In Diodorus' semantics, the so called 'Master Argument' seems to have 
played an important role. This argument also starts from an απορία. As Epictetus14 

reports, the απορία consisted of the following three principles: 

1. Every past truth is necessary. 
2. Something impossible does not follow from something possible. 
3. There is something possible which neither is nor will be true. 

Epictetus goes on to tell us that Diodorus "saw this conflict (the conflict 
between the three principles) and exploited the convincingness of the first two to 
establish the conclusion that 

'Nothing which neither is nor will be true is possible'." 

S. Bobzien 1998a, 26-27 introduced the term 'occurrent' for the entities we are 
talking about. 
This is our formulation. For the exact way Chrysippus in particular and the Stoics in 
general defined the principle of fate see S. Bobzien 1998a, 56-58; 301-314. 
Epictetus Diss. 2.19,1-10=FDS 993, transl. A. Long and D. Sedley 1987, vol. 1, 
230-1. 
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The principle given in the conclusion is clearly contradictory to the third 
principle, and the fact that this conclusion is demonstrated by the first two 
principles proves that the original set of three principles was inconsistent. 
Diodorus' solution to the απορία was to reject the third principle and replace it 
with the conclusion of the proof. Unfortunately we do not know exactly how 
Diodorus proceeded in his proof. There are a lot of reconstructions, but so far 
none has been universally accepted. 

It is, however, clear that Diodorus somehow made use of his first principle 
to show that from something possible (according to the third principle) something 
impossible would follow, i.e. exactly what the second principle denies. It seems 
that in showing this he must have made tacit use of at least one further principle, 
but it is unclear exactly what this was. In one of my articles,15 I have tried to 
reconstruct Diodorus' argument, supposing that he made use of the principle of 
conditional necessity as an additional premise. This principle, F(10), states that if 
a state of affairs ρ is the case, then it is necessary that ρ is the case. With this 
principle it can easily been shown that the possibility of something that neither is 
nor will be implies a contradiction and thus something impossible. I argued that 
Diodorus could have arrived at F(10) by tacitly widening the scope of premise (1) 
from past facts to all facts. To that R. Gaskin has—rightly— objected16 that the 
scope of premise (1) cannot be widened because it explicitly restricts conditional 
necessity to past facts. However, Diodorus could have meant to include past facts 
concerning future events. He could have argued that if it is a fact (now) that ρ 
neither is nor will be the case, it has always been a fact in the past that from now 
on it will not be the case. If this is so, we do not need to widen the scope of 
premise (1). We can deduce directly from the original premise (1) that it has 
always been necessary that the state of affairs, the possibility of which is in 
question, neither is the case nor will be the case. This is the reconstruction given 
by Long and Sedley.17 

Let me briefly return to R. Gaskin's reconstruction, which will be very 
useful for the interpretation of an argument discussed below. In his reconstruction 
Gaskin uses a principle that he calls the principle of "relativity of modality to the 
facts" (1995,288-299). By this he understands a "self-evident meaning rule for the 
modal operators" that requires (in the present case) anything possible to be 
coherent with the given facts. Now, the possibility of something that neither is nor 
will be the case is, according to Gaskin, not coherent with the facts. This is shown 
in the following way. Suppose ρ to be possible, but never the case from now on; 
we then get ->Cp as a given fact. If we then suppose the actuality of ρ in order to 
test its possibility according to the second premise, we get as the hypothetical 
outcome Cp · ->Cp, which is clearly a contradiction. Is the reconstruction sound? 

15 G. Seel, Diodore domine-t-il Aristote? (1982b, 293-313) 
16 R. Gaskin 1995, 294 n.19. 
17 Cp. A. Long and D. Sedley 1987, vol. 1,234. 
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I think not. By making the hypothesis that ρ is the case we make the implicit 
hypothesis that its contradictory is not the case. The given fact that the latter is the 
case does not, of course, prevent us supposing, as a mere hypothesis, its not being 
the case. Gaskin holds that the notion of modality relative to the facts does not 
allow this. In my opinion, however, the only situation that could prevent this 
would be the necessity of the fact that ~p. It is thus clear that some version of the 
principle of conditional necessity is needed in order to deduce a contradiction.18 

The definition of the impossible (i.e. that which neither is nor will be true) 
given in the conclusion of Diodorus' demonstration forms the core of the system 
of Diodorean modalities:19 

necessary contingent impossible 

that which from now on 

is and always will be true is sometimes true and 
sometimes false 

is and will be always 
false 

These definitions show that Diodorus was not a necessitarian, because he admits 
contingent states of affairs. At first glance, this leaves unanswered whether he was 
a determinist. One may doubt that he was, because his definition of the possible 
seems to allow that the exact moment of the realisation of a possible state of 
affairs is undecided at any time before its realisation. However, as soon as we 
apply Diodorean modalities to sentences that predict the occurrence of a type of 
event at a precise time, we see that deterministic consequences follow from the 
definitions of these modalities.20 Sentences of that kind are always true if they are 
once true.21 It is doubtful, however, that Diodorean modalities were to be applied 
to this kind of sentence. They are rather an example of what I have called 
'omnitemporal' modalities.22 They apply to entities that can exist at any moment 
from now on and to sentences about those entities. 

The question whether or not all future events are predetermined was 
answered by another argument developed by the Dialectical School, the so called 

R. Gaskin 1995, 288 note 12 claims that his interpretation of Aristotle's definition 
of possibility that includes relativity to the facts coincides with mine (as stated in 
1982a, 334 - 336). He does not see that I emphasise (in 1982a, 335 note 82a) that 
any deduction of a contradiction of the kind used in the Master Argument 
presupposes the principle of conditional necessity, a principle that Aristotle accepted 
for present and past facts. 
Cp. S. Bobzien 1993,83-84. 
This is probably the sense of Cicero's testimony about Diodorus in Defato 13. 
There is, however, a problem in that the ancients did not use speaker-independent 
time indices. So the only examples they could give were sentences about types of 
events that cannot occur more than once, such as being born and dying. Cp. S. 
Bobzien 1998a, 98-101. 
Cp. G. Seel 1982a, 218ff. where these are called 'nichtzeitgebundene Modal-
begriffe'. 
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'Reaper Argument'. This could have been a corollary argument to the 'Master 
Argument', meant to close a loophole left open by the latter. The Reaper 
Argument is also based on an απορία. In the simplest and possibly oldest version 
of the argument this απορία consisted of the following four sentences: 

1. If you are going to reap, it is not undecided whether you will reap or 
will not reap; it is decided that you will reap. 

2. If you are not going to reap, it is not undecided whether you will reap 
or will not reap; it is decided that you will not reap. 

3. It is necessary that you are either going to reap or not going to reap. 
4. It is undecided whether you will reap or will not reap. 

By taking sentences (1), (2) and (3) as premises and by deducing from them the 
contradictory of (4), the inventor of the Reaper Argument demonstrated both the 
inconsistency of the original set of four sentences and the truth of determinism. 

In the version we find in Ammonius' commentary a second proof is added. 
This second proof has the conclusion of the first proof as its first premise. Its 
second premise is the principle that contingency presupposes undecidedness. 
From these two premises it is deduced that there are no contingent facts. Thus, 
while one version of the Reaper Argument is just a demonstration of determinism, 
the more complex version appears to be a proof of necessitarianism.23 

II. 3 The Stoics 

How did Hellenistic philosophers react to these arguments? One would imagine 
that not all would accept the deterministic or necessitarian solutions to the two 
άπορίαι. Let us first see what happened in the Stoic school. Epictetus tells us that 
Cleanthes, followed by Antipater, resolved the απορία of the Master Argument by 
rejecting premise (1) and keeping the other two. They thus preserved the position 
commonly held by the Stoics that there are types of events which have the 
possibility to happen but nonetheless never happen. Epictetus then tells us that 
Chrysippus' solution to the απορία was different, namely the rejection of the 
second principle in order to keep the first and the third. Chrysippus' argument was 
as follows. Take the true conditional 'If Dio is dead, this one is dead'. Since this 
is a true conditional the second proposition (αξίωμα) follows from the first.24 

However, the first proposition (αξίωμα) is possible while the second is 
impossible, because according to Stoic semantics the deiktical expression 'this 

Cp. G. Seel 1993, 318. In this paper I argue that the second premise of the second 
proof uses a notion of contingency that is different from that of Diodorus and that it 
is probable therefore that the second proof was added at a later date by people who 
understood determinism in terms of necessitarianism. 
Like most scholars we translate the Stoic term άξιωμα by 'proposition' and not by 
'sentence'. Note, however, that what the Stoics called αξίωμα, differs in several 
respects from the modern proposition. 
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one' can be used only of someone existing at the present moment, and when Dio 
is dead, he no longer exists. So according to Chrysippus, in this example, 
something impossible follows from something possible. This means that the 
second principle of the Master Argument is false. 

We know from several sources that the Stoics also attacked the Reaper 
Argument, but while we are aware of their general line of argument, we do not 
definitely know which of the premises of the argument they tried to refute. There 
is, however, some indirect evidence to suggest that they must have attacked the 
second premise of the second part of the argument. As we shall see, the Stoics 
accepted premises (1), (2) and (3). They must therefore have accepted the 
conclusion of the first stage, i.e. that there are no undecided future events, a thesis 
which is perfectly in line with Stoic determinism.25 On the other hand, the Stoics 
could not have accepted the conclusion of the second stage of the argument, i.e. 
that there are no contingent states of affairs: their semantics of the modalities 
prove that there are contingent states of affairs.26 The Reaper Argument 
demonstrates the contrary by stating - in the second premise of the second part of 
the argument - that contingency presupposes undecidedness. 

Let us investigate these points one after the other. The Stoics accepted the 
principles of bivalence and of the excluded middle for the same reasons that they 
would have accepted premises (1), (2) and (3) of the Reaper Argument. In Fat. 
20-21, Cicero reports an argument by which Chrysippus deduced fatalism by 
using the principle of bivalence as one of the premises. Cicero goes on to say that 
Chrysippus used various arguments to support this principle, but unfortunately he 
omits to tell us what these arguments were. His testimony is, however, sufficient 
to show that Chrysippus accepted the principle of bivalence.27 Given the Stoic 
conception of negation this implies the principle of the excluded middle.28 

The way Chrysippus deduced fatalism from the principle of bivalence 
allows us to understand how he conceived the truth-maker of future tense 
propositions (αξιώματα.).Ήle argument has the following overall structure:29 

Step one 

(PI) The Principle of Bivalence implies the General Causal Principle. 

This is probably the reason why the Anonymous Commentator on the De 
Interpretation (Tarän) 54,8-55,5 (FDS 1253, 4) thought that the Stoics themselves 
used the Reaper Argument to refute contingency, but this is certainly not the case. 
In 1993, 318 I claim that Chrysippus' definition of the contingent excludes 
determinism. This, however, is correct if and only if 'determinism' means 
'necessitarian determinism', as supposed in the article. It is, of course, incorrect if 
determinism is understood in the sense given above. 
That the Stoics generally accepted the principle of bivalence is well attested. Cp. 
besides Cicero, Fat. 20-21, Cicero, Ac. pr. 30,95; Simplicius, In Arist. Cat. 
406,21ff. Cp. also M. Frede 1974,40-44. 
Cp. Alexander of Aphr., In Arist. Anal, pr., 402,33-35. 
I use the reconstruction given by S. Bobzien 1998a, 85. 
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(P2) The Principle of Bivalence holds. 

(CI) Therefore the General Causal Principle holds as well. 

Step two 

(P4) The General Causal Principle implies the Fate Principle. 
(C1/P3) The General Causal Principle holds. 
(C2) Therefore the Fate Principle holds as well. 

The General Causal Principle is that there is no motion without cause. The Fate 
Principle is that everything happens in accordance with fate. 

For our present purposes, only the first step is important. What, according to 
Chrysippus, is the relation between the truth of propositions (αξιώματα) and the 
causation of events? It should firstly be noted that the Stoics held a kind of 
correspondence theory of truth, articulated in a special technical vocabulary. 
According to this theory, a proposition (αξίωμα) is true when it is actualised and 
false when it is not actualised (Sextus Empiricus, Μ. VIII 10): a proposition 
(αξίωμα), for example 'Dio is walking', is actualised when the predicate 'is 
walking' is actualised in the real object Dio or when Dio is actually walking. This 
is to say that a proposition (αξίωμα) is true if and only if the correspondent state 
of affairs is the case (Diog. Laert. VII,65).30 This principle is unproblematic in the 
case of propositions (αξιώματα) about present states of affairs, because for each 
of these propositions (αξιώματα) there is a simultaneous fact that makes the 
proposition true or false. However, when a proposition (αξίωμα) is about an event 
that will occur at some time in the future, it may be asked whether there is 
anything at all that makes it true or false. If one assumes, as the Stoics seem to, 
that the truth-maker of a proposition must be simultaneous with the utterance of 
the proposition, then the event predicted by a future tense proposition cannot be 
its truth-maker because it is not simultaneous with the utterance of the 
proposition. We have already seen that this could have been a reason to adopt the 
standard solution and to restrict the principle of bivalence. If, however, 
Chrysippus had wanted to retain the principle of bivalence, he had somehow to 
identify the truth-maker of future tense propositions (αξιώματα) and show how it 
establishes their truth. Let us see how this was done. 

As Cicero (Fat. 20-21) tells us, Chrysippus used the following principle to 
defend (PI): 

(P5) That which will have no causes to bring it about, will be neither true 
nor false. 

In order to see exactly what Chrysippus meant S. Bobzien rephrased (P5), in my 
opinion rightly, as follows: 

I find this interpretation of the Stoic theory most convincing, but I do not exclude 
that a semantic theory (Tarski style) or a redundancy theory of truth (Ramsey style) 
would also square with the evidence. 
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If a motion had no causes, a proposition (άξίωμα) correlated to that motion 
would be neither true nor false. 

Why is that so ? Unfortunately Cicero omits to tell us Chrysippus' exact reasons; 
we can only conjecture what they might have been. Let us consider the 
proposition (αξίωμα) 'Dio will walk'. In order to be either true or false this 
proposition needs a determinate truth-maker or falsity-maker, i.e. some fact that 
makes it true and its negation false or vice versa. According to the Stoic 
correspondence theory of truth, the truth-maker must consist of the actualisation 
of some predicate in some existing object or of some fact. In the case of our 
proposition this must be a fact about a future motion. We must ask, however, 
whether for Chrysippus, this is a present fact about a future motion or a future fact 
about a (then) present motion. In other words, which of the following modern 
technical affirmations better expresses what Chrysippus had in mind: 'It is a fact 
now that Dio will walk' or ' It will be a fact that Dio is walking' ? 

Although there is no direct evidence to answer this question, there is some 
indication that Chrysippus rather meant the former. Firstly, there is a passage in 
Sextus Empiricus (Μ. VIII 254-5; SVF II 221, part) that clearly shows that the 
Stoics considered propositions about future events as either true now or false now: 
in the case of the conditional 'If this man has been wounded in the heart, this man 
will die', the proposition (αξίωμα) 'this man will die' is said about something 
happening in the future, but 'is present and true even now'. Given the close link 
between the truth of a proposition and the actualisation of the state of affairs 
functioning as the proposition's truth-maker (cp. again Sextus Empiricus, Μ VIII 
10) it is highly likely that what makes these present propositions true is the 
present actualisation of a future state of affairs and not the future actualisation of a 
(then) present state of affairs. Moreover, it is unlikely that Chrysippus would have 
spoken of a future actualisation of something, because he considered only the 
present as 'actualised'.31 Given this, he would hardly have accepted a future fact 
as the truth-maker of a present proposition (αξίωμα). 

The crucial question for Chrysippus must have been whether a future motion 
that has no causes could be considered as already actualised in the present. Of 
course, this was denied. For, according to his theory, what decides whether a 
future type of event is actualised already now, can only be the present causes that 
bring it about and thus prevent it from not being actualised. So if there were some 
event without a cause, its occurrence would be undecided during the time before it 
occurs. During this time it could not be said that the event is actualised, nor that 
its contradictory is actualised. So propositions that predict this event will have no 
truth-maker and no falsity-maker and thus would be neither true nor false.32 On 

31 Cp. Stobaeus, Eel. 1.106,5-23 (W) = SVF 11,509; Plutarch, Comm. not. 1081C-
1082A; cp. also A.C. Lloyd 1978,294. 

32 S. Bobzien 1998a, 65 has a different explanation of why a proposition (αξίωμα) 
about an event that has no causes is neither false nor true: "It would not be false, 
since it is actualised. It would not be true, since the motion to which it correlates has 
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the other hand, if the future event has present causes that bring it about, it is 
already decided that it will occur. There is therefore a present fact about the future 
event. The implication of this is that the present proposition already has a definite 
truth-value at the present time. 

Chrysippus' principle (PI), along with the principle of bivalence, has clear 
deterministic consequences, since the causes in question are, in modern 
terminology, sufficient causes. However, as already mentioned, Chrysippus was 
not a necessitarian, i.e. he admitted contingent states of affairs. He was able to do 
this without giving up his belief in determinism because of his definition of the 
modalities, which differs significantly from that of Diodorus. S. Bobzien has 
shown that the system of Chrysippean modalities had the following structure: 

necessary contingent impossible 

that which 

is not internally capable 
of ever being false or is 
externally hindered from 

being false 

at all times from now on 

is internally capable of 
being true and of being 

false and nothing 
external hinders either 

from being true or from 
being false 

at some time from now 
on 

is not internally capable 
of ever being true or is 

externally hindered from 
being true 

at all times from now on 

These definitions allow for the responsible decisions of human agents that are, on 
the one hand, determined by an eternal chain of causes and yet are, on the other 
hand, contingent.33 

II. 4 Epicurus 

The deterministic arguments developed in the Dialectical School were a challenge 
not only to the Stoics but also, and even more so, to the Epicureans. There is no 
evidence of a refutation of the Master Argument by the Epicureans, but Cicero 
tells us {Fat. 21) that Epicurus refuted a deterministic argument very similar to the 
Reaper Argument.34 This he did by denying the third premise of that argument, i.e. 

no causes". To this one may object that if a motion that is actualised prevents a 
proposition (αξίωμα) from being false, it must also make that proposition (αξίωμα) 
true. I rather think that for the Stoics a motion that has no causes is not actualised. 
To think otherwise would be to contradict the Stoic correspondence theory of truth. 
Cp. S. Bobzien 1998a, 112-119. 
In G. Seel 1993 I argue that the argument refuted by Epicurus was in fact a version 
of the Reaper Argument. 
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the Principle of the Excluded Middle.35 By contrast, Fat. 37 suggests that he 
accepted a version of this principle, i.e. the truth of 'Cp V -Op' , but rejected the 
Principle of Bivalence. Cicero criticises Epicurus for his 'pitiful ignorance of 
logical discourse'; he might, however, have meant that in the case of future 
contingent sentences, although only one of a pair of contradictory sentences can 
and will finally 'come true', neither is true now.34 If this were the case, it would 
mean that Epicurus or some Epicurean followed the standard solution to 
Aristotle's απορία. 

Where Cicero reports Epicurus' worries about fatalism at Fat. 21 one easily 
gets the impression that by denying the Principle of Bivalence Epicurus also 
wanted to refute Chrysippus' proof of fatalism. For, after the presentation of 
Chrysippus' argument, Cicero continues: 'Epicurus is afraid that, if he grants this 
(i.e. the Principle of Bivalence), he will have to grant that whatever comes about 
does so through fate.' If this were correct, Epicurus must have accepted 
Chrysippus' (PI). This is indeed what a number of scholars have argued,37 but the 
issue is far from settled.38 All the evidence we have is that Epicurus denied the 
principle that every motion has a cause - or at least this is how later authors such 
as Cicero understood him: he, in fact, reports that Epicurus allowed motions 
without preceding causes and that in defence of this position he invented the 
theory of the swerve (Fat. 22; 48).39 

However that may be, the only point of importance for our purposes is 
whether Epicurus or the Epicureans developed any new conception of the 
truth-maker of future tense sentences. The answer is obviously not. There is no 
evidence for such an innovation. On the contrary, if the Epicureans accepted the 
standard solution, they must have done so on the basis of the standard conception 
of the truth-maker.40 

Cp. Cicero, Fat. 37; Nat. Deor. I 70; Acad. II97. 
Cp. S. Bobzien 1998a, 82-83 
Cp. J. Vuillemin 1984, 232; J. Talanga 1986a, 112. 
Cp. S. Bobzien 1998a, 86. The only passage that supports this interpretation is Fat. 
19, where Cicero says that Epicurus could grant the Principle of Bivalence without 
fearing that all things must necessarily come about by fate and then explains the 
term 'fate' according to the Chrysippean Principle of Fate. However, this could well 
be Cicero's own view of the meaning of 'fate'. 
It is not settled, however, whether Epicurus considered the swerve a motion without 
cause. He could equally well have understood that it had no sufficient cause. 
If Sextus Empiricus, Μ. VII211-16 (Usener 247) is a reliable report of the Epicurean 
conception of truth (which is doubtful, cp. D. Sedley 1982, 239-72) it supports our 
interpretation. According to Sextus, the Epicureans held that an opinion is true if it 
is attested or uncontested by self-evidence and false if it is contested or unattested 
by self-evidence. So it can be true only if it is not contested by self-evidence. 
However, as the Plato example shows, a future contingent sentence that is later 
contested by self-evidence is false. 
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II.5 Carneades 

A completely new conception of truth and the truth-maker, and hence a new 
solution to Aristotle's iitopia, was discovered by Carneades of the New Academy. 
According to him, as reported by Cicero, the truth and falsity of a sentence does 
not depend upon an eternal chain of causes that bring about the correspondent 
fact, but simply upon the fact itself.41 The question is, however, whether in the 
case of future contingent sentences this fact is to be seen as a present fact about a 
future event or as a future fact about a (then) present event.42 Unfortunately, 
Cicero's imprecise language does not allow a definite answer to this question, but 
the absence of any evidence to the contrary leads us to suppose that Carneades 
meant the less technical second version. His new conception of the truth-maker of 
future tense sentences allows him to reject Chrysippus' (PI) and also to admit 
future contingent events. He could also, of course, avoid the deterministic 
consequences of both Aristotle's Truth-to-Necessity-Argument and the 
Reaper-Argument, without giving up the Principle of Bivalence. Defenders of the 
non-standard interpretation argue that Aristotle himself followed this line of 
argument. 

II.6 The Peripatetic school of Alexander ofAphrodisias 

Carneades was not the only philosopher who tried to avoid Stoic fatalism while 
preserving, along with the Stoics, the principle of bivalence. Most of the later 
opponents of Stoicism followed Carneades in rejecting the Stoic thesis that 
fatalism does not imply necessitarianism. Consequently, they understood the 
Stoics to be necessitarians.43 It is impossible to discuss here all the details of the 
debate. I shall rather concentrate on one particular school that found a new 
solution to Aristotle's wnopia, or so it seems, i.e. the Peripatetic School of 
Alexander of Aphrodisias. 

I shall argue that it was this school that discovered a vital distinction that 
would later allow the neoplatonic commentators, Ammonius and Boethius, to 
develop a new solution to Aristotle's απορία. As we shall see, they argued that 
sentences about future contingent events are either true or false, but not definitely 
so. They tried to show that deterministic consequences would follow only if all 
assertoric sentences were either definitely true or definitely false, but in fact some 

Cp. Cicero, Fat. 19 quod ita cecidit certe casurum, sicut cecidit, fuit; Fat. 27 ut 
praeterita ea vera dicimus quorum superiore tempore vera fuerit instantia, sic 
futura quorum consequenti tempore vera erit instantia, ea vera dicemus. 
Cp. H. Weidemann 1994,256-259 who seems to opt for the second possibility. 
For Alexander of Aphrodisias cp. R. Sharpies, 1983a, 20-21. 
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are either indefinitely true or indefinitely false. In this way, the principle of 
bivalence was preserved and determinism avoided. 

Unfortunately, the exact meaning of the terms 'definitely true' and 
'indefinitely true' is unclear in the texts of the neoplatonic commentators and is 
even less clear in the texts of the School of Alexander. Consequently, there is 
much scholarly debate concerning this new solution to the απορία, as to whether it 
is a version of the standard solution or of the non-standard solution. 

We know little or nothing about Alexander's position concerning the 
principle of bivalence. In chapter 10 of his De Fato, where he discusses 
Aristotle's example of tomorrow's sea-battle, his main concern is the theory of the 
Stoics who, of course, accepted the principle of bivalence. However, he never 
clearly states whether he himself believes that future contingent sentences are 
either true or false; all he seems to admit is that, if these sentences are true, then 
the events they predict occur necessarily.44 However, we do have two important 
testimonies that seem to show that members of his school accepted the principle 
of bivalence for future contingent sentences and that they made a distinction 
between 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true'. The first piece of evidence is a 
passage from Simplicius' Commentary on Aristotle's Categories. Simplicius 
reports (in Cat. 406, 13-16) that a certain Nicostratus45 denied that future 
contingent sentences have any truth-values at all. He then contrasts this position 
with that of the Peripatetics, saying: 

But the Peripatetics say that the contradiction regarding the future is true or 
false, while it is by nature unseizable and uncertain which part of it is true and 
which part is false. For nothing prevents us from saying the contradiction with 
respect to any time, as for instance 'it will be or it will not be', and each of the 
two parts contained in it, as for instance 'it will be' or 'it will not be', is 
already (ηδη) true or false in a definite way (άφωρισμένως) with respect to the 
present or past time. But those parts of a contradiction which are said with 
respect to the future are not yet (ί}δη) true or false, and they will be true or 
false. Let these things be sufficient against (προς) Nicostratus. 

Of course, we do not know the definite identity of the Peripatetics referred to by 
Simplicius, but it is possible, and even plausible, that he is referring to the school 
of Alexander, because the above theory could very well have been a direct 
reaction to Nicostratus' view, and he lived in the middle of the second century 
AD.46 

However this may be, we learn two important things from this passage: 

1. According to the Peripatetics, the principle of bivalence holds for 
future contingent sentences. In my opinion, this is obvious from the 
first sentence of the above text, and is confirmed by the fact that the 

See also C. Natali 1996, 243 and R. Sharpies 1978a, 264. 
Probably a Platonic philosopher of the second century AD. Cp. M. Mignucci in this 
volume, 280. 
See also M. Mignucci in this volume, 281-284, who is more hesitant about this. 
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Peripatetic position is said to be opposed to that of Nicostratus, who 
denied this. 

2. The Peripatetics used the distinction between 'already true or false in a 
definite way' and 'not yet true or false' to characterise the different 
ways in which sentences about the present or the past and sentences 
about the future have their truth-values. 

Supporters of the standard interpretation could, of course, understand the 
expression 'not yet true or false' as meaning that future contingent sentences 
'have no truth-value at the moment of their utterance'. In this case, the expression 
'already true or false in a definite way' would simply mean that sentences about 
the present or the past 'already have a truth-value'. This, however, would 
contradict our first point which is well confirmed. 

It should not be forgotten that the distinction is between 'already' and 'not 
yet', and not between 'in a definite way' and 'in an indefinite way'. It is therefore 
plausible to suppose that the expression following 'not yet' has the same value as 
the expression following 'already'. In support of this interpretation, M. Mignucci 
has argued that ίφωρισμένως can very well be connected to ν&η μέν ουκ εστίν 
αλφη rj ipevivj at 407,12-13.47 If so, there is no longer a contradiction in the text. It 
says that, according to the Peripatetics, future contingent sentences are either true 
or false, but not in a definite way, at the time of their utterance. However, we still 
do not know what the expression 'already in a definite way' as opposed to 'not yet 
in a definite way' exactly means. To find out, we need a text in which the 
expression is used to solve Aristotle's απορία. 

Luckily for us, such a text does exist, though transmitted in rather poor 
shape. I am referring to a passage found in Quaestio 1,4, attributed to Alexander. 
We cannot be sure that Alexander himself is the author, but it certainly comes 
from his school.48 Although the text is not without ambiguities, it helps clarify the 
meaning of the expression 'definitely true'. We are told that certain (unnamed) 
people argue the following: 

If that is possible from which, if it is supposed that it is the case, nothing 
impossible results, and if from everything of which the contradictory is truly 
said beforehand, there results, if it is supposed that it is the case, the 
impossibility that the same thing both is and is not at the same time, then none 
of those things, of which one part of the contradictory disjunction referring to 
the future is definitely true, would be contingent. But, as they say, in all cases 
one part of the contradictory disjunction is definitely true. ... So nothing is 
contingent.49 

The argument is clearly meant to be a proof of necessitarianism. The author 
apparently uses it to show that the Stoics cannot avoid necessitarianism. There are 
two stages to the argument: 

Cp. M. Mignucci in this volume, 281. 
Cp. R. Sharpies 1978a, 264. 
The translation is R. Sharpies' 1992,34 slightly modified. 



Future Contingencies: The problem and its possible solutions 31 

Step one 

The overall structure of the first step is the following: 

(PI) If A and Β then C 
(PII) Now A and Β 
(C) Therefore C 

The first premise states that C follows logically from A and B. This is shown by 
proving that A and Β are incompatible with the contradictory of C. Let us analyse 
this in detail. 

C 'None of those things, of which one part of the contradictory 
disjunction referring to the future is definitely true, is contingent.' 

If ρ is a variable of future states of affairs, we get: 

CI (p)(T<i[Cp] - ->KC~p) 

CI can be transformed into C2. 

C2 (p) -i(Td[Cp] · KC~p) 

The contradictory of this is 

D There are things (states of affairs) such that one part of the 
contradictory disjunction referring to the future is definitely true and 
the contradictory state of affairs is contingent. 
3p (Td[Cp] · KC~p) 

That D is not compatible with A and Β results from a reductio of D with the help 
of A and B. 

A (Only) that is possible from which, if it is supposed to be the case, 
nothing impossible results. 

A relies on the principle (PI) and its conversion (P2). 

(PI) If Cp is possible and Cp implies Cq then Cq is possible too.50 

(P2) If Cq is impossible and Cp implies Cq then Cp is impossible too. 

A also states that something considered to be possible can be tested by supposing 
its actuality and seeing whether from this hypothesis an impossibility results. If an 
impossibility does result, it was wrongly considered possible. The state of affairs 
~p that, according to D, is contingent and therefore possible is subjected to this 
test. The inevitable result of the test is stated in B. 

This principle is first found in Aristotle (Metaph. IX, 3, 1047a24-26; An. Pr. I, 13, 
32al8ff); it also features as the second premise of the Master Argument. For a 
commentary see G. Seel 1982a, 329ff.; cp. also G. Seel 1982b. 
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Β 'From everything of which the contradictory is truly said beforehand, 
there results, if it is supposed that it is the case, the impossibility that 
the same thing both is and is not at the same time.' 

The reasoning underlying Β is that according to D [Cp] is true now and therefore, 
according to the principle of correspondence, it is the case now that ρ will occur 
at a precise moment in the future. Furthermore, and still according to D, it is 
possible now that ~p will occur at the same moment. If one supposes that this 
possibility is actualised one gets that it is the case now that ρ will occur at a 
precise future moment and that it is the case now that ~p will occur at that same 
moment. This, however, is a contradiction and, as the text states, an impossibility. 
This means that D is incompatible with both A and Β and that its contradictory, C, 
can be deduced from A and B. This can be shown directly in the following way. 

Β may be formalized as follows: 

Β T[Cp]-{C~p-(Cp«C~p)} 

From B, by using the principle of correspondence, one gets the following 
tautology: 

B' Cp - {C~p - (Cp · C~p)} 

By applying the impossibility test according to (P2) to C~p, from Β one gets: 

B" If [Cp] is true, then C~p is impossible. 

By using the usual intermodal relations and by substituting 'definitely true' for 
'true', as the text has it, B" can be transformed into C. 

C If [Cp] is definitely true C~p is not contingent. 

According to this argument, C in fact follows from A and B. Apparently, the 
authors of the argument accepted A and Β and thus C, because in the following 
step they use C along with Ε to deduce F. 

Step two 

The first premise is an enlarged version of C that we call C3. 

C3 If [Cp] is definitely true now C~p is not contingent now and if [C~p] is 
definitely true now C-p is not contingent now. 

As a second premise the authors of the argument add a version of the principles of 
non-contradiction and of the excluded middle. 

Ε Either [Cp] is definitely true or [C~p] is definitely true. 

From C3 and Ε they deduce F. 

F Neither Cp nor C~p is contingent. 

Of course, F does not follow directly from C3 and E. Therefore, in the passage 
following our quotation, the authors show that if one part of the contradiction is 
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impossible the other, being necessary, cannot be contingent. So the argument is a 
proof of necessitarianism, as we said at the beginning. But is it a sound argument? 

The answer to this question depends on the meaning of the expression 
'definitely true'. It is interesting to note that this expression occurs only in C and 
D, but we may surmise that the expression 'true' or 'truly' in Β must mean 
'definitely true'. If ' [Cp] is definitely true' simply meant that the sentence has a 
truth value and this is the value 'true', as the supporters of the standard 
interpretation argue, then the deduction in Β would be nothing but a fallacy. For if 
[Cp] is true and one supposes that C~p, one supposes by the same token that [Cp] 
is not true. The truth of [Cp] does not prevent us supposing that [Cp] is not true, 
as long as [Cp] could not be true. Therefore, from supposing that C~p no 
contradiction results.51 

This is quite different, if 'definitely true' has a modal meaning in the sense 
of Ρ (3), as stated by the non-standard interpretation. 

P(3) If [Cp] is definitely true, then it is necessary that [Cp] is true. 

In this case, if [Cp] is definitely true one can no longer reasonably suppose that it 
is false. This means that the hypothesis that ~p is the case indeed leads to the 
contradictory assumption of Cp · C~p. Thus, the argument is valid, if the authors 
understood 'definitely true' in the sense of P(3), while it clearly is a fallacy, if 
they understood it in the first sense. This is a strong indirect argument in favour of 
the non-standard interpretation. Only the latter safeguards the authors from the 
charge of failure. 

R. Gaskin (1995, 373-74) gives an alternative reconstruction of the 
argument. He supposes that the authors adhere to the doctrine of modality relative 
to the facts.52 However, there is no trace of this doctrine in the text. 

In the solution given at 13,2-6 the expression 'definitely true' reappears: 

But it is alike possible for the same thing to come to be and not to come to be, 
how is it not absurd to say, in the case of these things, that one part of the 
contradiction uttered beforehand is true definitely (άφωρισμένως αληθές), and 
the other false, when the thing in question is alike capable of both?53 

This clearly means that the existence of contingent events prevents us stating that 
of all contradictory future sentences one is definitely true (and the other definitely 
false). That is to say that necessitarian consequences follow if and only if all 
sentences have their truth-values in a definite way. 

What then can we conclude as to the meaning of the expression 'definitely 
true'? Does it mean that a sentence simply has the value 'true', or does it mean 
that a sentence has the value 'true' in a way that it could not lack it? As we have 
seen, the argument is sound if and only if the expression 'definitely true' has the 
latter meaning. I therefore opt for this interpretation. In his paper (p.283 below) 

For this objection see also R. Sharpies 1992,34 n. 80. 
See above p.20. 
Here again I follow R. Sharpies' translation 1992,36, slightly modifying it. 
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Μ. Mignucci, however, refuses to give a definite answer. His main reason for this 
is that in the present passage it is not said to what άφωρισμένως αληθές is 
opposed; it might be opposed either to what is indefinitely true or to what is not 
yet true. I feel, however, that Mignucci is being somewhat over-cautious. For, as 
we have seen, only the first conjecture leaves the argument reported and criticised 
by the Peripatetics sound. Moreover, the expression ουκ η$η does not occur in the 
text, and it is surely more natural to oppose ίφωρισμήκος αληθές to οΰκ 
αφωρισμένως αληθές. It is true, however, that ουκ ά^ωρισ-μενως αληθές does not 
occur in the text either and, even if it did, it could have the same meaning as ουκ 
ηδη αληθές, but this is speculation for which there is no evidence in the text. 

Taken together, these two testimonies (Simplicius' Commentary and 
Quaestio 1.4) make it plausible that the Peripatetics of Alexander's School were 
the first to use the distinction between 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' to 
resolve Aristotle's απορία. Moreover, both testimonies speak in favour of the 
non-standard interpretation. It is still, however, an open question whether 
Alexander himself adopted that solution.54 

II. 7 The neoplatonic commentators Ammmonius and Boethius 

As we have said, the distinction between 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' 
plays a crucial role in the solution to Aristotle's άπορ/α proposed by the 
neoplatonic commentators, Ammonius and Boethius. Both argue that sentences 
about future contingent events are not definitely true or definitely false but only 
indefinitely true or indefinitely false," and that deterministic consequences follow 
only if the sentence under consideration is definitely true. In order to understand 
this solution fully, we again need to know what these authors meant by 'definitely 
true' and 'indefinitely true'. This is a highly controversial issue. 

There is one group of scholars who believe that if a sentence is indefinitely 
true now it has no truth-value at the present moment and is therefore neither true 
nor false. On this view, the solution of Ammonius and Boethius is identical, or at 
least very similar, to the standard solution.56 

There is a second group of scholars, including Norman Kretzmann and 
Richard Gaskin, who think that although Ammonius and Boethius agree with the 
standard solution on a fundamental point, there is still what one might call a 
'rhetorical' difference. Both argue that one should distinguish what Kretzmann 
calls 'narrow and broad bivalence'.57 The principle of bivalence in the narrow 
sense is that at any given time every sentence has exactly one of these two truth 
values, true or false. The principle of bivalence in the broad sense is that at any 

See again R. Sorabji 1980, 92-93 and R. Sharpies 1983a, 11-12; 1978a, 264. 
For Boethius cp. In Int. ed. pr. 106.30; ed. sec. 191.5, 208.11ff, 245.9, 249.25-250.1. 
For Ammonius see In Int. 130.20-26,131.2-4,138.13-17,139.14-15,154.34-1553. 
Cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 300ff.; D. Frede 1985, 75. 
Cp. N. Kretzmann 1998,36. 
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given time every sentence eventually has exactly one of these two truth values, 
true or false; and so at any time at which it does not yet have one of those truth 
values it has the disjunctive property either-true-or-false. 

This disjunctive property cannot be understood truth-functionally, as Gaskin 
(1995,149) rightly emphasises, nor is it, according to Gaskin, a third truth value.58 

It only means that the values true and false "exhaust the possibilities of which one 
is to be realised for each such proposition". Kretzmann and Gaskin think that by 
attributing the broad principle of bivalence to Aristotle, Ammonius and Boethius 
tried to protect him against the Stoic charge of having abandoned the principle of 
bivalence. But could Aristotle really be defended in this way? The Stoic point was 
that Aristotle gave up the principle of bivalence in the narrow sense, and, 
according to Kretzmann and Gaskin, Ammonius and Boethius admitted that he 
did. So it is doubtful that this 'second oldest interpretation' differs any more than 
'rhetorically' from the oldest one.59 

A third group of scholars rejects both these interpretations of Ammonius and 
Boethius;60 they argue instead that the Neoplatonic solution did not give up the 
principle of bivalence in the narrow sense. According to this view, Boethius and 
Ammonius, by characterising a sentence as 'indefinitely true', do not say that it 
has as yet no truth value, but that the truth value it has is not predetermined by any 
kind of general law or fatalistic necessity. The solution to the απορία lies in the 
fact that this kind of truth does not imply necessity. 

We are convinced that the general line of interpretation the third group 
adopts is in fact the correct one. If so, one doubtful point remains, however, to 
clarify. It is obvious that the solutions of both Carneades and the neoplatonic 
commentators avoid necessaritarianism. However it is not at all clear that they 
also avoid determinism, as I define it. For it seems that for all times (t) and all 
types of events (p) it is settled, at each moment in the history of the world, 
whether or not ρ will occur at t, if the sentence predicting that event as a 
contingent event are true at each moment before t. How then can we call the 
position of these philosophers 'indeterministic'? 

One should keep in mind that determinism, as I define it, is a thesis about 
the real course of the world process: if one looks from the present to the future 
there is at each future moment a determined event that is going to happen. 
Indeterminism, on the other hand, is the position that, from the point of view of 
the present, it is still open and undecided which of several different types of event 
will actually occur at each future moment. How is the latter compatible with the 
present truth of sentences about future events? It is important to see that these 
sentences have their truth-values not from the point of view of the present but 

38 M. Mignucci, however, considers it to be a third truth-value (cp. his article in this 
volume, 251). 

59 That is how N. Kretzmann characterises the Neoplatonic solution. R. Gaskin 1995, 
167 explicitly admits that D. Frede's interpretation "broadly coincides" with his. 

60 R. Sorabji, 1980, 92-93; 1998, 8ff; R. Sharpies, 1978a, 263-64; M. Mignucci, 1994; 
1998,53ff. 
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from the point of view of the future or of eternity. The sentences are true because, 
from a timeless point of view, there is an event that makes them true. This event 
presents the outcome of the open course of the world process. It is because, from 
a timeless point of view, the open course has this outcome that there is a present 
fact about this outcome and a present truth of the sentence predicting it. 
Therefore, present facts about future events and the present truth of sentences 
about those events do not exclude the openness of the course leading to those 
future events.61 

The development of the debate about future contingents in antiquity may be 
summarised in the table given opposite. If we look back at the different solutions 
given to Aristotle's απορία during antiquity we find two major groups of solutions: 
(a) those which accept some kind of determinism (Aristotle's adversaries, 
Diodorus Cronus and the Stoics) and (b) those which avoid determinism 
(Aristotle, Epicurus, Carneades, the School of Alexander and the Neoplatonic 
Commentators). Among the latter, as we have seen, the solution which consisted 
in the rejection of the principle of bivalence is called 'the standard solution';62 all 
other solutions should therefore be called 'non-standard'.63 This is the 
terminology adopted in the present volume. Nevertheless, there is an important 
difference between the various non-standard solutions, concerning both the 
conception of the truth-maker and the modalisation of truth values. While 
Carneades considers the future events themselves to be the truth-makers of future 
contingent sentences, Ammonius, as we shall argue, considers present facts about 
future events to be the truth-makers of this kind of sentence. Furthermore, 
Carneades did not distinguish between 'definite' and 'indefinite' truth-values, 
whereas, as we have seen, the difference between 'definitely true' and 
'indefinitely true' played a vital role in the interpretations of Ammonius and 
Boethius. 

The crucial question, however, is whether sentences that are 'indefinitely 
true' are at the moment of their utterance not yet true or simply true. To hold the 
former is to follow the standard interpretation; to hold the latter is to follow a 
non-standard-interpretation. The first and the second group of scholars, discussed 
above, attribute to Ammonius and Boethius the standard interpretation, whatever 
other differences they might have discovered between the 'oldest' and the 'second 
oldest' solutions. In our opinion, however, Ammonius believed that what is 
indefinitely true is also true. He is thus to be seen as a defender of the 
non-standard interpretation, hence the difference between Carneades and 
Ammonius and Boethius in this respect is not fundamental. The major difference 
between them concerns the explanation of why Aristotle's adversaries and other 

M. Mignucci (φ . below, p.276), though not admitting present facts about future 
events, comes to a similar solution. 
Sometimes called 'the traditional solution' (cp. J. Hintikka 1973, 461-92; R. Sorabji 
1980,92) or 'the oldest solution' (cp. N. Kretzmann 1998, 24). 
Also called 'the non-traditional solution' or 'the second oldest solution'. 
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determinists accepted the truth-to-necessity argument as valid. Ammonius and 
Boethius explain this error by pointing out that the determinists failed to 
distinguish 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' and that they thus thought that 
what holds only for definitely true sentences would hold for all true sentences. 
Carneades, however, at least the Carneades presented by Cicero, made no attempt 
to explain the error of the determinists; for him, it was sufficient simply to show 
that it was an error. He had no need therefore of the distinction that proved so 
important to the Neoplatonists. 

In this volume we try to present all the available evidence to show that 
Ammonius did not follow the standard interpretation. We are convinced that the 
same is true of Boethius. However, his is a more complicated case and needs a 
separate study. For a discussion of Boethius, the reader may like to refer to the 
article of Mario Mignucci. 
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AMMONII IN L. DE INTERPRETATIONS c. 7 [Arist. p. 17*38.t>12] 

p. 17»38 Έ π ε ! δέ έατι τά μέν καθόλου των πραγμάτων τά δέ ϊβ 
χαθ' Ιχαατον (λέγω δέ καθόλου μέν δ έπί πλειόνων πέφυχε 
κ α τ η γ ο ρ ε ΐ α θ α ι , χαθ' Ιχαατον δέ δ μή , οίον ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ; μέν των 
καθόλου, Κ α λ λ ί α ; δέ των καθ' Ι χ α β τ ο ν ) , άνάγχη δέ άποφαί- « 

15 νεαθαι ώ ; υπάρχει τ ι ή μή ότέ μέν των καθόλου τινί ότέ δέ 
των καθ' Ιχαστον, έάν μέν | χαθόλου άποφαίνηται έπΐ τοΰ 70' 
καθόλου δτι υπάρχει τι ή μ ή , Ιβονται έναντίαι αί άποφάναει ; 
(λέγω δέ έπι τοΰ χαθόλου άποφαίνεσθαι χαθόλου οίον 'πας 
ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ; λ ε υ κ ό ; — ουδείς ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ; λ ε υ κ ό ; ' ) , δταν δέ έπΙ 

20 των καθόλου μέν, μή καθόλου δέ , αύται μέν οδχ είβίν έναντίαι , t 
τά μέντοι δηλούμενα έστιν είναι ποτε έναντία. λέγω δέ τδ μή 
καθόλου άποφαίνεαθαι έπΙ των καθόλου οίον Ί α τ ι λευκός άν-
θ ρ ω π ο ; — οόχ Ιβτ ι λευκός ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ; ' · χαθόλου γαρ ό ν τ ο ; τοΰ 
ά ν θ ρ ω π ο ; οόχ ώς καθόλου χ έ χ ρ η τ α ι τη άποφάναει* τδ γαρ π α ; ίο 

25 οδ τδ χαθόλου σημαίνε ι , αλλ' δτι χαθόλου. 

"Αρχεται μέν έντεΰθεν τδ δεύτερον τοΰ βιβλίου χεφάλαιον, δπερ έλέ-
γομεν είναι περί των έζ υποκειμένου χαΐ κατηγορουμένου προτάσεων ή 
αποφάνσεων * δει δέ γε ή μας προ τη; έςηγήσεω; των διά τοΰ ρητοΰ λεγο- U 
μένων θεωρήααι τά πρδ; κατανόησιν τοΰ κεφαλαίου παντός αναγκαία· 

30 ταϋτα δέ έατι πρώτον μέν τίνα τρόπον έχ των καταφάσεων τούτων ποιοΰ-

11 ante lemma add. άρχή τοΰ δευτέρου τμήματος A F : τμήμα δεύτερον G®: 
περί τοΰ δευτέρου τμήματος Μ: Αρχή τοΰ δευτέρου τμήματος. Περί των έξ υποκειμένου xal 
κατηγορουμένου προτάσεων a : om. G l 12 χαθέχαατα a λέγω — χαθόλου (25) om. 
Ma 14 χαθέχαστα G άνάγχη — χαθόλου (25) om. G 16 μέν ούν b 
17 αϊ om. A 18 άποφαίν.] άπόφαναιν F 20 αδται μέν om. F 21 μέντι Α 
έναντ. ποτέ colloc. b 24 άποφάσει F 26 μέν ούν Ma 26. 27 έλέγομεν] 
ρ. 8 , 1 4 27 ή — έξηγήσεως των (28) suppl. G 1 28 άποφάαειον Α έξηγή-
otu>{] έςετάβεως Α'Μ 30. ρ. 87,1 ποιούμεθα a 
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<CHAPTER 7> 
(17a38 - 17bl2) Since some things are universal and others are singular (by 'universal' I 
mean what is according to its nature such as to be predicated of several things, by 
'singular' what is not such, for example, 'man' belongs to the universals, and 'Callias' to 
the singulars), it is necessarily sometimes of one of the universals and sometimes of one of 
the singulars that one asserts that something holds or does not hold. Now, if one asserts 
universally of a universal that something holds of it or <in the other case> that it does 
not, then these assertions will be contraries (by 'to assert universally of a universal' I 
mean, e.g. 'Every man is pale - No man is pale'). But if one asserts something of 
universals, but not universally, these assertions are not themselves contraries, but the 
things they indicate can sometimes be contraries. By 'to assert not universally of 
universals' I mean, e.g. 'Man is pale-Man is not pale', for, although 'man' is universal, 
the assertion is not used in a universal way; for the word 'every' signifies not the 
universal, but that <it is used> universally. 

<Introduction to the second main section of the book> 

1. Here begins the second main section of the book63, which we said (8,13-16) was about 
the sentences or assertions <consisting> of a subject and predicate. But before the 
explanation of what is said in the text, we must examine the points which are necessary for 
the understanding of the entire section. These are: (a) first, how do we make negative 
sentences out of affirmative sentences; (b) next, how should we get by division all the 

cp. infra, p. 133 of the commentary. 
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μεν τάς αποφάσεις, Ιπειτα πώς äv λάβοιμεν έχ διαιρέσεως άπάσας τάς έζ βο 
υποκειμένου *«1 κατηγορουμένου προτάσεις, Γνα θαρροϋντες άποφαινώμεδα 
ώί οδχ äv ειη χατά τοΰτο των προτάσεων τδ είδος άλλη παρά ταύτας 
πρότασις, χαΐ έπΐ τούτοις τίνες μεν -είσιν έν αδταις αί άνοιφατιχώς άλλή-

5 λαις άντιχείμεναι, τίνες δέ αί δοχοΰσαι μέν άντιφάσχειν, χατά άλήδειαν δέ ts 
οδχ άντιφάσκουσαι, χαί πώς τάς έκείνων προς άλλήλας αντιθέσεις προσα-
γορεοτέον. 

Ό τ ι μέν οδν ή κατάφασις το αρνητικών προσλαβοδσα μό|ριον άπό- 70» 
φασις γίνεται, φανερόν. ποΰ δέ της χαταφάσεως αδτδ θετέον, Γνα τήν 

10 άπόφασιν ποιήσωμεν, χαί διά τ ί τοΰτο, διορίσασ&αι χρή. φημί τοίνυν ώς 
ού τφ υποχειμένφ αδτδ συντακτέον, άλλά τφ χατηγορουμένφ, πρώτον μέν 5 
διότι χυριώτερόν έστι τδ χατηγορούμενον, ώς ειρηται, χαΐ πρότερον τοϋ 
υποκειμένου, δθεν χαΐ 8λος ό λόγος καλείται κατηγορικός (βουλομένους 
οδν ήμας άνελεΐν την χατάφασιν χαΐ ποιήσαι άπόφασιν οό χρή τδ άρνητι-

15 xov μόριον τδ της αναιρέσεως αίτιον τ φ άχυροτέρφ των μορίων έπιφέρειν ίο 
άλλά τ φ χυριωτέρφ, έπεί χαί των ζφων μάλλον δέ πάντων των έμψυχων 
οδ τδ τυχδν των μορίων άναιρε&έν Ιφ&ειρε τδ δλον άλλά τι των χυριω-
τέρων), Ιπειτα 8τι την χατάφασιν χατά τδ λέγειν τι δπάρχειν Ιφαμεν χαρα-
χτηρίζεσΰαι, τοΰτο δέ Ιτι λέγει ή πρότασις ή συντάξασα το αρνητικών 15 

20 μόριον τψ όποχϊΐμένψ· ό γάρ ειπών ' οδ Σωκράτης περιπατεί' ου το περι-
πατεϊν άνεϊλεν άπδ τόΰ Σωκράτους, δπερ εδει ποιεΐν τον άπόφασιν είπεΐν 
προθέμενον, άλλ' άλλον τινά παρά τδν Σωχράτην φησί περιπατεϊν· πώς βο 
οδν <5ν εϊη άπόφασις της ' Σωκράτης περιπατεί' ή μήτε περί τοϋ αδτοΰ 
υποκειμένου διαλεγομένη χαΐ άλλφ τδ περιπατεϊν λέγουσα υ π ά ρ χ ε ι ; 

25 άνάγκη άρα πρδς τ φ χατηγορουμένφ μόνως τιθεμένην τήν άρνησιν 
άπόφασιν ποιεΐν, ώς εχει ή λέγουσα πρότασις ' Σωκράτης οδ περιπατεί'. 2δ 
ή άρα 'οό Σωκράτης περιπατεί' έπειδή δέδειχται μή οδσα άπόφασις, πάσα 
δέ πρότασις ή άπόφασίς έστιν ή χατάφασις, χατάφασις έσται άόριστον 
έχουσα τδ 6ποκείμε|νον (τδ γάρ όνομα τδ άρνητιχδν μόριον προσλαβον 71' 

30 άόριστον προσαγορευομεν όνομα), καΐ ταύτης άπόφασιν κατά τδν αδτδν 
λόγον εδρήσομεν οδσαν τήν 'οό Σωκράτης ου περιπατεί ' , πρδς τφ χατη-

2 άποφην. F 4 πρότασις G : τάς προτάσεις AFMa 10 διά τ( om. F χρή] 
δει F 1 2 Μ τ ι om. U ώς εΓρηται] ρ. 70,4 sq. post είρηται add. ίνθα Ιλεγεν· 
άνάγχη δέ πόντο λόγον άποφαντιχόν 4* βήματος είναι ή πτώσεως βήματος. καΐ ό πορφύριος 
φησίν ώς ίν τώ χατηγορικώ εϋδει του άποφαντ'ιχοδ λόγού τό κόρος ϊχει μάλιστα τό χατη-
γορούμενον ώς τήν δπαρξιν τής Αποφάνσεως σημαίνον G et in mrg. Α ώς πρότε-
ρον Q 13 S).o{ om. AM χαλεΓται om. Ρ 15 Αναιρέσεως] Αρνήσεως β 
άχυριωτίρω Α: άχυρωτέρω FMa των μορίων—χυριωτέρω (16)] προστιθέναι F : 
om. Μ 17 χαιριωτέρων G 18 χατά] καΐ G τι] τό Μ ίφαμίν] 
ρ. 17 ,2 20 ού (prius)] 4 M 21 άπό om. AM τόν] τήν G 1 22 ίλλα Α 1 

σωχροίτη utrobique Α 23 äv ouv colloc. Ma περιπατεϊν F ail περιπ. (προτά-
σεως)? ή om. AGMa περί suppl. G 2 24 άλλως G 29 μόριιν 
om. G 30 άόριστον om. Α προσηγέρευεν G 1 : προσαγορευομεν G a αύτόν om. F 
3 1 εύρήσωμεν F 06 (ante περιπ.) om. Μ τψ] τό A 
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sentences <consisting> of subject and predicate, so that we may confidently assert that 
there is no other sentence of this kind besides these; (c) and after that, which sentences 
among these form contradictory oppositions, which sentences <only> seem to contradict, 
without actually contradicting, and how must we speak of their oppositions with one 
another. 

<(a) On the placement of the negative particle> 

2. Now, that the negative sentence arises when the affirmative sentence takes on the 
negative particle, is clear. But where in the affirmative sentence one must place it, in order 
to make the negative sentence, and why this is so, we must determine. I say, therefore, that 
one must not join it to the subject, but to the predicate; first, because the predicate is more 
important, as has been said (70,4f.), and prior to the subject, which is also why the whole 
sentence is called 'predicative' (so, if we want to deny the affirmative sentence and make a 
negative sentence, we must not attach the negative particle, which is the cause of the 
destruction, to the less important of the parts, but to the more important, since in animals 
too, or better in any living being, the whole does not perish if just any part is denied, but 
only if one of the more important parts <is denied>); next, because we said the affirmative 
sentence is characterised as <a sentence> saying that something is the case, but the 
sentence which combines the negative particle with the subject still says this, for one who 
has said 'Not Socrates walks' did not remove the walking from Socrates, which one 
intending to say a negative sentence had to do, but says that someone other than Socrates 
is walking, and how could it be a negation of 'Socrates walks' if it does not speak about 
the same subject and says that walking belongs to another <subject>? Thus, it is necessary 
that the negative particle make a negative sentence only when added to the predicate, as in 
the sentence 'Socrates does not walk'. So, the <sentence> 'Not Socrates walks', since it 
has been shown not to be a negative sentence and every sentence is either a negative 
sentence or an affirmative sentence, will be an affirmative sentence with an indefinite 
subject (for we call the name which has added the negative particle an 'indefinite name'), 
and we shall find, by the same reasoning, that the corresponding negative sentence is 'Not 
Socrates does not walk', which places the negative particle with the predicate of the 
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γορουμένψ έν τη καταφάσει τδ άρνητικδν τιθεΐσαν μόριον. ώστε περί το 5 
αύιδ ύποκείμενον δύο γίνονται αντιφάσεις, μία μεν ώς ώρισμένφ αδτψ 
χρωμένη, έτερα δέ ώς άορίστψ. 

Τούτων ουν ούτως έχόντων έξης έπισκεψώμεθα τάς διαιρέσεις, άψ' 
5 ών οίον τε τον άρι&μδν των ές υποκειμένου χαΐ κατηγορουμένου προτάσεων ίο 

έλεϊν, καΐ πρότερον τάς γινομένας έν αυταΐς αντιφάσεις άριθμήσωμεν* 
φανερδν γαρ δτι αί προτάσεις διπλάσιους έσονται των αντιφάσεων, έπεί 
ουν αί προτάσεις αύται δύο τε μόνον δροος εχουσι, τον δποχείμενον καΐ τον 
κατηγορούμενον, και έτι την σχέσιν τοΰ κατηγορουμένου πρδς τον υποκεί- 15 

10 μενον και ούδεν άλλο παρά ταϋτα, πασα ανάγκη xal τάς διαιρέσεις αυτών 
ή άπδ μόνου γίνεσ&αι τοΰ υποκειμένου ή άπδ μόνου τοΰ κατηγορουμένου 
ή άπδ της σχέσεως τοΰ κατηγορουμένου προς τον υποκείμενων, λέγω 
δε σχέσιν καθ·' ην ό κατηγορούμενος ή del υπάρχει τ ω δποκειμένφ, ώ ; 20 
δταν είπωμεν τον ηλιον κινεΐσ&αι ή τον άν&ρωπον ζψον είναι, ή οδδέποτε 

15 υπάρχει, ώς δταν είπωμεν τον ήλιον έστάναι ή τον άν&ρωπον πτερωτδν 
είναι, ή ποτέ μεν υπάρχει ποτέ δέ ούχ υπάρχει, ώς δταν ειπωμεν τον 2δ 
Σωκράτην βαδίζειν ή άναγινώσκειν. ταύτας δέ τάς σχέσεις καλοΰσιν, οίς 
έμέλησε της τούτων τεχνολογίας, των προτάσεων υλας, και είναι αυτών 
φασι την μεν άναγκαίαν την δέ αδύνατον την δε ένδεχομένην. [ και τούτων 71* 

20 μέν των δνομάτων ή αίτια προφανής, δλως δέ καλέσαι τάς σχέσεις ταύτας 
δλας ήξίωσαν, δτι τοις ύποκειμένοις ταΐς προτάσεσι πράγμασι συναναφαί-
νονται και ουκ άπο της ήμετέρας οίήσεως ή κατηγορίας άλλ' απ' αύτης 6 
της τών πραγμάτων λαμβάνονται φύσεως* τδ γαρ ούτως εχον ώς αεί ύπάρ-
χειν φαμέν την άναγκαίαν δλην ποιεϊν, και τδ del μή υπάρχον την άδύ-

25 νατον, και τδ έπαμφοτερίζον κατά τδ ύπάρχειν ή μή ύπάρχειν την ένδε-
χομένην. έπει ουν τά πράγματα ταΐς προτάσεσιν υπόκεινται, τδ δέ ύπο- ω 
κείμενον πανταχού ή υλην εΐναί φαμεν ή υλης λόγον εχειν πρδς έκείνο ώ 
υπόκειται, διά τοΰτο υλας αύτάς προσαγορεύειν ήξίωσαν. 

Ή μέν ο3ν άπδ τοΰ υποκειμένου διαίρεσις τοΰτον γίνεται τδν τρόπον· 
30 ό υποκείμενος έν τη προτάσει ήτοι καθ·' 2καστά έστιν ή καθόλου. καΐ 15 

εστίν ά'μεσος ή διαίρεσις· μίαν μέν γάρ, ώς έλέγομεν, είναι χρή φύσιν 
την υπδ τοΰ υποκειμένου σημαινομένην, καΟάπερ και την ύπδ τοΰ κατη-
γορουμένου, είπερ μέλλοι μία δντως είναι ή πρότασις. ταύτην δέ την 30 
μίαν φύσιν άναγκαΐον ήτοι κατά τίνων πλειόνων κατηγορεΐσΟαι ή κα&' ένδς 

35 μόνου, καΐ εί μέν ειη τών καί}' ένδς μόνου κατηγορουμένων τδ ώς υπο-
κείμενον παραληφδέν οίον Σωκράτης ή Πλάτων, δήλον δτι καθ' 2καστα 

1. 2 τον αύτόν G 4 ούν om. G 6 άριθ.] θεωρήαωμεν G 1 8 αύται om. F 
τε] γε A : om. G μονού; G 11 γίγν. AMa 13 τ ω ] τών Α 15. 16 ΰπα'ρ-
χειν (ter) G 2 0 ταύτας] αυτών Α: αϋτάς Μ 21 ante ταΐς additum έν del. G 2 

24 u-άρχειν G 2 27 ίλτ,ν G 1 εχον G 2 8 αΰτάς F : αύτά AGMa 

29 τον τρ. γίν. colloc. Μ 3 0 έν τη iter. G 31 έλέγομεν] λέγομεν G (cf. 
ρ. 7 3 , 4 sq.) 32 prius Οπο om. AM alterum τοΰ om. F 3 3 ίντως om. F 
3 4 τίνων om. A 35 post prius μονού add. Υποκειμένου AMa 
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affirmative sentence. Thus, two pairs of contradictorily opposed sentences arise 
concerning the same subject term, one using it as definite, and the other as indefinite. 

<(b) Division of the types of sentences consisting of subject and predicate> 

3. These things being so, let us in turn examine the divisions from which it is possible to 
get the number of sentences which consist of a subject and predicate; and first, let us 
enumerate the pairs of contradictorily opposed sentences which are produced among them. 
For it is clear that there will be twice as many sentences as pairs of contradictorily opposed 
sentences. So, since these sentences contain only two terms, the subject term and the 
predicate term, and also the relation of the predicate term to the subject term, and nothing 
else besides these, it is absolutely necessary that the divisions of these <sentences> too are 
based either only on the subject term or only on the predicate term or on the relation of the 
predicate term to the subject term. I am talking about the relation according to which the 
predicate term either always holds of the subject term, as when we say 'The sun moves' or 
'Man is an animal', or never holds <of it>, as when we say 'The sun stands still' or 'Man 
is winged', or sometimes holds and sometimes does not hold, as when we say 'Socrates 
walks' or 'reads'. Those who care about a technical treatment for these things call these 
relations the 'matters' of the sentences, and they say that one of these matters is necessary, 
another impossible, and the third contingent. The reason for these names is obvious: 
indeed they found it appropriate to call these relations 'matters' in the first place because 
they show themselves together with the things which underlie the sentences <as reference> 
and are not obtained from our believing or saying, but from the very nature of the things. 
For we say that what is such as always to obtain makes the necessary matter, what always 
does not obtain makes the impossible, and what is ambivalent about obtaining or not 
obtaining makes the contingent. So, since the things underlie the sentences <as reference> 
and we say that always what underlies either is matter or has the röle of matter for that 
which it underlies, for this reason they found appropriate to call them 'matters'. 

<The division based on the subject term> 

4. Now, the division on the basis of the subject term arises in this way. The subject term in 
a sentence is either singular or universal. And the division is immediate: for, as we said, 
the nature signified by the subject term must be one, just as that signified by the predicate 
too, if the sentence is really going to be one. But it is necessary that this one nature be said 
either of several things or only of one. If what is used as subject term is something said of 
one thing only, such as 'Socrates' or 'Plato', it is clear that the sentence will be singular, 
but if it is something said of several things, such as 'man' or 'animal', the sentence will be 
universal; and besides these there is <no other possibility>. But if it is universal, it is 
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εσται ή πρόΐασις, el δέ των χατά πλειόνων οίον άνθρωπος ή ζψον, 26 
καθόλου· καΙ παρά ταΰτα ουκ εστίν, εί δέ καθόλου είη, άναγχαΐον αύτδν 
ήτοι δίχα προσδιορισμοί» λέγεσθαι ή μετά προσδιορισμού, προσδιορισμοί 
δέ λέγονται προσρή|ματά τινα τά συνταττόμενα τοις υποκειμένοις και 72' 

5 δηλούντα δπως εχει τδ χατηγορουμενον πρδς τδ πλήθος των ατόμων των 
υπδ το δποχείμενον, ειτε ώς δπάρχον ειτε ώς μή δπάρχον λαμβάνοιτο· 
διδ και τέτταρές είσι τδν άριθμόν, πας και ούδείς, τις και ού πας, δύο 5 
μέν καθόλου ό πας χαί ό ούδείς, δυο δέ μερικοί 6 τις και ό ου πας. και 
των καθόλου ό μέν καταφατικές ό πας, οΓον ' πας άνθρωπος ζωον,' σημαί-

10 νων ώς πασι τοις άτόμοις τοις δπδ τον άνθρωπον υπάρχει το ζψον, ό δε ω 
άποφατικδς ό ούδείς, οίον ' ούδείς άνθρωπος πτερωτός,' σημαίνων ώς ούδενΐ 
των καθ' ίκαστα ανθρώπων τδ κατηγορουμενον υπάρχει. καΙ των μερικών 
πάλιν ό μέν χαταφατικδς δ δέ άποφατιχός· καταφατικός μεν ό τίς, οίον 
' τ ι ς άνθρωπος λευκός,' σημαίνων δτι τδ κατήγορουμενον ένί γέ τινι των 15 

15 δπδ τδ δποχείμενον ατόμων υπάρχει, άποφατικδς δέ ό ου πας, οίον ' ού 
πας άνθρωπος δίχαιος,' αναιρετικός ών τοΰ πας καΙ σημαίνων ώς ούκ αλη-
θές τδ πασι τοις δπδ τδ δποχείμενον άτόμοις τδ κατηγορούμενον δπάρχειν. 
ού μόνον μέντοι έπΐ άτόμων ποιούνται τους είρημένους αφορισμούς οί ao 
προσδιορισμοί, αλλ' είπερ τυχοι γένος ον τδ έν τη προτάσει δποκείμενον, 

20 προηγουμένως μέν άρμόσουσιν έπί των υπδ τδ γένος έχεινο αναφερομένων 
ειδών, δταν ούσιώδές τι ή τδ χατ' αύτοΰ χατηγορουμενον, κατά δεύτερον 85 
δέ λόγον καΙ των δπδ τά είδη έχεϊνα άτόμων, έπεί ούδέ άλλως μετέχειν 
τά άτομα τοΰ γένους δυνατόν, ει μή δια μέσων των οικείων ειδών, δταν 
Ουν είπωμεν ' παν ζψον ουσία' ή ' τι ζψον πτηνόν', έπει | χατ' ουσίαν τοις 72» 

25 όποχειμένοις τά κατηγορούμενα υπάρχει, την μέν ουσίαν προηγουμένως 
κατηγορεϊσθαι φήσεις πάντων άπλώς των ειοών τοΰ ζψου, τδ δέ πτηνδν 
τών μετέχειν αύτοΰ πεφυκότων, και δι' έκεΐνα των δπδ τά είδη άτόμων. 5 
ένίοτε δέ περί μόνων ειδών ποιούμεθα την άπόφανσιν, ώς δταν είπωμεν 
πάν είδος τοΰ ποσοΰ τοΰ συνεστώτος έκ θέσιν έχόντων τών μορίων χαΐ 

30 τοΰ συνεχοΰς έστιν είδος' ή ' παν φυσικδν είδος έν τψ κόσμψ εχει την 
οίχείαν υπόστασιν.' δήλον δε δτι τά συμβεβηκότα έπεισοδιώδη τε δντα και ω 
πεφυκότα τψ αύτψ δπάρχειν τε καΙ μή δπάρχειν τών μέν άτόμων προη-
γουμένως έροΰμεν κατηγορεϊσθαι παντοδαπώς κατά τε ταύτα καΙ κατά τήν 
ούσίαν μεταβάλλεσθαι πεφυκότων, ου μέντοι κυρίως τών ειδών τών ούδέ 15 

35 τήν αρχήν διά τήν άσώματον χαΐ άτρεπτον έαυτών φυσιν μετέχειν αύτών 
δυναμένων. 

1 ή oiD. FG 2 αύτδν] an αυτό? 3 δίχα] χωρίς F 4 ante προσρήμ. add. οίονεί a 
τά om. Aa: ante τινα colloc. Μ αυνταττ.] ταττ. Μ 7 xal (ante ουδείς et ού) ο id. Μ 
9 των μέν χαΒάλου 6 μέν Ma ώς ό πάς AFG 11 ώς ό ούδείς Λ: ώς ουδείς Μ 15 6 
om. Α 16 σημαίνον Α 18 έπί supra scr. Α είρημ.] δρκιμένους a 
19 υποκειμένου F 20 μέν post άρμ. colloc. Μ το om. Μ 22 έπί τών G2 25 ύπάρ-
χειν F 27 έχείνων G 28 άπόφααιν AF 29 τών om. FG 30 εΙο<ίς έατιν Μ 
33 ταυτά G 
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necessarily said either without additional determination or with additional determination. 
'Additional determinations' are what we call certain additional words which are combined 
with the subject terms and indicate how the predicate relates to the multitude of 
individuals under the subject term, whether it is taken as holding or as not holding. Hence, 
they too are four in number, 'every' and 'none', 'some' and 'not every': two universal 
('every' and 'none'), and two particular ('some' and 'not every'). And of the universal 
ones, 'every' is affirmative, e.g. 'Every man is an animal', signifying that 'animal' belongs 
to all individuals under man, and 'none' is negative, e.g. 'No man is winged', indicating 
that the predicate term belongs to none of the singular men. And of the particular ones, 
again one is affirmative and one negative: 'some' is affirmative, e.g. 'Some man is pale', 
signifying that the predicate term belongs to at least some one of the individuals under the 
subject term; and 'not every' is negative, e.g. 'Not every man is just', which is destructive 
of 'every' and signifies that it is not true that the predicate term belongs to all the 
individuals under the subject term. However, the additional determinations do not make 
the aforementioned distinctions only in the case of individuals, but if the subject term in 
the sentence happens to be a genus, the additional determinations will fit primarily for the 
species occurring under that genus, when what is predicated of it is something essential, 
but secondarily also for the individuals under those species, since it is not even possible 
for the individuals to participate in the genus in any other way except through the 
intermediaries of the appropriate species. So, when we say 'Every animal is a substance' or 
'Some animal is winged', since the predicate terms belong to their subjects essentially, you 
will say that 'substance' is primarily predicated of absolutely all the species of animal, and 
'winged' of those <species of animal> which are such as to participate in it, and, because 
of them, of the individuals under the species. But sometimes we make an assertion 
concerning species alone, as when we say 'Every species of that quantity which consists of 
parts which have position is also a species of the continuous', 'Every natural species in the 
world has its own mode of existence'. But it is clear that we shall say that accidents, which 
are episodic and such as both to belong and not to belong to the same thing, are primarily 
predicated of individuals, which are such as to be changing in every way both with regard 
to these <accidents> and to their essence, but <that accidents are> not properly 
<predicated> of the species which, because of their incorporeal and unchanging nature, 
can absolutely not participate in them. 
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E? μέν οδν μηδείς των προσδιορισμών προσχέοιτο τψ υποχειμένφ, 
λέγεται ή πρότασις απροσδιόριστος, οΓον ' άνθρωπος υγιαίνει,' εί δέ προσδιο-
ρισμόν τινα εχει, λέγεται ή πρότασις προσδιωρισμένη. άλλ' ε? μεν των so 
καθόλου ε Γη δ προσδιορισμός, λέγεται καθόλου, εί δέ των μερικών, μερική. 

5 αναφαίνονται οδν ήμΐν έχ της διαιρέσεως τοΰ υποκειμένου τέτταρα είδη 
των έν προτάσεσιν άνηθέσεων, των χαθ' Ικαστα, των απροσδιορίστων, των 85 

καθόλου ήτοι καθόλου ώς καθόλου (χαλοΰσι γάρ αύτάς χαΐ ούτως διαχρί-
νοντες των άλλων των ομοίως ταυταις υποχειμένφ καθόλου χρωμένων τφ 
έπ! τούτων συντετάχθαι | τους καθόλου προσδιορισμούς τοις καθόλου όπο- 73Γ 

10 κειμένοις), χαΐ έπι ταύταις των μερικών ήτοι καθόλου ώς μερικών (Ιχουσι 
γάρ αύται τους μερικούς προσδιορισμούς συντεταγμένους τοις καθόλου ύπο-
κειμένοις, διό χα! ουτω προσαγορεύονται* διαφέρουσι δέ των καθ' ίχαστα 6 
αί μερικά! τ({ τάς μέν καθ' Ιχαστα έπί τίνος ενός ώρισμένου~ποιεϊσθαι 
την άπόφανσιν, οίον Σωκράτους, τάς δέ μεριχάς, ε? χα! πρός Ιν τι βλέ-

15 πουσαι άποφαίνοιντο, μηδέν ώρισμένον σημαίνειν άλλ' έπί τίνος τοΰ τυχόντος ίο 
δύνασθαι άληθεύειν, ώς δταν εϋπωμεν 'τις άνθρωπος δίχαιός έστιν'· ουδέν 
γάρ μάλλον Σωκράτους χάριν άληθεύει ή πρότασις ή Πλάτωνος ή 'Αρι-
στείδου· διήπερ δρθώς ό Θεόφραστος την μέν καθ' Ικαστα ώρισμένην καλεί 
την δέ μεριχήν αόριστον), χα! άντιδιαιρεΐται πρδς μέν την απλώς χαθόλου 16 

20 ή καθ' Ικαστα, προς δέ τήν καθόλου ώς καθόλου ή μεριχή. 
Τοιαύτη μέν οδν ή άπ& τοΰ όποκειμένου των προτάσεων διαίρεσις· 

άπο δέ γε τοΰ χατηγουμένου ταΰτα πάντα τά τέτταρα ειδη τριπλασιάζεσθαι 
ρητέον • έπε! γάρ άνάγχη τον χατηγορουμενον ρήμα εΐναι, τό δέ ρήμα «Ο 
προσσημαίνειν έλέγομεν χρόνον, ό δέ χρόνος λαμβάνεται τριχώς, κατά τί> 

25 παρεληλυθος το ένεστος το μέλλον, δήλον δτι των τεττάρων ειδών των 
προτάσεων ίκαστον τριχώς ποικίλλειν άπο τοΰ κατηγορουμένου δυνατόν, 
otov έπ! τών καθ' ίχαστα λέγοντας ' Σωκράτης υγίανε' ' Σωχράτης δγιαίνει' 26 
'Σωκράτης ύγιανεΐ', ώστε διά τούτο δώδεκα γίνεσθαι τά τών έν προτάσεσιν 
αντιθέσεων είδη· δτι γάρ ποτε και παρά του; χρόνους γίνεται.' τις τών 

30 προτάσεων διαφορά, | διδάσκοντος άκουσόμεθα τοΰ 'Αριστοτέλους, έπε! 73» 
δέ έκάστην τών δώδεκα τούτων αντιθέσεων τριχώς λαμβάνεσθαι δυνατόν 
κατά τάς τρεις υλας, Ιξ κα! τριάκοντα γίνεσθαι συμβαίνει τάς πάσας αυτών 
αντιθέσεις ώρισμένου οντος τοΰ δποκειμένου. ταυταις δέ ίσας άνάγχη 5 
γίνεσθαι τάς έξ άορίστου τοΰ υποκειμένου (χαθ' έκάστην γάρ τών δρισμένφ 

2. 4 λέγοιτο AM 7 post ώς καθόλου add. χαΐ των χαθόλου μη καθόλου a 8 υπο-
κειμένων G 13 ένό; om. F 14 άπόφασιν AG χαΐ εί colloc. FG 
15 άποφαίνοιτο F τυχόντων F 17 άληθεύσει G πλάτων G1 άριατί-
δου Α 18 Θεόφραστος] fr. 57« (ρ. 428 ed. Wimmer) 18. 19 τήν μίν μερ. «ίόρ. χαλεΐ 
τήν δέ χαθ ' 2κ. ώρ. colloc. F 21 ή ante διαίρ. colloc. G post άπο τοΰ add. υπό 
τοΰ F 22 πάντα] γε Α: τε Μ: om. (sed post ^ητέον add. άπαντα) G 23 το χατ. G 
24 λέγομεν F (cf. ρ. 47,6) 25 ένεστώς AF 27 λέγοντος Μ ante Σωχρ. add. 
οΓον F 30 διδ. άχουβ. τοΰ Α ρ . ] ρ. 18«28 ίχουιώμεθα Α 32. 33 πάαας 
τών αντιθέσεων Α 33. 34 τούτοι; — Υποκειμένου om. FM 34 τοΰ om. Aa 
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<The four species of opposition based on the subject term> 

5. Now, if none of the additional determinations is added to the subject tem, the sentence 
is called 'undetermined', e.g. 'Man is healthy', and if it has some additional determination, 
the sentence is called 'determined'. But if the additional determination is universal, it is 
called 'universal' <i.e general;», and if particular, 'particular'. So, ftom the division of the 
subject term, we see four species of oppositions among sentences: the singular; the 
undetermined; the universal, or universal as universal <i.e. general> (for they call them 
this too, distinguishing them from the others which, like these, use a universal subject by 
the fact that, in these instances, the universal additional determinations have been 
combined with universal subject terms); and in addition to these the particular or universal 
as particular (for these have particular additional determinations combined with universal 
subject terms, and for this reason are so called). And the particular sentences differ from 
the singular in that singular sentences make their assertion about some one definite thing, 
e.g. Socrates, while particular sentences, even if they are asserted with reference to one 
thing, signify nothing definite, but can be true of any chance thing, as when we say 'Some 
man is just': for this sentence is no more true on account of Socrates than of Plato or 
Aristides. Hence Theophrastus64 correctly calls the singular sentence 'definite' and the 
particular 'indefinite'. And on the one hand the singular sentence is contrasted with the 
sentence which is simply65 universal, and on the other the particular is contrasted with the 
universal as universal <i.e. the general>. 

<The division of sentences based on the predicate term; their sum total> 

6. Now, such is the division of sentences on the basis of their subject term. But on the 
basis of their predicate term one must say that all these four kinds are multiplied by three. 
For, since it is necessary that the predicate term be a verb, and we said (47,23) that the 
verb additionally signifies time, but time is understood in three ways, according to the 
past, present and future, it is clear that it is possible to vary each of the four kinds of 
sentence on the basis of the predicate term, saying, for example, in the case of singular 
sentences, 'Socrates was healthy', 'Socrates is healthy', 'Socrates will be healthy', so that 
for this reason the kinds of opposition in sentences become twelve. For we shall hear 
Aristotle teach that sometimes a difference arises among sentences due to the times as well 
(18a28 [ch. 9]). But, since it is possible to understand each of these twelve oppositions in 
three ways according to the three matters, it happens that all their oppositions total 
thirty-six, if the subject term is definite. And it is necessary that those containing an 
indefinite subject term be equal to these (for you will make the indefinite one for each of 
those which use a definite subject term by adding the negative particle to the subject), so 

cp. A. Graeser, Die logischen Fragmente des Theophrast, Berlin/New York, 1973, 
Fr. 4 (with other parallels and a commentary); Theophrastus of Eresus, Sources for 
his Life, Writings, Thought and Influence, ed. by W.W. Fortenbaugh and al., Part 
One, Leiden/New York/Cologne, 1992,82E (with other parallels), 
i.e. without regard to its qualification as undetermined, general or particular. 
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χρωμένων τψ υποκείμενα) το άρνητιχδν μόριον τψ υποχειμένφ προσθείς την 
έξ αορίστου ποιήσεις), ώστε δύο καΐ έβδομήκοντα γίνεσθαι τάς πάσα; άντι- ίο 
θέσεις τε χαΐ άντιφάσεις των προκειμένων ήμΐν εις έπίσχεψιν προτάσεων. 

'Αλλ' έπεί tiv αριθμών αδτών παραδεδώχαμεν, άκόλοοθόν έστιν 
6 έφεξής έπιχέψασθαι τίνες έν ταΐς άπηριθμημέναις άντιθέσεσιν αί άντιφατι-

χώς άλλήλαις άντιχείμεναι προτάσεις, τίνες δέ ου, χαΐ τίνες μέν αί προς 15 
άλλήλας σχέσεις των μή αντικειμένων άντιφατικώς, τίς δέ ή πρ&ς έκα-
τέραν των έν αύταΤς προτάσεων άντιφατικώς μαχόμενη· προείληπται γαρ 
ώς πάση χαταφάσει έβτίν άπόφασις άντιφατικώς άντιχειμένη χαί πάση «ο 

10 άποφάσει κατάφασις. δτι μέν ουν αί καθ' £χαστα μάχονται άντιφατικώς, 
παρά πάσιν ώμολόγηται (παρέχει δέ τινα άπορίαν ή κατά τον μέλλοντα 
χρόνον αδτών λήψις, ήν έν τοις έξης χαί έκθήσεται και έπιλύσεται ό'Αρι-
στοτέλης), τά δέ περί των απροσδιορίστων διαφωνεΐται μέν παρά των 25 
άποφηναμένων τι περί τούτου τοΰ θεωρήματος, δπη δέ το αληθές εχει 

15 μαθεΐν άμήχανον, πρίν 2πως εχει τά περί των προσδιωρισμένων έπισκε-
ψώμεθα, περί ών ούδεμία ή γέγονεν ή γέ|νοιτο άν άμφισβήτησις* ώστε 74Γ 

πρότερον περί τούτων ρητέον. 
ΈπεΙ τοίνυν ώριζόμεθα την άντίφασιν μάχην καταφάσεως και άπο-

φάσεως άεΐ διαιρουσών τλ αληθές καΐ zh ψευδός, δήλο ν &τι 3ς 3ν ευρωμεν 
20 προτάσεις ή συμψευδομένας ποτέ ή συναληθευούσας, ταύτας ούκ äv ειποιμεν 5 

άντιφατιχώς άντικεϊσθαι πρδς άλλήλας. at μέν ουν καθόλου ώς καθόλου 
λεγόμεναι ώς συμψευδόμεναι κατά την ένδεχομένην υλην ούκ άν λέγοιντο 
ποιεΐν άντίφασιν. ού μην αλλ' ουδέ τάς μερικάς άντιφάσχειν έροΰμεν ώς ίο 
έπΐ της αδτής υλης συναληθευούσας. καίτοι καθ' έκατέραν των λοιπών 

25 υλών διαιροΰσιν άμφω τό τε αληθές και τό ψεύδος* έπΐ μέν γάρ της 
αναγκαίας υλης αί μέν καταφάσεις άμφω λέγουσαι είναι το ές άνάγχης 
υπάρχον αληθείς, αί δέ άποφάσεις άναιρεϊν αύτο πειρώμεναι ψευδείς, έπ! 15 
δέ της άδυνάτου λεγομένης εμπαλιν είχότως εχουσιν· αί μέν γάρ αποφάσεις 
τδ άδύνατον xal διά τοΰτο μηδέποτε υπάρχον λέγουσαι μή ύπάρχειν 

30 αληθείς, αί δέ καταφάσεις ύπάρχειν αύτο άποφαινόμεναι ψευδείς, έπΐ δέ Μ 
της ένδεχομένης άμφω μέν αί καθόλου ψευδείς, άμφω δέ αί κατά μέρος 
άληθεΐς, διότι τά κατά ταύτην τήν υλην κατηγορούμενα ποτέ μέν ύπάρχειν 
τοις ύποχειμένοις πεφύχασι ποτέ δέ μή ύπάρχειν, χαι τισΐ μέν αύτών 
ύπάρχειν τισΐ δέ μή ύπάρχειν, οΓον 'πας άνθρωπος λευκός — ούδείς is 

33 άνθρωπος λευχός' (αύται ψευδείς άμφω, ή μέν χατάφασις διά τους Αίθίο-

1 priue τώ om. FG 4 ίοτιν om. G 5 post άντιδέβεβιν add. είαΐν G 6 προ-
τάσεβι G 7 άλληλα F 8 αΐιτοΐς G προείληπται] ρ. 84,2 12 έκ&ήβεται 
χαί έπιλ. 6 Α ρ . ] ρ. 18 »33 13 παρά] περί FG 14 Ιχειν Α 15 πρίν] πλην 
G'a 15. 16 ίπισχεψ(ίμε8α TG 16 ουδεμία] ού G prius ft om. Gil 18 ώριζ. 
scripsi: 6piC- libri (cf. p. 81,14) 19 διαιρούσαν AHa 20 βυμψευδ.] ψευδ. F 
23 άλλ' om. AF 24 βυναληθ ] άληθ. G 25 υλών om. U γάρ] ούν Ma 
26 μέν om. F λέγουΐιν A'G 32 ταύτην τήν] αίιτήν Α: α&τήν τήν Ma 
35 αδται U F 
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that all the oppositions and contradictions of the sentences which we are here examining 
total seventy-two. 

<(c) Which oppositions are contradictory and which are not?> 

7. But, since we have given their number, it follows in turn that we should examine which 
sentences among the enumerated oppositions oppose one another contradictorily, and 
which do not, and, further, what <logical> relations do those not opposed contradictorily 
bear to one another, and which is the sentence that conflicts contradictorily with each of 
the sentences among the latter, <i.e. the sentences not contradictorily opposed to one 
another>. For it has been assumed that for every affirmative sentence there is a 
contradictorily opposed negative sentence, and for every negative sentence an affirmative 
sentence. Now, everyone agrees that singular sentences are opposed <to each other> in the 
manner of contradiction (although taken in the future tense they give rise to a certain 
aporia that Aristotle goes on to explain and resolve in what follows [ch. 9]), but about the 
undetermined sentences there is disagreement among those who have said something about 
this topic, and it is impossible to learn the truth until we have examined how things stand 
with the determined sentences, concerning which no dispute either has arisen or could 
arise. Thus, we must first speak about these. 

< Which determined sentences contradict one another and which do not?> 

8. Since, therefore, we defined contradiction (81,13-15) as a conflict of an affirmative 
sentence and a negative sentence in each case dividing the true and the false, it is clear that 
whatever sentences we find either sometimes simultaneously false or simultaneously true, 
we should not say that these are opposed contradictorily to one another. Now, the 
universal sentences said as universal <i.e. the general> should not be said to make a 
contradiction, since they are simultaneously false in the contingent matter. Nor, indeed, 
shall we say that the particular sentences contradict each other, for they are simultaneously 
true in that same matter. However, in each of the remaining matters both oppositions 
divide the true and the false. For in the necessary matter, both affirmative sentences saying 
that what necessarily holds is so are true, and the negative sentences which attempt to deny 
it are false; but in the so-called impossible matter, these are properly reversed, for the 
negative sentences, which say that what is impossible and for this reason never holds does 
not hold, are true, while the affirmative sentences, which assert that it holds, are false. In 
the contingent matter both the general sentences are false, but both the particular sentences 
are true, because things predicated of this matter are such as sometimes to hold of their 
subjects and sometimes not to hold of them, and to hold of some but not of others, e.g. 
'Every man is pale - No man is pale' (these are both false, the affirmative sentence 
because of the Ethiopians, and the negative sentence because of, say, the Scythians), 
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πας, ή δέ άπόφασις, εΐ τύχοι, διά τους Σκύθας), ' τις άνθρωπος λευκός — 
ου πας άνθρωπος λευκός'· | αύται δήλον δτι συναληθεύουσι. 74Τ 

Τάς μέν οδν καθόλου ώς καθόλου δείξαντες μή άντιφασκούσας δνο-
μάζουσιν έναντίας, δτι των έναντιων είς άμεσα διαιρουμένων καΐ έμμεσα 

5 αί προτάσεις αύται κατά μεν την άναγκαίαν και την αδύνατον υλην τοις 5 
άμέσοις έναντίοις έοίκασιν, ών τό τε ετερον έξ ανάγκης πάρεστι χω δποκει-
μένψ και αύται τήν έτέραν των προτάσεων εχουσιν αληθή καΐ διά τοΰτο 
μιμουμένην τήν τοϋ πράγματος υπαρζιν, ώσπερ το ψευδός είκών έστι της 
ανυπαρξίας, κατά δε τήν ένδεχομένην τοις έμμέσοις, ών δυνατδν μηδέτερον ίο 

10 παρεϊναι τ ω υποκειμένψ. ή έπει το είναι άμεσά τινα των έναντιων άμφι-
σβητήσιμον, δπερ ώς όμολογούμενον άξιοΰσι λαμβάνειν οί κατά τον προει-
ρημένον τρόπον αποδίδοντες τήν αίτίαν της ποσηγορίας των έναντιων κάλου- ΐδ 
μένων προτάσεων, μάλλον ρητέον δτι τά έναντία συνυπάρχειν μέν άλλήλοις 
κατ' ένέργειαν έπι τοϋ αύτοΰ υποκειμένου αδύνατον, άμα δέ αυτοΰ άπεϊναι 

15 δυνατόν αί ουν προτάσεις αύται ουδέποτε μέν συναληθεύουσαι ποτέ δε ao 
και συμψευδόμεναι και ταύτη τά έναντία μιμούμεναι λέγοιντο δν είκότως 
έναντίαι. δυνατόν δέ λέγειν δτι και ώς τήν πλείστην αλλήλων άφεστώσαι 
διάστασιν έναντίαι προσαγορεύονται· τά γάρ έναντία πλείστον άλλήλων διέ-
στηκε των υπό τδ αύτδ γένος· ουτω δέ και αύται προς άλλήλας εχουσιν, α 

20 είπερ ή μέν απασί φησι τοις υπδ το υποκείμενον άτόμοις τδ κατηγορού-
μενον ύπάρχειν, ή δέ ούδενί. τάς δέ γε μερικάς καλοΰσιν υπεναντίας, ώς 
ύπδ ταΐς έναντίαις τεταγμένας | κάκείναις ακολουθούσας· δταν γάρ ή έτερα 75Γ 

των καθόλου άληθεύη, τότε και ή υπ' αυτήν τεταγμένη μερική πρότασις 
άληθεύσει, ώς οΓον μέρος αυτής ουσα καϊ περιεχομένη υπ' αυτής· διδ 

25 καϊ υπαλλήλους καλοΰσι τάς τε καταφάσεις, τήν μερικήν καϊ τήν καθόλου, 5 
και τάς αποφάσεις ομοίως, αί μέν οδν κατά μέρος οΰδ' αν άντικεΤσθαι 
προς άλλήλας κυρίως λέγοιντο· ποιον γάρ αύταις είδος αρμόσει των αντι-
κειμένων; εΐ δέ τάς άντιφατικώς ταύταις άντικειμένας ζητοίης, ευρήσεις 
άντιφασκούσας ταΐς καθόλου τάς κατά μέρος μετά της κατά το ποιον άντι- ίο 

30 θέσεως , τοΰτ' έστι τη μέν καθόλου καταφάσει τήν μερικήν άπόφασιν, τη 
δέ καθόλου άποφάσει τήν μερικήν κατάφασιν ώστε κατά τό υποκείμενον 
διάγραμμα τάς διαγώνιον θέσιν προς άλλήλας έχουσας των προσδιωρι- 15 
σμένων προτάσεων ταύτας άντιφάσκειν άλλήλαις· άεϊ γάρ αύται διαιροΰσι 
τό τε αληθές και τδ ψευδός, και τοΰτο είκότως· αί μέν γάρ έναντίαι 

35 και υπεναντίαι κατά τδ ποιδν διαφέρουσαι τδ ποσδν τδ αδτδ εχουσιν, 

6 τε om. AGM παρέστη F 9. 10 μηδ. παρ. δυν. colloc. Ο 10. 11 άμφισβητήσεων 
G 1 : άμφισβητήσιμα Μ 11 ώς om. Α 14 alteram οώτοΰ om. F 15 συναληθεύ-
ουσι Μ 18 πλείστων Sla 18. 19 διεστηκότα Α 19 τό γένος τό αυτό Ä: 
τό γένος αύτ<! Μ 2 0 ή μέν om. Α πίσι F 21 γε om. F 22 τεταγμέ-
ναις G κάκείνας Α 26 αν om. AGMa 29 μετά om. G 30 . 31 καθόλου 
καταφάσει—τη δέ oid. F 3 0 χαθ. καταφ.] καθέκαστα φασΐ Α1 καταφάσει] καφα-
τική Μ 32 πρός άλλήλαις Α 3 3 ταύται; Μ 3 4 καϊ (post άληθές)] 
ή Α 
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<and> 'Some man is pale - Not every man is pale', it being clear that these are true 
together. 

<Contraries, subcontraries, subalterns> 

9. Now, having shown that the universal as universal <i.e. the general> sentences are not 
contradictory, they66 call them contraries, because, given that contrary <predicates> are 
divided into immediate and mediated,67 these sentences, in the necessary and the 
impossible matter, resemble immediate contrary <predicates>: just as one of the latter 
necessarily is present in the subject, so these <oppositions> have one of their sentences 
true, which, because of this, imitates the existence of the thing, just as the false is an image 
of non-existence; but in the contingent matter <they resemble> mediated contrary 
<predicates>, of which it is possible that neither is present in the subject. Or, since it is 
disputed68 whether some of the contrary <predicates> are immediate, which those who give 
the cause of the appellation of the so-called 'contrary' sentences in the manner just 
mentioned want to assume as agreed, we should rather say that it is impossible for 
contraries actually to obtain simultaneously with one another with regard to the same 
subject, but that it is possible for them to be simultaneously absent from it. So, these 
sentences which are never simultaneously true, but are sometimes simultaneously false, 
and in this way mimic the contrary <predicate>, would reasonably be called 'contraries'. It 
is possible to say that these sentences are called 'contraries' also because they have the 
greatest distance from one another. For of predicates under the same genus, contraries are 
most distant from one another, and so do these sentences too relate to one another, since 
the one says that the predicate belongs to all individuals under the subject, and the other to 
none. And they call the particular sentences 'subcontraries' as ordered under the contraries 
and consequent upon them. For, if one of the general sentences is true, then the particular 
sentence placed under it will be true as well, insofar as it is like a part of it and is 
contained in it. Hence they also call the affirmative sentences, the particular and the 
general, and similarly their negative sentences, 'subaltern'. Now, the particular sentences 
should not even properly be said to be 'opposed' to one another6'. For what species of 
opposition will fit them? If you seek those contradictorily opposed to these, you will find 
that particular sentences contradict the general sentences that are opposed to them in 
respect of <their> quality, that is, the particular negative sentence is contradictorily 
opposed to the general affirmative sentence, while the particular affirmative sentence 
contradicts the general negative sentence. Thus, according to the diagram given below, 
those of the determined sentences that occupy a diagonally opposite place one to the other 
contradict one another, for they always divide the true and the false. And that is 
reasonable, for the contraries and subcontraries, while differing in their quality, have the 

i.e. the specialists in the field of logic (cp. 88,17-18). 
cp. Arist. Cat. 10, llb38 - 12a25 and infra, p. 143 of the commentary. 
For some difficulties about immediate contraries, cp. Simpl. In Cat. 386,6-15 
(Kalbfleisch). 
For they can be true together. 
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at δέ υπάλληλοι κατά τδ ποσδν διαφέρουσαι τδ ποιον τδ αότδ εχουσιν, αύται 2« 
δέ κατ' άμφω μαχόμεναι τελείαν εχουσι την πρδς άλληλα? διαφοράν. διδ 
και αδύνατον αδτάς ή συμψεύδεσθαι ή συναληθεύειν· δτι μέν γαρ έπΐ της 
αναγκαίας δλης άληθευουαών των καταφάσεων ψευδείς είσιν αί αποφάσεις, 

5 έπΐ δέ της αδυνάτου τοδναντίον, προφανές έχ των πρότερον είρημένων. «5 
έπι δέ της ένδεχομένης ψευδόμενης της καθόλου καταφάσεως ή μερική 
άπόφασις ώς άντιφάσκουσα προς αδτήν άληθής, και ψευδόμενης της καθόλου 
άποφάσεως | ή μερική κατάφασις ώς άντιφάσκουσα προς αυτήν άληθής· 75' 
διδ έκείνων άμα ψευδόμενων αύται άληθευουσιν. 

ίο καθ' ίκαστα 
Σωκράτης περιπατεί Σωκράτης οδ περιπατεί 

απροσδιόριστοι 
άνθρωπος περιπατεί άνθρωπος οδ περιπατεί 

(προσδιωρισμέναι) 

15 πας άνθρωπος περιπατεί ι ^ντ ία ι οδδείς άνθρωπος περιπατεί 

, v Q - μερικαι > - ν a τις άνθρωπος περιπατεί ' Γ , ου πας άνθρωπος περιπατεί Γ υπεναντιαι 

Έ π ε Ι δέ θορυβεΐν ειωθε τους άπλουστέρους ή μερική άπό|φασις έπΐ 76r 

20 της άδυνάτου ύλης συμψεύδεσθαι δοκοΰσα τη καθόλου καταφάσει, ώς δταν 
ειπωμεν 'οδ πας άνθρωπος πτερωτός', δια τδ δοκεΐν τψ οδ πας συνεισά-
γεσθαι τδ άλλά τΙς μέν τΙς δέ ού, δπερ έστιν έναργώς έπΐ των άδυνάτων 6 
ψεΰδος, ρητέον τι καΐ περί τούτων, εξεστι μέν ουν έκ των πρότερον είρη-
μένων περί τοΰ οδ πας προσδιορισμού προχείρως άποδουναι της άπορίας 

25 τήν λυσιν· έλέγομεν γάρ δτι τδ οδ πας αδτδ μόνον καθ' αύτδ ληπτέον 
ώς ιδίαν εχον δύναμιν, καθ' ήν τον πας προσδιορισμών άναιρει, μηδέν ω 
ξτερον έπισυρόμενον. έφ ών ουν πραγμάτων τδ πας φαίνεται ψευδόμενον, 
έπΐ τούτων τδ οδ πας άληθές· ώστε και έπι των προκειμένων έπειδή ό 
λέγων ' π α ς άνθρωπος πτερωτός' ψεύδεται, άληθεύσει ό λέγων 'οδ πας 

30 πτερωτός'· ή γάρ πας ή οδ πας, άλλά τδ πας ψεΰδος, τδ άρα οδ πας 15 
άληθές. Γνα δέ μάλλον αδτών τήν άπορίαν άποπληρώσωμεν, ρητέον δτι 

1 αϊ δέ—ίχουβιν om. Μ 3 xal om. FGMa 5) (prius) om. A 5 είρ. πρ. 
colloc. G1 9 post αύται add. άμα Ma 10 figuram recepi ex G, nisi quod προσ-
διωρισμέναι et έναντ(αι om. et άντιφατιχαί pro χαταφατικα! habet, προαδιωριαμέναι addidi, 
reliqua ex ceteris libris correxi, quorum F paululum differt, Ma plus distant, figuram 
om. A 21 τώ δοχεϊν το δοχεϊν (sic) Α το ο6 πδς συνεισάγειν (συνάγειν Μ) 
A Ma 23 τι] τε a 25 λέγομεν AMa (cf. 89,15) post πας add. χαθόλου ώς 
μεριχάν F 26. 27 μηδέτερον Μ 27 έπιβυρ.] έπκρερ. F φαίνεσθαι Α 
29 λέγων ώί F 31 άποπΧηρ.] ίποχλείσωμεν F: ίποπλήσωμεν G 
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same quantity, but the subalterns differ in quantity, while having the same quality; but 
these, which conflict in both respects, are completely different from one another. Hence, it 
is impossible for them to be either simultaneously false or true. For the fact that in the 
necessary matter, when the affirmative sentences are true, the negative sentences are false, 
and in the impossible matter the opposite, is obvious from what was said earlier. On the 
other hand, in the contingent matter, given that the general affirmative sentence is false, 
the particular negative sentence is true, since it contradicts it, and the general negative 
sentence is false, the particular affirmative sentence is true, as contradicting it. Hence, 
when the former are false, the latter are true. 

Socrates is walking 

Man is walking 

Every man is walking 

Affirmative 
subalterns 

Some man is walking 

<Diagram of the opposed sentences> 

SINGULAR 

UNDETERMINED 

<DETERMINED> 
General 

contraries 

Particular 

subcontraries 

Socrates is not walking 

Man is not walking 

No man is walking 

Negative 
subalterns 

Not every man is walking 

<Particular negative sentences: A problem> 

10. Since the particular negative sentence tends to unsettle simpler people, seeming in the 
impossible matter to be false simultaneously with the general affirmative sentence, as 
when we say 'Not every man is winged', because it seems that in 'not every' are included 
'but someone and someone not', which is manifestly false in the case of impossibles, we 
must say something about these too. Now, it is possible from what has been said earlier 
about the additional determination 'not every', readily to give the solution of this aporia. 
For we said (89,15) that 'not every' must be taken just by itself, having a proper force, 
according to which it denies the additional determination 'every', without dragging in 
anything else. So, for those things where 'every' is seen to be false, there 'not every' is 
true. Thus, in the case under discussion too, since he who says 'every man is winged' 
speaks falsely, he who says 'not every <man> is winged' will speak truly, for: either 
'every' or 'not every', but 'every' is false, thus 'not every' is true. So, in order to resolve 
further the aporia they have got, we should say that the particular negative sentence has a 
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ή μερική άπόφασις παραπλησίαν εχει δύναμιν τη μερική καταφάσει, Χατ' 
αυτό γε το μεριχόν · δπιος δν οδν ε χ η αληθείας ή μερική κατάφκαις, sits ϊβ 
ώς άει τη μερική άποφάσει συντρέχουσα είτε μή, τον αυτόν Ι£ει δήλον 
δτι τρόπον καΐ ή μερική άπόφασις· ΙπεΙ οδν αί μέν καταφάσεις εξεσί τισιν 

5 άνάλογοί ε?σιν αί δέ άποφάσεις στερήσεσι, γνωριμώτεραι δέ των στερήσεων 
αί Ιξεις, άπο της καταφάσεως ώς γνωριμωτέρας τδ κατά τήν άπόφασιν 25 
θεωρητέον. της οδν καθόλου καταφάσεως κατά μόνην τήν άναγκαιαν υλην 
άληθευούσης τήν μερικήν κατάφασιν έπΐ δύο μέν υλών άληθεύουσαν όρώμεν, 
ταύτης τε και της ένδε|χομενης, οδ μήν έπ' άμφοτερων κατά τδν αόΐον 76Τ 

10 τρόπον, αλλ' επί μέν της ένδεχομένης δι' έαυτήν, ωστε το κατηγορού-
μενον τινι μεν ύπάρχειν τω υποκειμένφ τινί δέ μή δπάρχειν, (δτε καΐ συν-
τρέχει ή μερική κατάφασις τή μερική άποφάσει, πρδς δέ τήν καθόλου 5 
κατάφασιν διαφωνεί), έπΐ δε της αναγκαίας οδκέτι δι' έαυτήν άλλά διά τήν 
καθόλου· διδ καΐ ου συντρέχει τότε τη μερική άποφα'σει· το γάρ 'τις άν-

15 θρωπος ζψον' διά το πας άληθές, οδκέτι μέντοι το ου πας άληθές, ωσπερ ίο 
έπι της άδυνάτου διά τήν κα&όλου κατάφασιν ψευδομένην καθ' δλην έαυτήν 
καί ή μερική κατάφασις ψευδής, ώς δταν εΐπωμεν 'τις άνθρωπος πτερωτός'· 
ουδέ γαρ αυτη δι' έαυτήν ψευδής, τδν αδτδν οδν τρόπον και της καθόλου 
αποφάσεως κατά μόνην τήν αδύνατον υλην άληθευοόσης τήν μερικήν από- 16 

20 φασιν έπΙ δυο υλών άληθεύειν ανάγκη, της τε ένδεχομένης και μήτε συμ-
ωυοΰς μήτε παντελώς αλλότριας (ωστε καΐ δι' έαυτήν Ισται άληθής και 
συντρέχει τη μερική καταφάσει, διαφωνήσει δέ προς τήν καθόλου άπόφασιν) 
καΐ ετι της άδυνάτου, καθ' ην συνέσεται μέν τη καθόλου άποφάσει δτε δι' «ο 
έκείνην Ιχουσα το άληθεύειν, διαφωνήσει δέ προς τήν μερικήν κατάφασιν. 

25 περί μέν οδν τούτων πλείω της άςίας ένδιατέτριφεν ό λόγοί, δλως δέ περί 
αυτών των άποφατικών προσδιορισμών, δσα γλαφυρωτέραν έχοντα θεωρίαν ϊβ 
ό φιλόσοφος παραδίδωσι Πορφυριος, πειραθώμεν είπεΐν, προσεπινοοΰντες ει 
τι δυνάμεθα και αδτοί προς τήν σαφεστέραν περί αυτών διδασκαλίαν. 

Άπορήσειε γάρ άν τις πώς | Ικ τών προσδιωρισμένων καταφάσεων 77* 
30 τάς αποφάσεις ποιοΰντες οδ τοΐς κατηγορουμένοις, ωσπερ εμπροσθεν ήξιοΰ-

μεν, συντάττομεν τάς άρνήσεις άλλ' αδτοΐς τοις προσδιορισμοί*, ο" γίνονται 
μέρη τών υποκειμένων, οδ τών καθ' αύτους λεγομένων άλλά τών ώσπερ 6 
είδοποιηθέντων υπ' αδτών, κατηγορούνται δέ οδδαμώς, ει γε υποκειμενον 
μέν έστι περί ου ό λόγος, κατηγορουμενον δέ τδ περί έκείνου λεγόμενον· 

I ή μεριχή— δύναμιν om. F 1. 2 κατά τοΰτί γε AM 5 στέρησιν F 
8 άληθευουσης] άληθοΰς ουαης FMa χατάφ.] ίπόφααιν F μέν om. AFMa 
άληθεύουσαν — ί»λών (20) in rnrg. suppl. F 9. 10 06 μήν — ένδεχομένης iter. A 
I I υπάρχει (pr. 1.) Α τώ ίιποκ.] Υποκειμένων F 12 προς] dr.ö F 13 ούχ 
Ιστι a 14 οί> suppl. G2 17 ώς —ψευδής (18) om. Μ 18 ουδέ] ob F 
αδτη] αΰτή AFMa 19 άληθ.] άλη&ινής ούσης G 21 έατιν F άλη&ές Α 
23 «Ιδυν. δλης a συνέσται a 25 πλεϊον G 26 άποφαντικών (sed ν 
induct.) G δσω G 28 δυνοίμεθα G 29 άπορήβη F προσδιορ Μ 
30 ίμπροσθεν] ρ. 87,10 31 γίγνονται Α: λέγονται a 
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force similar to the particular affirmative sentence, with regard to their very particularity. 
So, however the particular affirmative sentence has its truth, whether it always goes along 
with the particular negative sentence or not, clearly the particular negative sentence will 
also have it in the same way. Now, since affirmations are analogous to dispositions 
(literally 'havings') and negations to privations, and dispositions are better known than 
privations, the examination of negation must be undertaken starting from the affirmation, 
since it is better known. We see that, whereas the general affirmative sentence is true only 
in the necessary matter, the particular affirmative sentence is true in two matters, the 
necessary and the contingent - not in both in the same way, but in the contingent matter 
<it is true> because of itself, so that the predicate belongs to one subject but not to another 
(when the particular affirmative sentence also goes along with the particular negative 
sentence, but is at odds with the general affirmative sentence), on the other hand in the 
necessary matteT <it is> no longer <true> because of itself, but because of the general 
affirmative sentence, and hence it does not then go along with the particular negative 
sentence. For 'Some man is an animal' is true because of the 'every', but the 'not every' is 
no longer true, just as occurs in the impossible matter: because the general affirmative 
sentence is false entirely on its own, the particular affirmative sentence is also false, as 
when we say 'some man is winged'; for not even this is false because of itself. So, in the 
same way, since the general negative sentence too is true only in the impossible matter, the 
particular negative sentence must be true in two matters, the contingent, which is neither 
congenital nor completely foreign (so it will both be true because of itself and go along 
with the particular affirmative sentence, but it will be at odds with the general negative 
sentence), and the impossible, in which it will accord with the general negative sentence, 
since it is because of that one that it has its truth, but it will be at odds with the particular 
affirmative sentence. Now, our discussion has dwelt on these matters longer than it should, 
but let us now attempt to speak generally about the negative additional determinations 
themselves, which the philosopher Porphyry teaches with a rather elegant theory, ourselves 
adding anything we can to make the lesson about them more clear. 

<The negation is added to the additional determination of a determined affirmative 
sentence> 

11. For there is a problem about how, making negative sentences from determined 
affirmative sentences, we combine the negative particles not with the predicates, as we 
advised earlier (87,10), but with the additional determinations themselves, which become 
parts of the subjects, not the subjects said by themselves, but those which are, so to speak, 
specified by the <additional determinations;», and are not predicated at all, if the subject is 
that which the sentence is about and the predicate that which is said about the first. For we 
assert of every man that he is an animal, but not that a man is every animal (this after all 
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άποφαινόμεθα γάρ περί παντός ανθρώπου δτι ζψόν έστιν, οδ μην δτι άν-
θρωπο; παν ζωόν έστι (τούτο γόΰν καΐ ψεΰδος χάΐ αδύνατον όλίγον ύστερον ίο 
άποδειχθήσετοι), xal περί τοΰ τίνος άνθρώποο δτι λευκός έστιν, οδ μην 
δ η τ& λεοχδν τΙς άνθρωπος έστι. πώς οδν ου φαμεν άπόφασιν της 'πας 

5 άνθρωπος περιπατεί' την ' πας οδ περιπατεί' αλλά την 'οδ πας περιπατεί', 16 
χαΐ της ' τ ι ς περιπατεί0 την ' τ ις οδ περιπατεί' άλλα την 'οδδείς περιπατεί', 
χαΐ τοΰτο τί> οδδείς ποίαν ποτέ δόναμιν έχει, λεχτέον. άνωθεν οδν προς 
τήν άπορίαν άπαντώντες έροϋμεν χατά τους πρότερον παραδεδομένους 
κανόνας τ φ χυριωτερφ πανταχού της προτάσεως μέρει δεϊν προσάγεσ&Λι 20 

10 τάς άρνήαεις, Γνα τάς άποφάσεις ποιήσωμεν· έπί μέν οδ» των χαθ' Ιχαβτα 
προτάσεων χαΐ των απροσδιορίστων χυριώτερον όρώντες το χατηγοροόμενον 
τοΰ δποκειμένου χαΐ τούτου χυριώτερον οδδέν εάρίσχο-ντες έν ταΐς τοιαόταις 
προτάσεσιν, είχότως αδτφ προίήγομεν το άποφ*τικον μόριον, έπί δέ γε ϊδ 
των προσδιωρισμένων τό κυρ ιώτατό ν έστιν ό προσδιορισμός· δώ χαΐ έντεΰθεν 

15 ή πρότασις Ονομάζεται προσδιωρισμένη· χαΐ γάρ εί συντάττονται τοΐς όπο-
χειμένοις | οί προσδιορισμοί χαΐ γίνονται αδτών, ως ειρηται, μέρη, άλλ' 77* 
έφάπτονταί πως χαΐ των κατηγορουμένων δηλούντες είτε §vl των όπο τό 
δποχείμενον είτε πδσιν υπάρχει το χατηγοροόμενον, έπειδή τ6 πλείοσι μεν 
μή πασι δέ περιορίσαι δίχα τοΰ τόν αριθμόν προσθεϊναι οδκ εστι. διά & 

20 ταΰτα μέν οδν τούτοις είχότως το άρνητικον συντάττεται μόριον χα! αί 
τοΰτον τον τρόπον γινόμενο» αποφάσεις άντιφατιχως αντίκεινται ταϊς χατα-
φάσεσι, των δέ συνταττουσων αδτδ τφ χατηγορουμένψ ή μέν έπί της 10 
χαθόλου χαταφάσεως τοΰτο ποιούσα τη χαθόλου άποφάσει τήν αδτήν εχει 
δύναμιν (τ0 γάρ 'πας οδ περιπατεί' τάδτον σημαίνει τω 'οδδείς περιπατεί'), 

25 ή δέ έπί της μερικής τη μβριχγ άποφάσει· τί γάρ άλλο σημαίνει το 'τις 
οδ περιπατεί" ή δτι οδ πας περιπατεί; ώστε έπί ταύτης συντρέχειν άλλη- 15 
καις τάς χαθ' έχάτερον τ&ν τρόπον γινομένας άποφάσεις. 

Τδ μέν οδν οδ πας δτι σόνθετον Ιχ τε τοΰ πας χαΐ τοΰ άναιροΰντος 
αδτο μορίοο, φανερόν· τ?> δέ γε οδδείς πόθεν έροΰμεν έσχηχέναι τήν γένε-

30 σιν; έχρην γάρ 'οδχΐ τις' είναι τήν προτιθεΐσαν τοΰ τίς προσδιορισμοΰ τί> 20 
άρνητιχ&ν μόριον άπόφασιν. ή ρητέον δτι οδδέν ώρισμένον χατά τ6 ποσόν 
έσήμηνεν άν ούτως λεγομένη, χαΐ γάρ μηδενός περιπατοΰντος χαί πλειόνων 
περιπατουντων άληθές xb ' οδχι τΙς περιπατεί'. xal ετι σαφέστερον ταΰτα 26 

1 γάρ scripsi: δέ libri περϊ] παρά Μ 1. 2 ante άνθρ. add. 4 F : πάς a 
2 γοΰν] γάρ F an άδδνατον <δν)? 8 ' δβτερον a 3 τοΰ τΙς άνθρωπος F 
έστιν o m . F G 4 tö om. F οδ ora. G 5 an άνθρ. περιπ. (προτάσεως)? ante 
ob περιπ. add. άνθρωπο« a 6 της] την G J τήν τις — οίιδεις περιπατεί suppl. G3 

7 τό οδδείς] οδδβΐς Α: οδν F 8 πρότερον παραδ.] ρ. 87,14 10 οδν] οδ Α 
13 άποφαντιχόν AFM 15 όν. ή πρότ. colloc. Μ χαΐ γάρ el xal a 16 ώ( 
εΓρηται] ρ. 94,31 18 έπειδή G: έπεί δέ AFMa 19 περιορίσασβαι Μ 20 μόριον 
βυντ. colloc. AM 21 άντίχειται G 22 αδτον F 24 τώ] τά Α 
27 έχάτερον] έτερον AF των τρόπων Μ τό μέν οδν — εΓς (ρ. 96,14) eicias (cf. 
p. 96,15sq.) 28 τε om. G 30 προστιβεΐσαν FMa 32 έσήμανεν FM 
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will be proved both false and impossible a little later), and of some man that he is pale, but 
not that the pale is some man. So, why don't we form the corresponding negative sentence 
to 'Every man walks' by saying 'Every <man> does not walk', but rather by saying 'Not 
every <man> walks', and to 'Some <man> walks' by saying 'Some <man> does not walk', 
but rather by saying 'No <man> walks'? And we must also say what force this 'none' 
could possibly have. Now, answering the objection over again, we shall say according to 
the rules given earlier (87,14) that the negative particle must be added in every case to the 
more important part of the sentence in order to make the negative sentences. Now, for the 
singular sentences and the undetermined ones, seeing that the predicate is more important 
than the subject and finding nothing more important than this in such sentences, we rightly 
added the negative particle to it, but in determined sentences the most important part is the 
additional determination, which is why the sentence is named for it: 'determined'. In fact, 
if the additional determinations are combined with the subjects and become, as was said 
(94,31), parts of them, still, they somehow touch upon the predicates too, indicating 
whether the predicate belongs either to <at least> one of the things which fall under the 
subject or to all, since to specify that it belongs to more cthan one> but not to all is 
impossible unless one adds a number. So, for these reasons the negative particle is rightly 
combined with these, and the negative sentences arising in this way are contradictorily 
opposed to the affirmative sentences; but of the <sentences> combining the negative 
particle with the predicate, that which does this in the case of the general affirmative 
sentence has the same force as the general negative sentence (for 'Everyone does not walk' 
signifies the same thing as 'No one walks'), and that <which does it> in the case of the 
particular <affirmative sentence has the same force> as the particular negative sentence; 
for what does 'Some <man> does not walk' mean, other than 'Not every <man> walks'? 
And so, in this case, the negative sentences which arise in both ways go together with one 
another.70 

<On 'none'> 

12. Now, that 'not every' is a compound of 'every' and the particle which denies it, is 
clear. But whence shall we say that 'none' has its origin? For the negation which set the 
negative particle before the additional determination 'some' should have been 'not some'. 
Or should we say that it would have signified nothing definite in regard to quantity, if it 
were said in this way, since in fact 'Not some<one> walks' is true if no one is walking and 
if several people are walking? And this fate would have been even more clearly suffered by 
'Not some<one> walks' than by 'not-some',71 which arises by contraction from it. So, 

άλληκαις in Busse's text is a misprint for άλληλαις (William of Moerbeke translates 
invicem). 
We adopt Busse's suggestion of correcting the ούχ ΐΐς of the manuscripts to OUTIJ . 
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επασχεν äv τδ ' οδχί τΙς περιπατεί' ή τδ χατά Την άπδ τούτου συναλοιφήν 
γινόμενον οδχ εις. βουλόμενοι οδν έμφήναι ώί ουτε πασιν ουτε πλείοσι 
μέν οό πασι δέ οδτε ένΐ γοΰν των δπδ τδ καθόλου ύποχείμενον | υπάρχει 78' 
το χατηγορούμενον λέγομεν τδ οδδείς σύνθετον έχ τριών τοΰ λόγου μέρων, 

5 τοΰ οδ Αρνητικού μορίου, τοΰ δέ συνδέσμου (ε?τε συμπλεκτικού πρδς τδ 
μηδέ πάντας μηδέ πολλού? οντος είτδ, ώς ό φιλόσοφος άξιοι Πορφύριος, 6 
έπί φυλακή καΐ διαιρέσει της αμφιβολίας είλημμένου), καΐ έπί τούτοις τοΰ 
εις αριθμητικού δνόματος, δ χαί χλινόμενον όρώμεν ' οδδενδς περίπατοϋντος' 
λέγοντες χαΐ κατά τάς διαφοράς των τριών γενών άποδιδόμενον 'ουδεμία 

10 περιπατεί' χαΐ 'οδδέν περιπατεί', τδ μέν οδν ουδείς άπδ τοΰ δε σον- ίο 
δέσμου χατά συναλοκρήν την άπδ τοΰ οδ δέ εΓς γέγονεν, ομοίως εχον τψ 

μηδ' οντινα γαστέρι μήτηρ 
xal άποχρινομένφ τδ παράπαν οδδέ γρΰ, τδ δέ οδθείς άπδ τοΰ τέ χατά 
συναλοιφήν τοΰ ου τε εΓς. 

15 'Αλλά πώς της χαταφάσεως τις ειπούσης έν τη άναιρούση αδτήν άπο- 16 
φάσει τδ οδδείς λέγομεν; ή φήσομεν 2« τδ εΓς άπλώς μέν θεωρούμενον 
τοΰ τις έπί πλέον λαμβάνεται· τοΰ γαρ τίς άεί βουλομένου συμπλέχεσδαι 
τψ ύποχειμένψ, καδα'περ χαΐ τών άλλων προσδιορισμών έκαστου διά τδ «ο 
σημαίνειν αδτοι)ς οπως Ιχουσι τά δπδ τδ ύποχείμενον πρδς τδ μετέχειν ή 

20 μή τοΰ κατηγορουμένου, τδ εΓς λαμβάνεται μέν χαί τοΰτον τδν τρόπον 
έν τψ 

εΓς δέ τις άρχδς άνήρ 
χαί τψ 

εις χοίρανος εστω, 
25 λαμβάνεται δέ χαί ώς χατηγορούμενον οδ μόνον έπί τών μοναδιχώς λεγο- 25 

μένων, οΓον 8ταν λέγωμεν 'ήλιος εΓς έστι' ή 'κόσμος εΓς έστιν', δτε χαΐ 
τδ μόνος ή χατ' ένέργειαν ή πάντως χατά δυναμιν αδτψ προστίθεμεν, 
αλλά χαΐ άπλώς έπί έχάστου τών όπωσοΰν όντων, | Γνα χαΐ τδ πλήθος 78» 
αδτών υπόστασιν εχη, τών προσδιορισμών ουτε χαθ' έαυτους χατηγορεΐσθαι 

30 δυναμένων ουτε άλλοις χατηγορουμένοις εδλόγως συνδυασμένων, ώς διά 
τών έςής ό λόγος ήμϊν έπιδείξει· διά ταΰτα μέν οδν τδ εΓς, ?περ έλέγομεν, 6 
τοΰ τίς έπί πλέον λαμβάνεται, συντρέχοντα δέ άλλήλοις έν τψ συμπλέ-

1 τΙς] εις FG τό (alt.)] τήν G 1 . 2 γιν. συναλ. colloc. F 2 ούχ εΓς] corrigas 
οδτις 3 ΰποχεψένω Ma 4 τδ (ante χατηγ.) suppl. G® an αύνβετον <δν)? 
τών τριών G τοΰ om. FG 5 oi> om. FG 6 μηδέ (prius)] μηδέν G 
έντας U 7 xal (ante έπί) om. Μ 9 τριών om. FG ο&δεμ(αν F 
10 xal ούδέν περιπατεί om. F 11. 14 ουναλιφήν F την] τών Ha τώ] 
το G 12 μηδ' δντινα . .] Horn. Ζ 58 13 άποχρινομένοο Ma γρΰ ex χρή 
corr. F 15 της χαταφ. της a ante ειπούσης add. xal μή εΓς Μ 16 ante 
τό ούδείΐ add. μή τό ο& τΙς άλλά Ma 17 τοΰ βουλ. G 20 τοΰ om. Μ efc ex 
τις corr. Α μέν om. Α χαΐ τοΰτον] χατά G 1 22 εΓς δέ τ ι ς . .] Horn. Α 144 
23 τώ] τό AF 24 εΓς *ο(ρ. Εοτω] Horn. Β 204 25 μοναδιχών AFGM 26 ή] 
xal FG 27 πάντων G1 30 άλ<5γα>ί G διά] δή Μ 31 8περ] 5περ G 1 : 
χαθάπερ G* 32 λαμβα'νομεν A ' F a 
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wanting to indicate that the predicate belongs to neither all, nor most but not all, nor 
indeed to one of the things under the universal subject, we say 'none' (ού&ις), which is a 
compound of three parts of speech: the negative particle 'not' (οϋ), the conjunction 'even' 
(ie) (whether that is a connective regarding <the fact that holds of> neither all nor many, 
or whether, as the philosopher Porphyry thinks, it is taken as guarding against and 
distinguishing the ambiguity), and in addition to these the numerical name 'one' (eif) -
which we also see declined, when we say 'with no one (ούδένος) walking', and rendered 
according to the differences of the three genders: 'no (feminine) one walks' and 'nothing 
walks'. So, 'none' (ού&ΐίς) arose from the conjunction by the contraction of 'not-even-one' 
(οΰ ie βΐς), and is similar to 

'not even whom (μ·ηί' ovnva) a mother in her belly ...' (Horn., II. VI58) 

or to one responding 'Absolutely not even a whit' (το παράπαν oute ypü),71 and ού ('none') 
arose from 'and' (-re) by contraction of 'and-not-one' (ου -re e7$). 

<One' vs. 'some'> 

13. But why, when the affirmative sentence says 'some' (xif), do we say 'none' (ού&/;) in 
the negative sentence which denies it? Shall we not say that 'one' (ef$), considered on its 
own, is understood in more ways than 'some' (τις)? For, while 'some' always wants to be 
joined to the subject, like each of the other additional determinations too, since they 
signify how the things under the subject stand with respect to participating in the predicate 
or not, the word 'one' is understood in this way, as in: 

'but one certain («Γ{ ie τις) leading man' (Horn. II. 1144) 

and in: 

'... one (efg) chief let there be' (Horn. II. II204), 

but it is also understood as predicated not only of things expressed as unique—as when we 
say 'The sun is one' or 'The world is one', when we also add 'alone' to it, either in 
actuality or at any rate in potentiality—but also absolutely of each of however many, to the 
effect that the multitude of those ones also has existence, whereas the true additional 
determinations are neither able to be predicated on their own nor are they reasonably 
coupled with other predicates, as the discourse will show us in what follows. So, for these 
reasons the word 'one', as we said, is understood in more ways than 'some'. But, as they 
go along with one another in being combined with subjects—not with singular subjects 
because there is no part of them, but with subjects which are such as to be said of several 
things - there seems even so to be some difference between them. For since each of the 

cp. Aristophanes, Plutus 17. 
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κεσθαι τοις υποκείμενοι?, οδ τοις καθ' έκαστα διά το μηδέν εΤναι αδτών 
μέρος, άλλα τοις κατά πλειόνων κατηγορεΐσθαι πεφυκόσιν, έοίκασιν εχειν 
τινά και τότε προς άλληλα διαφοροίν· έπεί γάρ των πολλών ίκαστον και ίο 
δλον τ ί έστι καΙ οίον μέρος τοδ κοινώς κατ' αδτων κατηγορουμένου, ώς 

5 μέν δλον τι ον, κάν άτομον βιπης, άντιδιαστελλόμενον πρδς τά ομοειδή 
την τοΰ ένδς έπιδέχεται πρδς αδτδ συμπλοκήν, ώς δέ μέρος πως τοΰ κοινοΰ 
τυγχάνον την τοΰ τινός· διδ των μόνως δλων οδδέ Sv τι φάναι δυνατόν. 16 
καΙ εχει ταυτην τδ ίν πρδς τδ τί την δ'.αφοράν έπΙ των μερικών, ήνπερ 
καΙ τδ ένιχδν άρ&ρον πρδς τδ πας έπΐ των καθόλου· καΙ γάρ ' ό άνθρωπος 

10 ζφον' ειποις άν xai 1 πδς άνθρωπος ζψον' • τδ γάρ άρ&ρον την δυναμιν 80 
εχει τοΰ καθόλου προσδιορισμού, ώς μαθησόμεθα πρδς τ φ πέρατι τοΰ 
βιβλίου, αλλά τδ μέν άρθρον τή ένώσει προσήκει τοΰ καθόλου υποκει-
μένου (διδ και των μοναδικών έκάστφ καί των ατόμων συντάττεται· καΙ 
γάρ ' ό ήλιος' λέγομεν καΙ ' δ Σωκράτης' · ένίοτε δέ καΙ έπΐ τοΰ δπερέ -« 

15 χοντος λέγεται των όμοστοίχων, ώς δταν ' ό ποιητής' είπωμεν ή 'ό 
ρήτωρ'), τδ δέ πας τ φ πλήθει των ΰπ' αδτδ άναφερομένων. δταν μέν 
οδν ώς κατηγορούμενον τδ εις άναιρώμεν, τότε την άρνησιν | οδκ αδτφ 79Γ 

συμπλέκομεν, άλλα τ φ έστί τ φ κατ' ένέργεια'ν τε πάντως έν τή τοιαύτη 
προτάσει λεγομένφ καΙ συνδεΐν τδ κατηγορούμενον πρδς τδ ύποκείμενον 

20 πεφυκότι· της γάρ καταφάσεως ειπούσης λόγου χάριν 'δδε ό λίθος είς 6 
έστιν' ή άπόφασις έρεΐ 2δε ό λίθος εις οδκ εστίν', δταν δέ ώς συμ-
πλεκόμενον τ φ όποκειμένφ τδ είς ή τδ τις άναιρώμεν την άντίφάσχουσαν 
άπόβασιν τη μερική καταφάσει ποιοΰντες, τδ ουδείς ή οΰτις λέγομεν, άλλ' 
δταν μέν τδ ουδείς λέγωμεν, οδχ ώς πρδς τδ τίς άλλ' ώς πρδς τδ είς 

25 άπαντώμεν καΙ τδ μέν οδχ εις ώς άμφίβολον παραιτησάμενοι τδ δέ οδ ίο 
εις ώς πρδς τφ άμφιβόλφ καΙ κακόφωνον τδ ουδείς ή οδθείς λέγομεν. 
πρδς δέ γε τδ τίς έοίκαμεν τότε κυρίως άπανταν, δταν τδ ουτις λέγωμεν, 
οδκ έπι τοΰ ' τις' τιθεμένης της δίείας (οδ γάρ οΤδε την τοιαότην προφοράν 16 
ή Ελληνική χρήσις) άλλ' έπΙ τοΰ ου, καθάπερ εχει τδ 

30 ουτις έμεΰ ζώντος 

καΙ 
μήτις νΰν ένάρων. 

άλλά τοΰτο μέν τη ποιητική τδ δέ οδδείς τή κοινή χρήσει μάλλον 
σύνηθες. 

1 χαθέχαβτα μέν G 2 : χάτηγορουμένοις Gl·1 5 χδν] οδκ δν Μ εϊποις GM 
6 Αποδέχεται Ρ πως] τι Μ 7 έπΙ τών μένως Fa 7. 8 8ν — δυνατόν xal 
om. F 7 Sv τι φάναι] άντιφάναι a 8 ταύτην] ταύτη a : om. F ώς έπΙ 
τών μερ. χαθάπερ xal F 10 post prius ζώον add. χα\ AMa τό γάρ] χαΐ το 
AFM 16 αδτό G: αδτοό AFMa 21 «8ε 6] 6 δέ F 22 το (post ΐιποχειμ.)] 
τώ A2 post άναιρ. add. ήτοι IIa 23 τό ουδείς ή τό τΙς F : τό τΙς ή οδδείς G 
25. 26 οδ είς] οδδείς Α 26 xal om. Μ <Λθε(ς ή οδδείς G 27 τό (ante τίς) 
suppl. G» οδτις] οδτως Η 29 έπΙ τό οδ F 30 οδτις έμεΰ ζ.] Horn. Α 88 
32 μήτις νΰν έν.] Horn. Ζ 68 ένάρων] έράνιον F 

Comment, in Α riet. IV 5. Ammon. in Interpr. 7 
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many is both a whole and like a part of what is predicated of them in common, as a whole 
(even if you call it an 'individual'), set apart from those of the same species, it accepts 
being combined with 'one', and as being in a way a part of what is common <to the 
many>, <it accepts being combined with> 'some'; hence, it is not even possible to say 
'some one' of what are only wholes. And 'one' has the same difference from 'some' in the 
case of particular sentences as the singular article has from 'every' in the case of general 
sentences. That is, you could say 'Man is an animal' and 'Every man is an animal' for the 
article has the force of the universal determination, as we shall learn near the end of the 
book (ch. 14, 24a3ff.). However, the article fits the unity of the universal subject (hence, it 
is also combined with each of the singulars and the individuals, for we say 'the sun' and 
'[the] Socrates'; but sometimes it is also said of what is outstanding in its field, as when 
we say 'the Poet' or 'the Orator'), but 'every' <fits> the multitude of <things> subsumed 
under <the universal:». So, when we deny 'one' as predicate, then we join the negative 
particle not to it, but to the 'is', which is always actually said in this sort of sentence and is 
such as to bind the predicate with the subject; for, when the affirmative sentence says, for 
example, 'this stone is one', the negative will say 'this stone is-not one'. But, when we 
deny the 'one' or the 'some' as joined with the subject and make the negative sentence 
which contradicts the particular affirmative sentence, we say 'none' (ουδείς) or 'not some' 
(ovτις), and when we say 'none', we are responding not to the 'some' (τις), but to the 
'one' (elj), and rejecting 'not one' (οΰχ βϊς) as ambiguous, and 'no(t) one' (ού βΐς) as not 
only ambiguous but ugly as well, we say 'none' in either of its forms (ού&είς or ούθβίς). But 
it is to the 'some' (τις) that we then seem properly to respond when we say 'not some' 
(οΰτις), with an acute accent not on the 'some' (for this pronunciation is unknown to Greek 
usage), but on the 'not', as it is in: 

'no one (owns) while I live ...' (Horn. II. 188) 
and in: 

'no one (μήτις) now of the spoils ...' (Horn. IL VI68). 
But this is more common in poetic and 'none' (οΰ&ίς) <is more frequent> in common 
usage. 
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Τοσαΰτα μεν περί τών προσδιωρισμένων προτάσεων είχομεν λέγειν «ο 
αί δέ απροσδιόριστοι πώς εχοοσι προς τδ άντιφάσκειν ή μη, τοΰτο δέ έστιν 
ει τισι των προσδιωρισμένων το αδτδ δύνανται, διά των έξης τω Άριστο-
τέλει συνοδεύοντες ζητήσωμεν. 

δ ' Επί τούτοις οδν την ρήσιν αδτήν έπισκεψώμεδα, δι' ης παραδιδους κ 
ήμΐν την είρημένην άπδ τοΰ υποκειμένου των προτάσεων διαίρεσιν χαΐ 
διακρίνας τά χαδ' ίκαστα των χαδόλου τοΰτό φησιν είναι καθόλου δ έ π ΐ 
π λ ε ι ό ν ω ν π έ φ υ χ ε χ α τ η γ ο ρ ε ΐ σ θ α ι , των δμωνυμως χατά | πλειόνων 79» 
κατηγορουμένων τά χαθόλου διαχρίνων τψ πεφυχέναι χατά πολλών χατη-

10 γορεϊσθαι, τοΰτο δέ έστι μή νόμψ τινί χαί θέσει, καθάπερ τδ Αίας και 
τδ 'Αλέξανδρος, άλλα τφ φύσιν μίαν δηλοΰν, ητις Ιχάστφ τών πλειόνων 6 
υπάρχουσα ποιεί xal τδ σημαίνον αδτήν ovo μα κατ' αδτών χατηγορεΐσθαι. 
δλως δε περί φωνών διαλεγόμενος τών πραγμάτων ποιείται χήν διαίρεσιν, 
διότι περί φωνών τοις φιλοσόφοις δ λόγος οδ προηγουμένως, καθάπερ 

15 ρήτορσί τε καΐ γραμματιχοϊς, ώς χαΐ πρότερον έλέγομεν, αλλά της τών ίο 
πραγμάτων καταλήψεως Ενεκεν, διελόμενος οδν τά ειδη τών προτάσεων 
εις τε τάς καθόλου χαΐ τάς καθ' Ιχαστα, προστίθησι την τών χαδόλου 
διαίρεσιν εις τε τάς καθόλου ώς καθόλου λεγομένας χαί τάς άπροσδιο-16 
ρίστους· τών γάρ μερικών έφεξής ποιήσεται μνείαν. έν δέ γε τούτοις τάς 

20 μέν καθόλου έπί τών καθόλου αποφάνσεις έναντίας είναι φησι, δι' 3ς έλέ-
γομεν αίτιας, τάς δέ έπι τών χαθόλου μή χαδόλου δέ, τοΰτ' εστι τάς 
άπροσδιορίστους, αδτάς μέν μή είναι έναντίας, τά μέντοι δηλούμενα όπ' βο 
αυτών δυνασθαί ποτε είναι έναντία. 8τι μέν οδν χαδόλου μή χαδόλου 
τάς άπροσδιορίστους χαλεϊ, καΐ τά παρατιθέμενα παρ' αδτοΰ παραδείγματα 

25 σαφώς σημαίνουσιν, 'άνθρωπο; λευκός έστι' χαί 'άνθρωπος λευχδς οδχ 2στι'. 
καλεί δέ αδτάς ούτως διά τδ μή προσκεΐσθαι έπ' αδτών τφ χαθόλου δπο- ® 
χειμένφ τους χαθόλου προσδιορισμούς, 2περ el χα'ι έπί τών μεριχών 
άρμόζειν δυνατόν, αλλ' εχουσί τι ίδιον έκεΐναι, τους μεριχους προσδιορισμούς, 
δθεν και | δνομάζονται. πώς δέ λέγονται μή είναι μέν έναντίαι, σημαίνειν 80' 

30 δέ ποτε έναντία, τοΰτο ήδη πολλά τοις έξηγηταίς πράγματα παρέσχε· μή-
ποτε δέ ταΐς ρήσεσιν αδταϊς προσφυές ή τδ λέγειν δ τι βούλεται μέν ό 
'Αριστοτέλης τάς απροσδιορίστους προτάσεις συναληθευειν άλλήλαις, ώς 6 
Ισται διά τών έξης φανερόν, xal διά τοΰτο είκότως άποφαίνεται μή είναι 
αδτάς έναντίας· οδ γάρ έναντίων τδ σονυπάρχειν άλλήλαις. 

35 'Αλλ' έπεί δυνατόν ποτε τήν άπόφασιν έπί της τοΰ έναντίου χαταφά- ίο 
σεως άληδεύουσαν παρασχειν τισιν δποψίαν, δτι έναντίας χρή τότε χαλεΓν 
ταύτας τάς προτάσεις, δτε έναντία τινά σημαίνουσας, διά τοΰτο προστίθησι 
τδ αίτιον τοΰ παραλογισμού τοις οΰτως όπολαμβάνουσι, τά αδτά λέγων 

1 Ιχομεν Μ 3 et τιβι] τίβι F ίφεξής Α 4 Οητήσομεν FG 10 τινι 
om. F 11 τό φύσιν F έχάστη AM 13. 14 διαλεγ.— φωνών om. F 
15 πρότερον έλέγομεν] ρ. 66, 7 19 τούτοι« om. Μ 20.21 έλέγομεν] ρ. 92,4 
23 έναντ. είνβί colloc. G 26 περιχεΐαθαι Ma 32 τάς om. Α 34 έναντίον 
(alt. 1.) a άλλήλοις F 35 έπί] άπδ Α 36 τ<5τε om. Μ 
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<Which undetermined sentences contradict one another?> 
14. So much did we have to say about the determined sentences. But how the 
undetermined sentences relate to contradicting or not, i.e. whether they have the same 
force as some of the determined sentences, let us examine in what follows, travelling along 
with Aristotle. 

<Retum to Aristotle's text. Undetermined sentences> 
15. Concerning this, let us examine the text itself, in which <Aristotle>, having taught us 
the division just discussed of the sentences on the basis of their subject and distinguished 
the singular <terms> from the universal <terms>, says: this is 'universal, what is 
according to its nature such as to be predicated of several things', distinguishing the 
universal <terms> from <terms> predicated homonymously of several things by their being 
naturally such as to be predicated of several things, that is, not by some convention or 
imposition, such as the terms 'Ajax' and 'Alexander',73 but by revealing one nature, which, 
by belonging to each of the several, makes the name which signifies it also be said of 
them. And, in general, although speaking about vocal sounds, he makes the distinction 
between things, because for philosophers discourse is not primarily about vocal sounds, as 
we said earlier (65,2ff.) that it is for rhetoricians and grammarians, but <it is> rather for 
the sake of understanding the things. So, having divided the species of sentences into the 
universal and the singular, he adds the division of the universal into those called 'universal 
as universal' <i.e. the general> and the undetermined; he will mention the particular ones 
next (17bl6ff.). And in these words he says that the universal assertions about universals 
<i.e. the generals> are contraries, for the reasons we stated (92,3ff.), while those about 
universals but not universally, i.e. the undetermined ones, are not themselves contraries, 
but the things they indicate can sometimes be contraries. That by 'universal not 
universally' he means the undetermined sentences, is also clearly shown by the examples 
he gives, 'Man is pale' and 'Man is not pale'. And he calls them thus because in them the 
universal additional determinations are not added to the universal subject; and even though 
<this reason> can also apply to particular sentences, those still have a peculiarity, namely 
the particular additional determinations from which they take their name. And why are 
they said not to be contraries, but sometimes to signify contrary <things>? This has already 
caused many problems for interpreters;74 perhaps however it fits the text as it stands to say 
that Aristotle wants the undetermined sentences to be true simultaneously with one 
another, as will be obvious in what follows, and for this reason rightly asserts that they are 
not contraries: for obtaining simultaneously with one another does not belong to 
contraries. 

< 'but the things they indicate can sometimes be contraries.' Porphyry's account> 
16. Since, however, the fact that sometimes the negation <of a predicate> is true because 
of the affirmation of its contrary75 might possibly make some people suspect that these 
sentences would then have to be called 'contraries', since they signify contrary <things>, 
for this reason <Aristotle> adds76 the cause of the paralogism for those who make this 

These terms signify Ajax the son of Telamon and Ajax the son of Oileus, Alexander 
the son of Priam and Alexander the Great. 
We can learn the history of these interpretations from Boethius (In De Int. editio 
secunda 157,30ff.). 
E.g. "(man) is not healthy" is true because of the truth of "(man) is ill" and "(man) is 
not white" because of the truth of "(man) is black." 
i.e. "but the things they indicate can sometimes be contraries." 
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τοις έν τφ τελευταίω θεωρήματί τοΰ βιβλίου ρηθησομένοις* τδ μέν δή 15 
τ ο υ τ φ ο ί ε σ β α ι τάς έναντίας δόξας ώ ρ ί σ θ α ι , τ φ των έναντίων 
ε ί ν α ι , ψεΰδος* τ ο ΰ γάρ άγαθοΟ δτι άγα&ον χαι τοΰ χαχοΰ δτι 
κ α κ ό ν , ή α δ τ ή ί σ ω ς χαϊ ά λ η & ή ς , ε ί τ ε π λ ε ί ο υ ς ε ί τ ε μία έ σ τ ί ν 

5 έ ν α ν τ ί α δε τ α ΰ τ α , άλλ' οδ τ φ έναντίων είναι έ ν α ν τ ί α , αλλά 20 
μάλλον τ φ έναν τι ω ς. δτι μέν οδν χατ' οδδένα τρόπον προσήχει ταΐς 
απροσδιορίατοις τδ των έναντίων δνομα, σαφώς άπεφήνατο δια τούτων ό 
'Αριστοτέλης, πότε δέ εστίν είναι τά δηλούμενα έναντία, χαλώς διήρ-
θρωσεν δ φιλόσοφος Πορφυριος· οδ γάρ τίεί, φησί, τφ χαταφαϋχομένφ 2δ 

10 εστι τι έναντίον οδδέ την άπόφασιν δυνατόν αεί λέγειν άλη&ευεσδαι χατά 
τοΰ έναντίοο τφ χαταφαθέντι, άλλα ποτέ μέν χατά τοΰ έναντίου ποτέ δέ 
κατά | στερήσεως ποτέ δέ χατ' οδδετέρου τούτων, άλλ' άναιρεΐν μόνον το 80ν 

είρημένον διά της χαταφάσεω;· τφ μέν γάρ περιττφ xb άρτιον χαι τφ 
λευχφ τδ μέλαν έναντίον, χαΐ χατά τούτων άληθεύονται τδ οδ περιττον 

15 xal τδ οδ λευχόν (έζ ανάγκης μέν οδν συνεισφερομένων ταις άποφάσεσιν 6 
έπΐ των άμεσων είναι λεγομένων έναντίων, ένδεχομένως δέ χαι έπΐ των 
έμμέσων), τφ μέντοι όραν τδ άντιχείμενον στέρησις ή της ένεργείας ή 
χαι της δυνάμεως, της μέν ένεργείας ώς έπι τοΰ μή πηροΰ μέν χαδεύ- ίο 
δοντος δέ ή μόοντος, της δέ δυνάμεως ώς έπΙ τοΰ τυφλοΰ, απερ σημαίνει 

20 τδ μή όραν (ένίοτε δέ xal xh μήπω την δύναμιν την προαγωγδν της ένερ-
γείας άπειληφδς τη άποφάσει της ένεργείας σημαίνομεν ώς έπι τοΰ σκυ-
λαχίου, χαΐ τδ μηδαμώς της δυνάμεως δεχτιχδν ώς έπΙ τοΰ ξύλου· χαϊ 15 
γάρ το ξύλον λέγομεν μή όραν), χαϊ χατ' οδδέν τούτων έναντίον είποις 
δν είναι τη χαταφάσει τδ σημαινόμενον δπδ της άποφάσεως, άλλά ποτέ 

25 μέν στέρησιν ποτέ δέ οδδέ στέρησιν άλλ' έτερότητα μόνον, τφ δέ γε ζφφ 
ή oXXtq ουσία ουτε ώς έναντίον ουτε ώς στέρησιν τοιαύτην ευροις άν ποτέ 20 
τι άντιτιθέμενον, ουδέ τφ άφωριβμένφ ποσφ ή σχήματι οδδέ ταϊς ένερ-
γείαις ταϊς μή χατά τι των έναντίων γινομέναις· τφ μέν γάρ θερμαίνειν 
έστίν έναντίον τδ ψόχειν, έπεί χαϊ τφ θερμφ τδ ψυχρόν, οδ μην τφ 

30 νοεϊν ή τφ βαδίζειν είη αν τι έναντίον. διά ταΰτα οδν τδ ύπδ της άποφά- s» 
σεως σημαινόμενον ποτέ φησιν έναντίον εΐναι τφ υπδ της χαταφάσεως 

1 τοίς— £η8ηαομένοΐ{] ρ. 23 >>3 2 δ<5ξβί om. Α τω Olli. G 3 ψεΰδο;] ούχ 
άληθές G βτι χαϊ άγαβόν Α 4 Γβως fa το ι a: ίληθής Εσται b άληθές Α 
δ τώ AF: των GMa 6 μάλλον om. G post ouv add. οβδαμώς G 
τοις a 8 είναι om. F : post δηλοΰμ. colloc. a 9 καταφαβκ.] κατα 
suppl. G8 10 τι] τό Μ del δον. colloc. G λέγειν om. Μ άληθεόεσθαι] 
άποφαίνεσθαι G l 11 καταφαν&έντι FGMa 12 ποτέ δέ κατ ο&δετέρου τούτων ποτέ 
δέ χατά βτερ. colloc. F άλλ' om. AM άναιρεϊ F 13 μέν om. a 
16 ένδεχομένης Μ *α! om. FG 17. 18 ή και] *α\ Α: ή G 18 ένεργ. μέν 
colloc. Α 21 τοΰ om. FG 22 δν δεκτ. G 23 οΰδένα AMa 
23. 24 είποις δν] έποίησεν F: δν είποις G 25 ούδέ] oi FGMa 26 ποτέ om. F 
27 τι] τινά Μ άντιθέμενον Α ίφοριαμ. Ma 28 γιγνομέναις (ubique) Α 
29 ψυχραίειν G τώ (post μην)] τό AM 30 τώ (ante βαδ.) om. AMa άν 
om. F τι om. a 
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assumption, by saying the same thing as will be said in the last theorem of the book (ch. 
14, 23b3-7): 'To think that contrary beliefs are defined in this way, by being of contraries, 
is false; for the <belief> of the good, that it is good, and of the bad, that it is bad, is 
perhaps the same <belief> and is true, whether they are one or more than one. These 
<i.e. the good and the bad> are contraries, but <the beliefs> are not contraries 77 by 
being of contraries, but rather by being to the contrary effect.' Now, Aristotle clearly 
showed in these words that the name 'contraries' in no way fits undetermined sentences. 
The philosopher Porphyry78 well analysed <the cases> when the things they indicate can 
be contraries. For, he says, there is not always some contrary <predicate> to what is being 
affirmed,79 nor is it possible to say that always the negation <of a predicate» is true 
according to the contrary of what has been affirmed ,80 but rather sometimes according to 
the contrary, sometimes according to the privation,81 and sometimes according to neither 
of these, merely denying what is said by the affirmative sentence. For the even is contrary 
to the odd and the dark to the pale, and 'not odd' and 'not pale' are true of these (so they 
are necessarily brought together with their negations in the case of the so-called 
'immediate' contraries,82 but also contingently in the case of mediate <contraries>).83 

However, the opposite of 'seeing' is a privation, either of the activity or of the capacity as 
well: of the activity as in one who is not blind, but is sleeping or has his eyes closed, and 
of the capacity as in the blind person; these are the meanings of 'not seeing' (but 
sometimes we also signify by the negation of the activity that which has not yet acquired 
the capacity which brings about the activity, as in the puppy, and also that which is in no 
way receptive of the capacity, as in wood, for in fact we say that wood does not see). And 
in neither of these cases would you say that what is signified by the negative sentence is 
contrary to the affirmative sentence, but rather that it is now a privation, now not even a 
privation, but merely an otherness. But you would never find something opposed to 
'animal' or another substance, either as a contrary or a privation, nor to a definite quantity 
or shape, nor to the activities which do not arise in respect to some contrary. For cooling is 
contrary to heating, since the cool is also contrary to the warm, but there would be no 
contrary to thinking or walking. So, for these reasons he <i.e. Aristotle> says that what is 
signified by the negative sentence is sometimes contrary to what is indicated by the 

77 As the context shows εναντία must refer not to things but to beliefs (ίόξαι) and 
therefore we correct it to evavn'ai, which in fact one main tradition of Aristotle's 
manuscripts has and which Minio-Paluello adopted. 

78 cp. Porphyrius, Fragmenta, ed. A. Smith, Stuttgart/Leipzig, 1993, fr. 97. Smith 
thinks that we have here a direct quotation going from 99,9 to the end of the 
paragraph (100,29). 

79 e.g. "is walking" does not have any contrary. 
80 E.g. "(man) is not white" is not always true if "(man) is black" is true. 
81 E.g. "(man) does not see" is true if "(man) is blind" is true. 
82 Like "odd" and "even". 
83 Like "dark" and "pale". 
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δηλουμένψ, των προτάσεων αδτών μηδαμώς άλλήλαις οδσών έναντίων. | 
τοΰτο δέ ε?κότω~ς έπΐ μόνων των απροσδιορίστων έπεσημήνατο, διότι μόναι 81Γ 

αυτοί των καθόλου προτάσεων κατά τοί>ς κατηγορουμένους δρους μόνου; 
εχουσι τάς καταφάσεις *αΙ αποφάσεις γινομένας, άλλ' οδ κατά τινας προσ- 5 

5 διορισμούς, οι οδδ' <5ν όποπτευθεϊεν καθ' έαυτοίκ λαμβανόμενοι καταφατι-
κως καΐ άποφατικώς, οίον πας, οδ πας, τις, οδδείς, έναντιότητα πραγμάτων 
σημαίνειν, καθάπερ οί κατηγορούμενοι, καΙ μάλιστά γε δταν έπΐ των άμε-
σων λεγομένων έναντίων ποιώμεθα την κατάφασιν καΙ τήν άπόφασιν (έργον ίο 
γάρ των προσδιορισμών, ώς πολλάκις είρήκαμεν, μόνην σημαίνειν τήν κατά 

10 τδ πλήθος διαφοράν των δπδ το δποκείμενον αναφερόμενων ώς μετε-
χόντων ή μή μετεχόντων τοδ έν τη προτάσει κατηγορουμένου), και δτι 
προφανή τά έπΐ των άλλων αντιθέσεων συμβαίνοντα, οίον δτι αί καθόλου « 
ώς καθόλου συμψεύδονται, διδ έναντίαι, δ·et αί μερικαΐ συναληθεύουσι καΐ 
οδδ' äv υποπτεύσειέ τις προσήκειν αδταΐς τδ ovo μα των έναντίων, δτι αί 

15 διαγώνιοι καΐ αί καθ' ίκαστα μερί&υσι τό τε άληθές καΐ τδ ψευδός· έπΐ «ο 
δέ των απροσδιορίστων έπεί μήτε καθ' ίκαστα καΐ ώρισμένος ουτός έστιν 
δ ύποκείμενος μήτε πρόσκειται τις αδτψ των προσδιορισμών, οδ σφόδρα 
έστί φανερδς δ της άντιθέσεως αδτών τρόπος, άλλά καΐ ώς έναντίας υπο-
πτεύσειεν άν τις αδτάς άντικεΐσθαί ποτε. καΐ τούτο διισχυρίζεται σημαίνειν 25 

20 ό άπο της Άφροδισιάδος έςηγητής τδ τά δηλούμενα ύπ' αδτών έναντία 
είναι ποτε, καΐ ταΰτα του 'Αριστοτέλους έν τοις εξής βοώντος ώς ταΤς 
μερικαΐς τήν αυτήν εχουσι δύναμιν, | τών δέ μερικών άπδ διαμέτρου πρδς τάς 81« 
έναντίας έχουσών. καΙ αδτδ τούτο τδ τψ Άριστοτέλει δοχοΰν συναληθεύειν 
αδτάς έπί τίνος υλης Ιτερος άν τις οίηθείη καΙ άντιφάσκειν πρδς άλλή-

25 λας, άλλ' ώς παραπλησίως τη ixspcji τών διαγωνίων τη τίς και οδδείς. Β 
διά ταΰτα τοίνυν έν μέν τοις προκειμένοις ό 'Αριστοτέλης τοσούτον έπεση-
μήνατο μόνον, δτι μή δίκαιον καλεΐν αδτάς έναντίας, καΙ εί έναντίων πρα-
γμάτων γίνοιντό ποτε δηλωτικαί, προϊών δέ καΙ δτι συναληθεύουσιν άλλ' ω 
οδκ άντιφάσκουσι κατασκευάσαι πειράσεται. 

30 Τδ δέ αίτιον ειπών του καθόλου μή καθόλου λέγεσθαι τάς άδιορίστους, 
δτι περί τών καθόλου υποκειμένων οδ καθόλου άποφαίνονται, μή συντάτ-
τουσαι αδτοΐς τοΙς καθόλου προσδιορισμούς, οι ποιοϋσι καθόλου ή μας άπο- w 
φαίνεσθαι περί τών καθόλου, αδτοΰ τούτου πάλιν τδ αίτιον άποδίδωσι τοϋ 
τοιούτων άποφάνσεων αιτίους γίνεσθαι τους καθόλου προσδιορισμούς ώς 

1 ούαών] ίντων Μ 2 έπεσημάνοτο F μόνον Gl· 4 καταφάσεις χαι om. F 
γιγνομένα; in mrg. suppl. A 6 xal άποφατιχώς om. F 9 μόνον G1 10 iS>{] 
ώστε AFM 13 ante δτι add. xal Θ9 14 τό] τών F 15 αϊ suppl. Θ> 
16 τών άλλων άπροσδ. G μήτε] μή G οδτως FG 20 το] τώ AMa 
21 ίν τοις έξης] ρ. 17·>29 23 το om. Fa 24 wo« ένδεχομίνης Q: της ένδεχομίνης 
Μ: τίνος της ίνδ. a οίηθ.] π«ισθβίη F άντιφάαχει F 25 άλλ' ώί] άλλος 
A'FG 27 μή om. A post δίκαιον add. μόνον del. G β&τάς καλεΐν 
colloc. Μ xal ε{] χδν AMa 30 τοϋ] τών a τά«] τους a 31 μή om. Α 
μή ούν III 31. 32 »>ντ«ίττουα« Si G 32 έαυτοϊς G ήμδς xaft. colloc. F' 
33 τοδ] τών AM 34 τοσούτων G αποφάσεων GMa γενέσθαι Ma 
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affirmative sentence, although the sentences themselves are by no means contraries of one 
another. But he correctly indicated that this is only so for undetermined sentences, 
because, among universal sentences, only the latter get their affirmations and negations 
merely in respect of the predicate terms, and not according to additional determinations, 
such as 'every', 'not every', 'some', 'none', which, when we take them by themselves as 
negative or affirmative, would not even be suspected to signify an opposition of things as 
predicates do, and especially when we make the affirmative sentence and the negative 
sentence in the case of so-called 'immediate' contraries (for it is the task of the additional 
determinations, as we84 have often said, to signify only the difference in quantity of the 
<things> falling under the subject as participating or not participating in the predicate of 
the sentence). And che indicated> that what happens in the case of the other oppositions is 
obvious, e.g. that the universal sentences <taken> as universal <i.e. the general> are85 

simultaneously false, and hence contraries, that the particular sentences are86 

simultaneously true and one would not even suspect that the name 'contraries' pertained to 
them, and that the diagonal and the singular sentences divide the true and the false. But in 
the case of undetermined sentences, since neither is the subject term singular and definite, 
nor is any of the additional determinations added to it, it is not very clear what the manner 
of their opposition is, moreover one might even suspect that they are at times opposed as 
contraries. And the Aphrodisian interpreter <i.e. Alexander> affirms with force that this is 
what the phrase 'the things they indicate are sometimes contraries' signifies, and this in 
spite of the fact that Aristotle shouts in what follows (17b29) that they have the same force 
as the particular sentences, and in spite of the fact that the particular sentences are 
diagonally related <i.e. opposed> to the contraries. And someone else might believe87 both 
that they are simultaneously true in a certain matter,88 <i.e.> precisely what was obvious for 
Aristotle—, and that they contradict one another, but in a way similar to one of the 
diagonals, that of 'some' and 'none'. For these reasons, then, Aristotle here indicated only 
this much, that it is not right to call them contraries, even if they sometimes came to 
indicate contrary things, but going on he will also try to establish (17b28 ff.) that they are 
simultaneously true,89 but do not contradict each other. 

<' "Every" signifies not the universal, but that it is used universally '> 

17. Having given the reason why the undetermined sentences are called 'universal not 
universally', namely that they are not universally stated of universal subjects, since they do 
not attach to them the universal additional determinations which cause us to make 
assertions universally about universale, he again gave the reason for this very fact, that the 
universal additional determinations become causes of such assertions, by couching his 

84 i.e. Ammonius and the other members of the Neoplatonic school. 
85 We must understand "in the contingent matter". 
84 We must understand "in the contingent matter". 
87 cp. 17b34-36. 
88 i.e. in the contingent matter ("Man is pale" - "Man is not pale"). 
89 We must understand "in a certain matter". 
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έπί τοΰ καταφατικοί τοΰ πας την διδασκαλίαν ποιούμενος, ώς δν των αδτών 

λόγων αρμοζόντων και έπί τοΰ ουδείς, τ ί οδν τούτοο το αίτιον; δτι το 20 

π α ς , φησίν, οό τ ο χ α θ ό λ ο ο σ η μ α ί ν ε ι , α λ λ ' 2 τ ι χ α & ό λ ο υ , τοΰτ' εστίν 

ούκ αύτήν σημαίνει την τοΰ είδοος τοΰ χαθόλοο φόσιν, οίον τοΰ ανθρώπου 

5 (τδ γάρ εΐδος Sv κατά τήν έαυτοΰ φόσιν 8ν χαί τήν αεί γινομένην απειρία ν 

των ατόμων συλλαμβάνειν και ένοΰν λέγεται· περί δέ ένός πώς άν εχοι ίο 

χώραν λέγεσθαι τδ πας;), οδκ αδτδ οδν το καθόλου σημαίνει το πας, α λ λ ' 

ί τ ι κ α θ ό λ ο υ , τοδτο δέ έστιν αλλ' δτι χατά πάντων των δπδ τδ εΐδος 

ατόμων χαταφά|σχεσθαι τδ χατηγορούμενον άποφαινόμεθα. 82Γ 

2 τί] τίς Μ τοδτο Α 4 ούχ] oö *ατ' AG 1 6 των άν&ρώπων ήγουν τών 
(ήγουν των in mrg.) άτιμων Α: άνθρώπιον ή τών άτίμων Μ 7. 8 άλλ' δτι καθόλου 
iter. G 1 8 τών om. Μ 9 άποφαινόμεθα om. F 
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lesson in terms of the affirmative 'every', understanding that the same arguments also fit in 
the case of 'none'. And what is the cause of this? That 'the word "every" ', he says, 
'signifies not the universal, but that <it is used> universally', i.e. it does not signify the 
nature of the universal species itself, e.g. 'man' (for, since the species is one in respect of 
its own nature, it is also said to gather and unite the infinitude of individuals which 
constantly arises; but how could 'every' be said of one?), so 'every' does not signify the 
universal itself, 'but that <it is used> universally', that is, 'but that we assert that the 
predicate is predicated of all the individuals under the species'. 
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ΛΜΚΟΝΠ IN L. DE INTERPRETATIONS c. 9 [Arist p. 18*28.33] 

16 p. 18*28 Έ π Ι μέν οδν των όντων χαί γενομένων ά ν ά γ χ η τήν χα -
τάφααιν ή την άπόφασιν ά λ η θ ή ή ψευδή ε ίναι , χαί έπ ΐ | μέν 103» 
των χαθόλου χαθδλοο del τήν μέν α λ η θ ή τήν δέ ψευδή, χα ί 
έπΐ των χ α θ ' Ι χ α σ τ α ω σ π ε ρ ε ί ρ η τ α ι , έπ ΐ δέ των χαθύλοο λ ε χ -
θ έ ν τ ω ν μή χ α θ ύ λ ο ο οδχ άνάγχη · ε ίρητα ι δέ χαί περ ί τ ο ύ τ ω ν . 

20 έπ ΐ δέ των χαδ ' Ι χ α α τ α χα ί μελλόντων οδχ ομοίως. t 

ΠαραδοΙχ ήμΐν δια των προλαβύντων δ 'Αριστοτέλης τήν dirb τοΰ 
δποχειμένου των προτάξεων διαίρεβιν χαί διαχρίνας τάς τε συναληθεόειν ή 
συμψεύδεσθαί ποτε δοναμένας προτάσεις χαί τάς del διαιρούσα; τό τε άλη- ίο 
θές χαί τδ ψευδός, διά τούτων προατίθηαι τήν άπδ του χατηγορουμένου 

25 γινομένην έν αδταΐς διαφοράν πρδς τδ διαιρεΐν πάλιν ή μή διαφεΐν τδ 
άληθές χαί τδ ψεΰδος* έπεϊ γάρ τδ χατηγορούμενον έν ταις προτάσεσι ρήμα 
είναι άναγχαΐον τδ δέ ρήμα χρύνον έλέγομεν προσσημαίνειν τδν δέ χρύνον u 
τριχ^ διαιροΰμεν εις τε τδ παρεληλυθδς χαί τδ ένεβτδς χαί τδ μέλλον, 
άνάγχη των προτάσεων έχάβτην χα&' ίνα των τριών λαμβάνεσθαι χρόνων. 

30 τεττάρων ουν οδβων έν ταις προτάσεσιν άντι&έσεων χατα τήν άπδ τοΰ *> 
δποχειμένοο διαφεαιν, δύο μέν των διαγωνίων, της πας προς τήν οδ πας 
χαί της τίς πρδς τήν οόδείς, τρίτης δέ της των άπροσδιορίβτων, χαί έπΐ 

15 γινομ. Ö 16 τήν (ante 
άκόφ.) om. FH έληθή — όμ,οίω« (20) om. Η χαί ίπΐ—4μο<ως (20) om. a 
χαί om. Α μέν—*al iitl (17.18) om. Ö μέν om. F 17 τών] τοΰ F 
ψ«υδτ) ιΐναι b 18. 19 μή *α». λ»χθ. colloc. b 19 xal μή χαθ. Ο 24 προ-
τί». F 27 ά»*[χη G <Μγομ«ν] ρ. 48,3 28 τ« om. AFM έν*βτώς AM 
xal (alt) om. G 30 ούν] τοίνον Fa τήν τοΰ d-ri τοΰ Η 31 ante τών ϊιαγ. III 
litt. eras. A 32 της (ante τ(ς)] τήν AG* 
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<CHAPTER 9> 

73 

18a28 Now, in the case of things which are or have happened it is necessary that the 
affirmative sentence or the negative sentence be true or false; and in the case ofuniversals 
taken universally <it is necessary that> one is always true and the other false, and also in 
the case of singulars, as has been said, while for universals not said universally it is not 
necessary, but these too have been discussed. But in the case of future singulars it is not 
the same. 

<The division of sentences based on their predicate> 

1. Having taught us through what has preceded (ch. 7, 17a38ff.) the division of sentences 
based on their subject and having distinguished the sentences which can in some cases be 
true together or false together from those which always divide the true and false, Aristotle 
in these lines adds the difference which arises among sentences based on their predicate 
with regard once again to dividing or not dividing the true and false. For since the 
predicate in sentences must be a verb, and we said (48,3) that a verb additionally signifies 
time, and we divide time three ways, into the past, present, and future, it is necessary to 
take each of the sentences in one of the three times. Now, there being four oppositions 
among sentences according to the division based on their subject, those of the two 
diagonals on the one hand, <i.e> the 'every' to the 'not every' and the 'some' to the 



74 Part III: Ammonius on Aristotle [129] 

ταόταις της των καθ' ίχαβτα, πάνυ προσεκτικώς τά μέν τρία των έν ταΐς 
προτάσεσιν άντιθέσεων ειδη κατά πάντα χρόνον ομοίως ϊγειν φησί πρδς 25 
το διαιρεΐν τδ άληδές καΐ τδ ψεΰδος ή συναληθεύειν, λέγω δή τάς τε δια-
γώνιους χαΐ τάς Απροσδιορίστους, τάς δέ καθ' Ικαστα οδκέτι. 

5 Γινέσθω δέ ήμΐν ό λόγος έπί μιας | των ε?ρημένα>ν τριών άντιθέ- 104Γ 

σεων, Γνα χαΐ ?πη διαφέρουσιν αδτών χατά τον είρημένον τρόπον αί καθ' 
ίκαστα προτάσεις γένηται φανερόν, των αδτων άρμόσαι ήμΐν δηλονότι 
δυναμένων πρδς την διάκρισιν των καδ' ίχαστα προτάσεων άπδ των λοιπών 5 
δόο αντιθέσεων, είλήφθωσαν οδν f j τε μεριχή χατάφασις χαΐ ή καθόλου 

10 άπόφασις. ταΰτα τοίνυν εί μέν χατά την άναγκαίαν υλην λαμβάνοις, άεί 
τήν μέν χατάφασιν άληθευουσαν εδρήσεις την δέ άπόφασιν ψευδομένην, 
εί δέ χατά τήν άδυνατον, την μέν χατάφασιν ψεοδομένην τήν δέ άπόφασιν ίο 
άληθευουσαν· έπΐ δέ της ένδεχομένης τήν μέν χατάφασιν άτε έπί μέρους 
είναι τδ ένδεχόμενον λέγοοσαν, ώσπερ xal πέφυκεν δπάρχειν, άληθευουσαν 

15 πάλιν εόρήσεις, τήν δέ άπόφασιν παντελώς αναιρούσαν το ένδεχόμενον τδ 15 
τισΐ μέν πεφυκδς δπάρχειν τισΐ δέ μή δπάρχειν ές άνάγχης ψευδομένην* 
ωσπερ γάρ κατά τδν ένεστώτα χρόνον τδ μέν ' τ Ις άνθρωπος λευκός έστιν' 
άληθές τδ δέ 'οδδείς άνθρωπος λευκός έστι' ψευδός, ουτω και έπί τοΰ 
παρεληλυθότος τδ μέν 1 τΙς άνθρωπος λευκδς ήν' άληθές τδ δέ ' οδδεις ao 

•20 άνθρωπος λευκδς ήν' ψεΰδος, και έπί τοΰ μέλλοντος ώσαυτως τδ μέν 
' τΙς άνθρωπος λευκδς εσται' άληθές τδ δέ ' οδδείς άνθρωπος λευκδς εσται' 
ψεΰδος. ό δέ αδτδς δηλονότι λόγος άρμόσει και έπί της έτέρας τών δια- 25 
γωνίων άντιθέσέων, της πας καΐ οδ πάς · και γάρ έκείνης τά μόρια καθ' 
ο?αν άν υλην ληφθώσι, παραπλησίως έχοντα κατά πάντα χρόνον πρδς τδ 

25 διαιρεΐν τδ άληθές και τδ ψεΰδος καταλαμβάνονται, καΐ τάς | άπροσδιο- 104* 
ρίστους μέντοι λεγομένας προτάσεις el μέν έπί της άναγκαίας ή της άδυ-
νά.του υλης θεωροίης, όψει κατά πάντα χρόνον ομοίως διαιρούσας τό τε 
άληθές καΐ τδ ψέΰδος· έπί δέ της ένδεχομένης είτε συναληθευοιεν, ώς 6 
έλέγετο πρότερον, κατά πάντα χρόνον όπάρξει αδταΐς τδ συναληθευειν, και 

30 ου κατά μέν τδν ένεστώτα, εί τόχοι, συναληθεύουσι κατά δέ τδν παρελη-
λυθότα ή τδν μέλλοντα οδχ ούτως ££ουσιν, ειτε διαιροΐεν τδ άληθές καΐ 
τδ ψεΰδος, της άδιορίστου άποφάσεως οδ η} μερική άποφάσει ταδτδν ίο 
φθεγγομένης άλλά τη καθόλου, κατά πάντα πάλιν χρόνον ίζοοαι τδ άντι-
φάσκειν πρδς άλλήλας παραπλησίως τη της μερικής καταφάσεως πρδς τήν 

35 καθόλου άπόφασιν άντιθέσει. 

3 xal τό ψεΰδος om. F δή] δέ Gl· 6 xal om. F διαφέριοαιν Δ 
8 τήν om. G 9. 10 μεριχή άπώρασι; χαΐ ή χα&. χατάφασις Μ 13 τήν μέν — 
εδρήαεις (15) om. F post χατάφασιν add. παντελώς G 15 ώς παντ. F 
20 χαΐ έπί —ψεύδος (22) om. F 22 δηλονότι om. G 23 <ίντι»έσεως Ma 
τής] τήν G1 έχεΐνα F 24 δν om. AG χατά—χρόνον om. G 27 θεωροΰν-
τες G τε om. F 29 έλέγετο πρότερον] ρ. 111,15 30 αοναληβεδβοϋβι G 
31 οδχ οδτως] έναντίως (euperscr. οδχ δμο(ως) G 34 τή της] τής τε G κατα-
φοίβεως] άποφάσεως Ma 

Comment, io Arist IV 5. Ammon. de Interpr. 9 
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'none', then as a third opposition that of the undetermined sentences, and in addition to 
these that of the singulars, Aristotle very carefully says that three of the kinds of 
oppositions among sentences divide the true and false or are true together in the same way 
in every time, I mean the diagonals and the undetermined <sentences>, but not the 
singulars. 

<The oppositions in various matters and times> 

2. Let us discuss one of the aforementioned three oppositions, so as to make clear how the 
singular sentences differ in the stated manner from them, since the same <points> are 
obviously able to help us distinguish <the case of> the singular sentences from the 
remaining two oppositions. So let us take the particular affirmative sentence and the 
universal negative sentence. If, then, you take these in the necessary matter, you will find 
that the affirmative sentence is always true and the negative sentence false; if in the 
impossible matter, that the affirmative sentence is false and the negative sentence true. But 
in the contingent matter you will again find that the affirmative sentence is true, since it 
says that the contingent holds for some cases, exactly as is its nature to hold, but the 
negative sentence is necessarily false, as it completely denies the contingent, which is such 
as to hold of some and not of others. For just as in the present time 'Some man is pale' is 
true while 'No man is pale* is false, so too in the past 'Some man was pale' is true while 
'No man was pale' is false, and similarly in the future 'Some man will be pale' is true 
while 'No man will be pale' is false. The same argument will obviously apply also in the 
other diagonal opposition, that between 'every' and 'not every'. In fact, in whichever 
matter the parts of that opposition are taken, they are understood as behaving the same in 
every time with regard to dividing the true and false. If, however, you examine the 
so-called 'undetermined' sentences in the necessary or the impossible matter, you will see 
that in every time they divide the true and false in the same way: if in the contingent matter 
they are true together, as was said before (111,15), it will hold for them that they will be 
true together in every time, and not that they will be true together in, say, the present time 
but not in the past or the future, and if they divide the true and false, since the 
undetermined negative sentence expresses the same <thing> as the universal and not as the 
particular negative sentence, they will again contradict one another in every time similarly 
to the opposition of the particular affirmative sentence to the universal negative sentence. 
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Των οδν είρημένων τριών άντιθέσεων χατά πάντα χρόνον ομοίως ig 
έχουσών κατά τδ ποιεΐν άντίφασιν ή μή ποιεΐν, τάς καθ' ίχαατα προτά-
σεις φησίν ό 'Αριστοτέλης έπί μεν της άναγχαίας υλης και της οίδυνατου 
διαφεϊν ομοίως ταϊς άλλαις κατά πάντα χρόνον ώρισμένως τδ άληθές καί 

5 τδ ψεΰδος (κατά μέν γάρ την άναγχαίαν ΰλην τήν μεν κατάφασιν άληθεύειν «β 
άνάγκη το αναγκαίως υπάρχον ύπάρχειν λέγουσαν, τήν δέ άπόφασιν ψεύ-
δεσθαι ατε άναιροΰσαν το άναγκαίως ύπάρχον, κατά δέ τήν αδύνατον τήν 
μέν κατάφασιν ψεύδεσθαι το αδύνατον ύπάρχειν λέγουσαν, τήν δέ από- 26 
φασιν ατε αναιρούσαν αότδ άληθεύειν), χατά δέ γε τήν ένδεχομένην υλην 

10 οϋκέτι φησιν ομοίως αύτάς εχειν κατά πάντα χρόνον λαμβανομένας πρδς 
τήν διάκρισιν τοΰ τε άληθοΰς καί τοΰ ψεύδους· έπΐ μέν | γάρ τοΰ παρε- 105Γ 

ληλυθότος και τοΰ ένεστώτος, ατε δή τοΰ πράγματος έκβεβηκότος περ'ι 
ου ό λόγος, φανεράν είναι των καθ' Ιχαστα προτάσεων την τε άληθευουσαν 
και τήν ψευδομένην· εΐ γάρ τυχοι λουόμενος ή λουσάμενος χθές ό Σω· δ 

15 κράτης, ή μέν κατάφασις άληθεύσει ή λέγουσα 'Σωκράτης λούεται' 'Σω-
κράτης χθές έλούσατο', ή δέ άπόφασις άναιρεΐν πεφωμένη το ύπάρχον ή 
ύπάρξαν δήλον δτι ψευδής εσται, και εΐ τυχοι μή λουόμενος ή μή λελου-
μένος τη προτεραί^, δήλον 3τι τήν μέν άπόφασιν κατά τδν ένεστωτα χρόνον ίο 
και τον παρεληλυθότα λαμβανομένην άληθεύειν άνάγκη, τήν δέ κατάφασιν 

20 ύπάρχειν ή ύπάρίαι λέγουσαν τδ μή έκβεβηκδς ψεύδεσθαι. χατά δέ γε 
τον μέλλοντα χρόνον διαιρεΐν μέν και ούτως φησί τάς χαθ' ?καστα προ-
τάσεις τό τε αληθές χαί το ψεΰδος, ούχέτι μέντοι ομοίως ταϊς χατά τδν 16 
ένεστώτα χρόνον ή τον παρεληλυθότα λαμβανομέναις· ού γάρ ετι ώρι-
σμένως Ιστιν ειπείν ποτέρα μέν αυτών άληθευσει ποτέρα δέ ψεύσεται, 

25 μήπω τοΰ πράγματος έκβεβηχότος δυναμένου δέ καί έκβήναι καί μή 20 
έκβήναι. 

Τοΰτο μέντοι τδ θεώρημα τδ νΰν όπδ τοΰ 'Αριστοτέλους χινούμενον 
δοχεΐ μέν εΐναι λογικόν, κατά άλήθειαν δέ πρδς πάντα τά μόρια της φιλο-
σοφίας έστίν άναγχαΐον· κατά τε γάρ τήν ήθικήν φιλοσοφίαν πασαν άνάγκη 

30 προσλαμβάνειν ώς ού πάντα εστι χαΐ γίνεται έξ άνάγχης, άλλ' εστι τινά 26 
και έφ' ήμΐν, έπείπερ κύριοι πράξεων τίνων οντες καί έφ' ήμΐν δν έλέσθαι 
ή μή έλέσθαι τάδε τινά καί πραζαι ή μή, τάς μέν έπαινετάς τάς δέ 
ψεχτάς είναι των τε | προαιρέσεων χαί των πράξεων λέγομεν, χαί προ- 105« 
τρέπειν μέν τους πέλας άζιοΰμεν έπί τάς χαλάς καί άγαθάς πράξεις άπο-

35 τρέπειν δέ έκ των έναντίων. χαί μέντοι χαί πρδς φυσιολογίαν φαίνεται 
χρήσιμον τδ θεώρημα· ζητήσει γάρ καί ό φυσιολόγος είτε πάντα έξ άνάγχης 6 

4 ώριαμένον Θ1 9 γε om. F 6 10 ούχέτι] ούχ ίστι Ρ αύτάς δμοίως colloc. 
GM 11 ψευδού; AG'Ma 12 δή] ήδη F 13 φανερόν AGM 15 άλη-
θεόει Ma alt. ή om. F 16 ή om. G 20 γε om. F 22 τε om. G 
μέντοι om. A 23 ή τον ex εί τοι corr. Α παρελ.] παρωχηχότα Fa 24 Ιβτιν 
om. G άληθεύει . . ψεύδεται G 25 οδπω Fa έχβεβηχέτως A 
δέ] μέντοι Fa 27 τοδ om. G 28 δέ] μέντοι F 30 Ιοτι τε χαί Fa 
31 ώ; χ6ριοι F 33 ψεχτάς] φευχτάς F είναι om. G 34 τοΰ; πέλας άξ<οϋμεν 
om. G 35. 36 χρ. φαίν. colloc. a 36 ζητήαοι F 
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<Future singular contingent sentences do not divide the true and false 
in a definite manner> 

3. Since the three oppositions discussed are similar in every time with regard to making a 
contradiction or not, Aristotle says that the singular sentences in the necessary and the 
impossible matter divide the true and false in every time in a definite manner, in the same 
way as do the others (for in the necessary matter the affirmative sentence, since it says that 
what necessarily holds does hold, must be true, while the negative sentence must be false, 
since it denies what necessarily holds; in the impossible matter the affirmative sentence 
must be false, as saying that what is impossible holds, while the negative sentence, since it 
denies it, must be true). In the contingent matter, however, he says they no longer behave 
in the same way with regard to the assignment of the true and false when they are taken in 
each time. For in the past and present, inasmuch as the thing about which one is speaking 
has already occurred, the true and false singular sentences are obvious: if, say, Socrates 
happens to be bathing or to have bathed yesterday, the affirmative sentence 'Socrates is 
bathing' <or> 'Socrates bathed yesterday' will be true, while the negative sentence which 
attempts to deny what holds or held will clearly be false, and if he happens not to be 
bathing or to have bathed on the previous day, it is clear that the negative sentence taken in 
the present or the past must be true, while the affirmative sentence, since it says that what 
has not occurred either holds or held, must be false. In the future time, on the other hand, 
he says that the singular sentences still divide the true and false even so, but no longer in 
the same way as the sentences taken in the present or past time: it is no longer possible in a 
definite manner to say which of them will be true and which will be false, since the thing 
has not already occurred but can both occur and not occur. 

<This study bears on all the parts ofphilosophy> 

4. Although this study now advanced by Aristotle seems to be a logical one, it is actually 
necessary for all the parts of philosophy. For, in all of ethical philosophy it is necessary to 
admit that not all things are or come to be of necessity, but that there are also some things 
which are up to us, since indeed, being masters of some actions and it being up to us to 
choose or not to choose certain things and to do or not to do them, we say that some 
choices and actions are praiseworthy and others blameworthy and we think we should 
exhort our neighbours to the fine and good actions but dissuade them from their opposites. 
Further, this study is also seen to be useful for natural philosophy, since the natural 
philosopher too will investigate whether all that comes to be arises of necessity or whether 
some things arise from chance and spontaneously. And similarly regarding the discipline 
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γίνεται τά γινόμενα, ειτε τινά άπύ τύχης χαι έχ ταύτομάτου. χαι προς 
την λογιχήν μέθοδον ωσαύτως· αδτδ γοον τοΰτό έστι τδ νΰν ζητουμενον 
είτε πδσα άντίφασις άφωρισμένως διαιρεί το αληθές χαΐ τό ψευδός ειτε ίο 
εστι τις χαί αορίστως ταΰτα διαιρούσα, έχτεινόμενον δέ τό θεώρημα χαΐ 

5 έπΐ την πρώτην φιλοσοφίαν ευρήσεις· ζητήσει γαρ χαΐ δ θεολόγος χατά 
τίνα τρόπον ύπδ της προνοίας διαχυβερναται τά έν τω χόσμφ πράγματα, 
χαί ειτε πάντα ώρισμένως χα'ι έξ ανάγκης γίνεται τά γινόμενα, χαθάπερ ΐό 
τά έπι των άιδίων όπάρχοντα, ή εστι τινά χαί ένδεχομενως έχβαίνοντά, ών 
την γένεσιν έπΙ μεριχάς δηλονότι χα'ι άλλοτε άλλως έχουσας αίτιας άνάγειν 

10 άνάγχη. χαι ούδέ τους πάνυ ίδιωτιχώς διακειμένους των άνθρώπων εύρή- ao 
σεις άμελοΰντας της περί τούτου τοΰ θεωρήματος έννοιας, άλλα τους μέν 
ως πάντων έ£ άνάγχης γινομένων τάς αίτιας ών άμαρτάνουσιν έπ! την 
είμαρμένην ή την πρόνοιαν την τε θείαν χαΐ την δαιμονιαν άναφέρειν 
πεφωμένους, χαθάπερ ό άπαιδεύτως παρ' Ό μ ή ρ ψ λέγων ffi 

16 έγώ δ' ουχ αίτιος είμι, 
αλλά Ζει>ς χαι Μοίρα χαι ήεροφοΐτις Έριννύς, 

τους δέ ώς όντων τινών χαί έφ' ήμΐν άπομαχομένους μέν τοις πάντα 
άναγχάζουσιν άξιοΰντας δέ ήμας ώς αδτο|χινήτους παιδείας τε χαί άρετής 106Γ 

έπιμέλειαν ποιεΐσθαι. 
20 Τοσαύτην οδν δύναμιν έχοντος τοΰ θεωρήματος πρδς πάντα ήμών 

τον βίον άναγχαΐον ήγοΰμαι των πάντα άναγχάζειν πειρωμένων λόγων τους 
δοχοΰντάς παρέχειν τινά τοις άχούουσιν άπορίαν έχθέσθαί τε χα'ι διαλΰσαι. β 
δυο δέ τούτων όντων, τοΰ μέν λογιχωτέρου τοΰ δέ πραγματειωδεστέρου, 
ό μέν λογιχώτερος προάγεται ώς έπί τίνος ήμών ένεργείας, οίον της χατά 

2d τδ θερίζειν, τον τρόπον τοϋτον· el θεριεΐς, φησίν, ούχι τάχα μέν θεριεΐς ίο 
τάχα δέ οό θεριεΐς, αλλά πάντως θεριεΐς, xal si μη θεριεΐς, ώσαότως 
ούχι τάχα μέν θεριεΐς τάχα δέ ού θεριεΐς, αλλά πάντως ού θεριεΐς· αλλά 
μην έξ άνάγχης ήτοι, θεριεΐς ή ού θεριεΐς· άνήρηται άρα τδ τάχα, ειπερ 
μήτε χατά την αντίθεσιν τοΰ θεριεΐν πρδς το μη θεριεΐν εχει χώραν, έξ 16 

30 άνάγχης τοΰ έτέρου τούτων έχβαίνοντος, μήτε χατά τδ έπόμενον όποτεραοΰν 
τών υποθέσεων' τδ δέ τάχα ήν τδ είσφέρον τδ ένδεχόμενον· οίχεται άρα 
τδ ένδεχόμενον. πρδς τοΰτον ουν τον λόγον ράδιον άπανταν λέγοντας ώς 
δταν φάσχητε τδ ' ε ί θεριεϊς, ούχι τάχα μέν θεριεΐς τάχα δέ οό θεριεΐς, » 
άλλά πάντως θεριεΐς ' , πώς άξιοΰτε ύποτίθεσθαι τδ θεριεΐν ώς άναγχαΐον 

1 γίνονται G εΓτε] ή F τινά χαί άπα FG έχ] άπό G 2 ζητοΰμεν Α 
4 xal (post τις) om. G άδιορίατως G it suppl. G2 7 γίνονται G 8 τά] xal 
G: om. Μ ή] ei Α ένδεχομένως F: έπI ένδεχομένων AMa: iid τών ένδεχομένων G 
έχβαίνοντος F ών] τών Α 9 μεριχης Μ χαί άλλοτε iter. Α χαί 
ο ID. F 10 τοίις] τάς FG ίδιωτιχάς G1 διαχειμένας G 14 παρ' Όμήρψ] 
Τ 86. 87 15 οίιχ] ούχέτι Α: ούχ äv G: οδχέτι αν Μ 21 ante τών πάντα add. 
τον πάντα Α 23 πραγματιωδ. Α 26 χαί] ώς AM χαί—ωσαύτως] ώααύτως 
εί ού θεριεϊς F 27 τάχα (prius)] ταΰτα F : τά Μ 28 ήτοι] εί τι Α εΐπερ 
οδν F 31 είσφερόμενον G1 οίχεται—ένδεχόμενον (32) om. G 33 φάσχηταιΑΜ 
οίιχΐ] οδ Μ 34 άζιοϋται Α: άξΜϊτε Ma 
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of logic, since this is actually the object of the present investigation: whether every 
contradiction divides the true and false in a definite manner or whether there is also a 
contradiction which divides them in an indefinite manner. You will also And that this 
study extends to first philosophy. For the theologian too will investigate how the things in 
the world are governed by providence, and whether all that comes to be arises in a definite 
manner and of necessity, like what holds in the case of eternal things, or whether there are 
also some things which occur contingently, whose coming to be one must ascribe to causes 
which are, obviously, particular and at each time different. You will not find even the most 
inexpert of people neglecting to think about this study, but some try to ascribe the fault for 
their errors to fate or to divine or demonic providence, as though all things occurred of 
necessity, like the man who ignorantly says in Homer: 

... but it is not I who am responsible, 
but Zeus and Fate and Fury, who comes in the mists (Iliad XIX 86-7) 

while others, assuming that there are also some things which are up to us, fight off those 
who make everything necessary and they hold that we should take care for our upbringing 
and virtue as self-movers. 

<The 'reaper' argument> 

5. Now, since this study has such great force in regard to our entire life, I consider it 
necessary to set out and resolve those of the arguments attempting to make all things 
necessary which are thought to pose an aporia for those who hear them. Of these two, one 
more based on the meaning of words and the other more based on the nature of the things, 
the more logical one proceeds as in the case of some activity of ours, e.g. our activity of 
reaping, in the following manner: 'If you will reap,' it says, 'it is not the case that perhaps 
(τάχα) you will reap and perhaps you will not reap, but you will reap, in any case 
(•πάντως); and if you will not reap, in the same way it is not the case that perhaps you will 
reap and perhaps you will not reap, but, in any case, you will not reap. But in fact, of 
necessity, either you will reap or you will not reap.' Therefore the 'perhaps' has been 
negated, given that it has no place either in the opposition of reaping to not reaping, since 
it is necessary that one of these occurs, or in what follows from either of the hypotheses. 
But the 'perhaps' was what introduced the contingent. Therefore, the contingent is gone. 
Now, against this argument it is easy to answer that 'whenever you say "If you will reap, it 
is not so that perhaps you will reap and perhaps you will not reap, but you will reap, in any 
case," how do you think that the future reaping is presupposed, as necessary or as 
contingent?' If it is as contingent, we have what we are seeking, and if it is as necessary, 
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ή ώς ένδεχόμενον; e? μέν γάρ ώς ένδεχόμενον, Ιχομεν τδ ζητούμενον, 
ei δέ ώς άναγχαΐον, πρώτον μέν αδτδ αίτεϊσθε τδ έζ άρχης ζητούμενον 26 
συγχωρεισθαι δμΐν ώς έναργές, Ιπειτα αληθές μέν έσται τδ πάντως θεριεΐν, 
ούχέτι μέντοι χώραν Sfei τδ λέγειν 'άλλα μήν ήτοι θεριεΐς ή οδ θεριεϊς'· 

5 πως γάρ του έτερου τούτων έχβαίνοντος άναγχαίως τοΰ δέ Ιτέρου | δηλον- 106Τ 

ότι αδυνάτου οντος χώραν Ιχει το λέγειν ' αλλά μήν ή τόδβ ίσται ή τόδε'; 
ώστε οδ πρόεισιν αυτη τέως αδτοϊς ή έπιχείρησις. 

Ό δέ γε δτερος των λόγων οδτως ων πραγματειώδης xal δοσαντφλε-
πτος, ώστε χαΐ πολλούς των έπιστατιχωτέρων είναι δοχοόντων άπάγεσθαι & 

10 πρδς την άναιροΰσαν το ένδεχόμενον δόξαν, πρόεισιν έχ διαιρέσεως τοιαύτης* 
οί θεοί, φασίν, ήτοι ώρισμένως ισασι την εχβασιν των ένδεχομένων ή παν-
τάπασιν οδδεμι'αν αδτών Ιχουσιν £ννοιαν ή χαθάπερ ήμεΐς άόριστον αδτών ίο 
Ιχοοσι τήν γνώσιν, αλλ1 άγνοεΐν μέν οδδέν των ίντων αδτους ένδέχεται 
τά πάντα παράγοντάς τε xal διαχοσμοΰντας νους τε παντελώς άμιγεΐς πρδς 

15 υλην οντάς, μάλλον δέ (εί χρή τά άχριβέστερον φάναι) χαΐ δπέρ την 
νοεράν αδτήν ιδιότητα τήν όντως έαυτών υπαρξιν Ιδρυμένους· ουτε γάρ 16 
αδτόματον έροΰμεν εΤναι των όντων τήν φύσιν τε χαΐ ταξιν, ουτε τους 
θεοδς ευλογον ή άγνοεΐν 5περ παράγουσιν ή ώς τινας άφερεπόνους χατο-
λιγωρεΐν της τε γνώσεως αδτών χαί της διαχοσμήσεως* το γάρ δπολαμ-

20 βάνειν ώς έργώδη τε χαΐ άσχολον ποιοΰμεν τον των θεών ßiov xal ά μ ο ι - » 
ρον της τοις θεοΐς προσηκούσης εμφρονος ραστώνης, έπιμελεΐσθαι τών 
χατά μέρος αδτους άποφαινόμενοι, μή συνεωραχότων έστί τήν δπεροχήν της 
τών θεών γνώσεως τε xal δυνάμεως πρδς τήν ήμετέραν χαΐ διά τήν 
άγνοιαν ταύτην άξιούντων έχ τών περί ήμας τά χατά τους θεοδς σταθμά- 26 

•26 σθαι χαί τήν ήμετέραν άσθένειαν έπ' έχείνους μεταφέρειν, ώς τοΰ μέν 
βασιλέως ήλίου απαντα αμα τά έν τ φ χόσμφ χαταλάμπειν δυναμένου, 
πλήν εί I μή τισιν άντιφράττοι ποτέ τινα τών μή διαφανών αλλά στερεών 107* 
σωμάτων, της δέ ασωμάτου χαΐ παντάπασιν άύλου τών θεών δυνάμεως 
οδ δυναμένης άπαραποδίστως τε χαΐ άθρόως απασιν όΓμα παρεΐναι τοις 6 

30 οδσιν, οδδενδς άντιφράττειν αδτη δυναμένου πλήν της ήμετέρας άνεπιτη-
δειότητος, οδδέ τότε χατά άλήθειαν της προνοίας τών θεών παραποδιζο· 
μένης ή πρδς τήν γνώσιν τών χαθ' ήμας ή πρδς τήν έπιμέλειαν, άλλ' 
ήμών αδτών παραπλήσια πασχόντων τοις υπδ τδ φώς τδ ήλιαχδν χαθευ- ίο 

1 γάρ om. FM 2 afotlsftai A 4 ήτοι] ef τι A: efts a 5. 6 δηλονότι 
om. F 6 άδ. ίντος] ίδυνατοΰντος F {erat] έβτίν AGMa 7 αδτη] αδτή G 
8 οδτωί] ίντως AG1 ών iter. G πραγματιώδ. Α 8. 9 δυααντφλ.] scribas 
δυααντΟ,εχτο« 9 είναι om. G δοχοΰντας F έπ<ίγισ&αι G 11 φηαίν Α 
12. 13 Ιχουσιν αύτών G 14 παραγαγίντας a νους] vrfac F άμιγή Α 16 Ιδρυ-
ααμένους AM 17 τήν των δντ. φύσιν Μ φύαιν τε xal] φυβιχήν F 18 τίνες Α 
άφεροπόν. G1 18. 19 χατολιγορεΐν F 19. 20 ΰπολαμβα'νειν] αΜττεται τα ίκος 
μενάνδρειον· τοβαύτην το!)« θεοΰς άγειν σχολήν xal έξης in mrg. Α: αίν. το μενάνδρειον Ιποί 
in mrg. G' (cf. fr. 174 Com. Att. fr. ed. Kock III p. 51) 20 όργώδη F1 21 τής 
om. AG τοΤ{ om. F μή προβηχ. Ha Ιχφρονος Ka 24 τοΰς om. Η 
27 άντιφράττοιτο Ma 29 άπαρεμποδ. G 33 παραπλήοιον G 
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then, first, you are asking that we grant you as evident just what you have been seeking 
from the beginning, and second, 'you will reap, in any case' will be true, but there will no 
longer be room to say 'but in fact either you will reap or you will not reap'—for, if one of 
these occurs necessarily and the other, obviously, is impossible, how is there room to say 
'but in fact either this will be or this'? Thus, this argument does not work for them so far. 

<The argument from divine foreknowledge> 

6. The other argument, which is based on the nature of the things and so difficult to face 
that even many of those who are thought most expert are led off to the belief which denies 
the contingent, proceeds from the following sort of division: 'The gods,' they say, 'either 
know in a definite manner the outcome of contingent things or they have absolutely no 
notion of them or they have an indefinite knowledge of them, just as we do.' Yet it is not 
possible for them to be ignorant of anything which exists, since they bring about and 
arrange all things and are intelligences wholly unmixed with matter, or rather (to speak 
more accurately) even establish their own real existence on a level above the very 
character of the intellectual itself. For neither shall we say that the nature and order of the 
things which exist is spontaneous, nor is it reasonable <to say> either that the gods are 
ignorant of the very things they bring about or that they neglect the knowledge and 
arrangement of these things as though they were careless. The assumption that we make 
the life of the gods toilsome, 'unleisured', and lacking the 'wise ease' which befits the 
gods, when we state that they care for particular things, belongs to those who have not 
grasped the transcendence of the gods' knowledge and power in comparison to our own, 
who think because of their ignorance that divine things can be measured by our standards, 
and who transfer our weakness to them. <For such men> it is as though on the one hand 
King Sun were able to illuminate at once everything in the world, except that some 
non-transparent, solid bodies occasionally block certain things, but on the other hand the 
incorporeal and totally immaterial power of the gods would not be able unimpededly and 
instantly to be present at once to all existing things, although nothing is able to block it 
except our own ineptitude. And even then, the providence of the gods is not truly impeded 
either in its knowledge of our affairs or in its solicitude, but we ourselves suffer something 
similar to those who fall asleep or just close their eyes in the sunlight. Just as they receive 
the warmth which is provided from the sun to things here con earth>, but they deprive 
themselves of the sun's illuminating power by their own choice and not because the god's 
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δουσιν ή και μύουσιν* ώσπερ γάρ έκεϊνοι της μεν θερμότατος της από 
τοΰ ήλιου τοις τηδε παρεχομένης τυγχάνοοσι, της δέ φωτιστικής αύτοΰ 
δυνάμεως έαυτους άποστεροΰσι διά τήν οίκείαν αΓρεσιν αλλ' οδ διά τινα 
τοΰ θεοΰ μήνιν άναστέλλοντος άπ αυτών τάς οικείας ακτίνας* οδτω και 16 

5 οί διά τινα κακοζωΐαν ε£ω της προνοίας των θεών λεγόμενοι πίπτειν ού 
παντάπασίν είσιν αότης εξω· οδ γάρ äv γένοιτο τις, δπερ φησιν ό 'Αθη-
ναίος ξένος, ή οδτω σμικρός ώστε καταδυς είς το βάθος της γης λαθεΐν 
τήν απαντα καΙ τά σμικρότατα έποπτεόουσαν πρόνοιαν, ουδέ ούτως μέγα» to 
ώστε υπερπτήναι τόν οΰρανόν κα'ι γενέσθαι έξω της διακοσμούσης τά δλα 

10 προνοίας, άλλα των αδτόθεν νεμοοσών ήμΐν τά αγαθά δυνάμεων των θεών 
έαυτους άποστερήσαντες τυγχάνουσιν αναγκαίως των διά τιμωρίας και 
κολάσεως περιαγουσών αύτους ζΐς τό κατά φύσιν. ss 

Τούτων οδν κατά τε τάς κοινάς και άδιαστρόφους τών ψυχών έννοιας 
όμολογουμένων όντων και έν τψ δεκάτψ τών Νόμων έναργώς άποδεδειγ-

15 μένων ουτε άγνοεΐν τά ημέτερα | τους θεοΰς δυνατόν ουτε άόριστον αύτών 107» 
γνώσιν εχειν, ώσπερ εικάζοντας περί τών έκβησομένων· πρώτον μεν γάρ, 
ώς δ Τίμαιος ήμας έδίδαζε και αυτός ό 'Αριστοτέλης θεολογών αποφαίνε-
ται και προ τούτων ό Παρμενίδης οδχ δ παρά Πλάτωνι μόνον αλλά και δ 
ό έν τοις οίκείοις έπεσιν, ουδέν έστι παρά τοις θεοΐς ουτε παρεληλυθός 

20 ουτε μέλλον, ει γε τούτων μέν έκάτερον ουκ όν, τό μέν οόκέτι τό δέ 
ουπω καΙ τό μέν μεταβεβληκός τό δέ πεφυκός μεταβάλλειν, τά δέ τοι-
αύτα τοις όντως οδσι και μεταβολήν ουδέ κατ' έπίνοιαν έπιδεχομένοις ίο 
προσαρμόττειν άμήχανον· προηγεΐσθαι γάρ άνάγκη τό παντελώς άμετά-
βλητον τοΰ όπωσοΰν μεταβάλλοντος, ινα και μένη μεταβάλλον. ώστε 

25 έπΐ θεών άρχής έχόντων προς τά όντα λόγον τό παρεληλυθός ή τό μέλλον 
θεωρεΐσθαι αδύνατον, αλλά πάντα παρ' αυτοΐς έν ένΐ τψ νΰν έστι τψ ΐό 
αίωνίφ ιδρυμένα, τών χρονικών μέτρων αμα τη ύποστάσει τοΰ παντός 
άναφαινομένων και μόνα μετρούντων τά κατά χρόνον έχοντα ή τήν υπό-
στασιν ή τήν ένέργειαν. ώστε καΙ τήν είκαστικήν γνώσιν πόρρω που τών 20 

30 θεών καΙ έν τη αποπερατώσει της λογικής ζωής άπερρίφθαι άναγκαΐον. 
επειτα πώς άν δόζαιμεν κατά βραχύ γοΰν σωφροσύνης μετέχειν, τη γνώ-
σει τών θεών μηδέν πλέον άξιοΰντες της ημετέρας άπονέμειν, άλλα 
τολμώντες άμφίβολον αδτήν και άόριστον δμολογεΐν; της γάρ αυτής έσται 2δ 

1 xal om. F τής (post θερμ.) om. F 2 παρεχομένοις A ' G a 3 αΐρεαιν] 
όσθένείαν F 4 άνατέλλ. Μ 5 πρωνοίας F πίπτειν] πιστε6ειν F G 1 

6 είσιν suppl. G 2 6 . 7 6 'Αθηναίος ξένος] cf. Plat . Leg . Χ 12 p. 9 0 5 Λ 7 οΰτως 
μιχρδς (μιχρώς G) AG βα'θος] μέγεθος F 8 ουτε F 1 0 δυναμένων GMa 
14 ώμολογουμ. Α έν τψ δε*, τών Νόμων] c. 1 0 ρ. 8 9 9 D sq. 14. 1 δ παραδε-
δειγμ. G 1 17 δ Τίμαιος] P lat . Tim. c. 5 p. 27 C sq. δ Άριατοτέλης] Metaph. 

Λ 7 p. 1072 » 2 5 sq. 18 δ Παρμενίδης] fr. v. 61 (Mullach I p. 120) , Plat . Parm. c. 9 
p. 137 A sq. 2 0 μέλλων G1 εί γε] ουτε AGMa 2 2 έπιδεχ.] δε/. G 
2 5 5j το] f/τοι G 1 26 έατι om. F 27 αίώνι Ma μέτρων] μερών G ' 
τοΰ παντδς om. Μ 28. 29 ή τήν όπόατασιν iter. F 29 πόριο Α 31 χατά] 
*δν G 
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wrath causes him to deflect from them his own rays, in the same way those who are said to 
fall outside the providence of the gods because of their evil life are not entirely outside of 
it. For no one, as the Athenian Stranger says ,90 could be small enough to sink into the 
depths of the earth and escape the providence which surveys everything, even the smallest 
things, or so large as to leap over the heavens and come to be outside of the providence 
which arranges all things; but rather, although they deprive themselves of the powers of 
the gods, which immediately distribute good things to us, these people necessarily receive 
the <powers> which bring them through punishment and chastisement back to what is in 
accordance with nature. 

<The gods must have definite knowledge of their creations> 

7. Since these points are agreed according to the common and undistorted conceptions of 
our souls and have been clearly demonstrated in the tenth book of the Laws (899d ff.), it is 
neither possible for the gods to be ignorant of our affairs nor for them to have an indefinite 
knowledge of them, as though they were conjecturing about their outcomes. First, as 
Timaeus91 taught us and as Aristotle himself reveals in his Theology,91 and Parmenides 
before them—not only <the one who speaks> in Plato,93 but also in his own 
verses94—there is neither past nor future among the gods, since indeed each of these is 
not-being: the former is no longer, the latter is not yet; the former is changed, the latter is 
such as to be changed; and it is impossible for things of this sort to fit with things which 
truly exist and which cannot even be imagined to admit change. For, what is entirely 
unchanging necessarily precedes what changes in any way, in order for it also to persist 
while changing. Thus, in the case of the gods, since they have the role of a principle with 
respect to what exists, it is impossible to think of the past or future; rather, all things 
among them are established in the one eternal 'now', while temporal measures appear 
together with the existence of the universe and measure only what has either its existence 
or its activity in time. Thus, it is also necessary that conjectural knowledge stand banished 
somewhere far from the gods and at the extreme edge of the rational life. Second, how 
could we think that we had the least share of wisdom when we believe we should not 
assign anything more to the gods' knowledge than to our own, but rather dare to agree that 
it is ambiguous and indefinite? The same thought—or rather, lack of thought—will also 
compare the knowledge of irrational animals to our own and make them too share in the 
grasp of universale and intelligibles. In sum, if it is absolutely necessary for the gods to be 

90 Cp. Plat. Leg. X 905a. 
91 Plat. Tim. 37d ff. 
92 Arist. Metaph. XII 1072a25ff. 
93 Plat. Perm. 140e ff. 
94 Parmenides, Β 8,5 D.-K. 
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διανοίας, μάλλον δέ άνοιας, χαί των άλογων ζφων τήν γνώσιν παραβάλλειν 
προς τήν ήμετέραν μεταδιδόναι τε κάκείνοις της αντιλήψεως των καθόλου 
χαί των νοητών, 8λως δέ εί πααα ανάγκη | των όντων άπάντων αιτίους 108Γ 

είναι το!>ς θεούς ή προαιτίους, πώς άν Ιχοι λόγον ή άγνοεΐν αδτοί>ς τά 
5 οικεία γεννήματα ή τά των οικείων γεννημάτων αποτελέσματα ή τά υπ' 

έκείνων χαθ' οΓον δήποτε τρόπον γινόμενα, ή ώσπερ οδδέν αδτοΐς προση- 6 
κόντων ουδέ έπ' αδτοΐς κειμένων άμφίβολον εχειν τήν γνώσιν; 

Κατ' οδδετέραν γάρ τούτων των δποθέσεων έπιμελεΐσθαι τους θεούς 
των περί ήμδς δυνατόν χατά τόν τοις θεοΐς προσήκοντα τρόπον της προ-

10 νοίας, τοϋτο δέ έστιν άπ' αδτής της οδσίας των προνοουμένων ποιούμενους ω 
αδτών την έπιμέλειαν χαΐ δσπερ έχ πρύμνης αδτά διακοσμοΰντας, οδ τφ 
βουλεόεσθαι περί αδτών, ώς οί ποιηταΐ λέγουσιν (ένδεια γάρ ή βουλή 
φρονήσεως) οδδέ τφ άλλοτε άλλα βουλεόεσθαι χαί ποιεΐν (άλλότριον γάρ 
τοϋτο της μιας χαι άπλής χαί άτρέπτου παντάπασιν αδτών ένεργείας και 16 

15 μόνοις προσήκον τοις υπό χρόνου μετρουμένοις χαί μετά προαιρέσεως τάς 
ένεργείας ποιούμενοι?), αλλ' αδτφ φασι τφ είναι, χαθάπερ δ ήλιος οδ βου-
λευόμενος οδδέ κινούμενος άλλά τφ είναι, καΐ el μένων Ιπινοηθείη, πληροί »> 
τά μετέχειν δυνάμενα τοΰ οικείου φωτός* ουτε ουν τήν πρόνοιαν αδτών 
οδτω γίνεσθαι δυνατόν ουτε τό ευχεσθαι χαί ίκετευειν αδτοΰς όπερ ύετοΰ 

20 τυχόν ή σωτηρίας χαρπών ή νίκης, ών τήν Ιχβασιν άγνοοΰσι, πόρρω άν 
έμπληζίας ε*η. εΐ δέ ταΰτα καΐ αδύνατα χαί ουτε λέγειν ουτε διανοεϊσθαι 85 
δσια χαί δπ' αδτής έλεγχόμενα της πείρας, ώς αί πολυστιχοι των θείων 
ένεργειών πραγματέΐαι και τά καθ' έκάστην ώς είπεΐν ήμέραν γινόμενα 
τοις έφιστάνειν αδτοΐς δυναμένοις | σημαίνουσι, δήλον δτι καΐ διατάττεσθαι 10 8Τ 

25 υπό τών θεών τά ένδεχόμενα ρητέον χαι ώρισμένως γινώσχεσθαι αδτών 
τήν εκβασιν* μάλλον γάρ ήν είχύς τά α ίδια τών πραγμάτων περιορασθαι 
δπ' αδτών έρημα της έπιβαλλουσης αδτοΐς προνοίας ή τά ρευστήν έχοντα 6 
φύσιν, ειπερ έκεΐνα μέν άπό της έαυτών φύσεως τό ώρισμένον εχει καΐ 
άτρεπτον τοιαυτην θεόθεν τήν δπόστασιν είληχότα, τά δέ έν γενέσει διά 

30 τό ρευστον της οίκείας δλης Ιν παντοδαπη μεταβολή φέρεσθαι πεφυκότα 
ουτε είναι ουτε συνέχεσθαι καΐ διακοσμεΐσθαι δυνατόν μή πολλής τυγχάνοντα ίο 
τής τών άεΐ ωσαύτως έχόντων δημιουργικής τε χαί προνοητικής αιτίας, 
οδ μόνον τής όλιχωτέρας καΐ έςίβρημένης αλλά και τίνος μερικωτερας καΐ 
προσεχεστέρας* ώσπερ καΐ τών ανθρώπων τοίκ παΐδας όρώμεν πλείονος 15 

35 δεομένους έπιμελείας ή τους άνδρας, χαί τους άνοήτους ήπερ τους Ιμφρο-

1 ιίλόγ.] άλλων F 3 τών (prius) om. Μ 4 προβαιτίους Ma ή (alteram) om. 
FM 5 γενημ. FM 8 γάρ] δέ a 9 τοις om. AMa II ob τώ] οδτω 
GM 12 λίγ.] μυδολογοΰβι GM Ινδειαν F 13 τώ] τό Α 15 μόνης Α 
χρόνον AF 16 «Λτό AGM 16. 17 βουλεμένος AGM 17 τώ] τό Μ 
ε(] άεΐ a 20 ο&χ ίγνοοϋαι a 21 έχπληξίας G 22 χαί ΰπ' αδτής — βημαι-
vooet (24) om. F πολύατοιχοι Ma 25 τών οαα. AFG αύτήν A 
26 είχάτως FGM Ria AG 27 έπιβαλούυης G ή τά] είτα Α 29 έν 
suppl. G'2 31 τυχόντα GMa 33 τινός χαι colloc. F 34 χαί βαρρί. G' 
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causes or anterior causes of all existing things, how could it be rational for them to be 
ignorant of their own creations, or the results of their own creations, or what is brought 
about in any way whatsoever by them, or for them to have ambivalent knowledge of these 
things, as though they did not concern them at all or depend upon them? 

<Divine foreknowledge abolishes the contingent > 

8. On neither of these hypotheses is it possible for the gods to care for our affairs in the 
providential manner which would befit the gods, that is, that they take care of the very 
objects of their providence from their very essence and arrange them from the stern, so to 
speak, not by deliberating about them, as the poets say (for deliberation is a lack of 
wisdom), nor by deliberating and doing different things at different times (for this is 
foreign to their single, simple, and wholly unchangeable activity and would befit only 
beings measured by time, who perform their activities by rational choice), but by their very 
being, they say, like the sun, which neither deliberating nor moving, but by being, fills 
what is able to partake of it with its own light, even if it be imagined to be standing still. 
Neither, then, is it possible for their providence to be such, nor would it be far from 
madness to pray and supplicate them for, say, rain or the safety of crops or victory, whose 
outcome they do not know. But if this is impossible, impious either to think or to say, and 
also refuted by experience, as the lengthy tales of divine activities and what happens, in a 
manner of speaking, every day show to those who are capable of paying attention to them, 
then clearly one must say both that contingent things are arranged by the gods and that 
they know their outcome in a definite manner. For it would be more likely that the gods 
neglect the eternal things, which would be deprived by the gods of the providence due to 
them, than the things which have a flowing nature, if the former are indeed definite by 
their own nature and have received an unchanging existence of this kind from the gods, 
while the things in genesis, which are such as to undergo any kind of changes because of 
the flowing of their own matter, can neither exist nor be held together and arranged 
without receiving the mighty demiurgic and providential cause of those things which are 
always the same, not merely the cause which is more total and transcendent, but also a 
more particular and more proximate cause, just as we see that human children require more 
care than adults and the stupid than the intelligent. But if the gods know contingent things 
and they know them in a definite manner, so that, as we said, we do not make their 
knowledge of them indefinite, and they know that 'Only the wooden wall will save Athens 
from the danger of the barbarians,' and that 'Divine Salamis will destroy the children of 
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να;. s? δέ γινώσχουσιν οί Osot τά ένδεχόμενα χαί ώρισμένως γινώσκου-

σιν, ?να μ η , δπερ έλέγομεν, αόριστον αυτών ποιώμεν τήν γνώσιν, χαί 

ισασιν δτι μόνον τδ ξόλινον τείχος σώσει τάς ' Αθήνας έχ των βαρβαρι- 20 

χών κινδύνων καΐ ή θεία Σαλαμις άπολεΐ τά τέχνα των γυναικών χαί δ 

5 Κροίσος τον "Αλυν διαβάς μεγάλην αρχήν καταλύσει καΐ ό Λάιος παιδο-

ποιών άρδην ανατρέψει πασαν έαυτοΰ τήν οίκίαν, δήλον δτι οδχ οΓόν τε 

ταΰτα μή έχβαίνειν, ε? δέ μ ή , ψεύδεσθαι αδτους άναγκαΐον. δυοϊν οδν 25 

θάτερον, ή πάντα άναγκαίως και ώς ύπδ των θεών γινώσχεταί τε και 

προλέγεται φήσομεν έχβαίνειν χαί το ένδεχόμενον ονομα εσται ] κενόν, 109Γ 

10 ή ουτε γινώσκεσθαι δπδ των θεών ουτε προνοεΐσθαι τά τη δε φήσομεν* 

άλλα μην τοΰτο αδύνατον· οιχεται άρα τδ ένδεχόμενον. 

Προς τούτον οδν τον λόγον δοσαντίβλεπτον, δπερ έλέγομεν, οντα και 

υπ' αυτής δοκοΰντα της έναργείας κρατύνεσθαι, ώς αί τών μαντειών 6 

προρρήσεις δηλοΰσιν, άπαντώντες ήμεΐς κατά τήν τοΰ θείου Ίαμβλίχοο 

15 όφήγησιν, τά διάφορα μέτρα τών γνώσεων διαιρεΐν άςιώσομεν λέγοντες ώς 

ή γνώσις μέση οδσα τοΰ τε γινώσκοντος καΐ τοΰ γινωσκομένοο, ειπερ έστιν ίο 

ένέργεια τοΰ γινώσκοντος περί τδ γινωσκόμενον, οιον της όψεως περί το 

λευκόν, ποτέ μεν κρειττόνως γινώσκει τδ γινωσκόμενον, της αυτοΰ τοΰ 

γνωστοΰ φύσεως ποτέ δέ χειρόνως ποτέ δέ συστοίχως· δταν μέν γάρ τον 

20 νοδν τον ήμέτερον τάς πολιτιχάς τών πράξεων προχειριζόμενον λέγω μεν 16 

γινώσχειν τά καθ' ίκαστα τών πραγμάτων, άναφέροντα ταΰτα έπί τά καθό-

λου χαι δι ' έχείνων ώς οικείων γινώσχειν αυτά πειρώμενον, δήλον δτι κρείτ-

τονα ένταΰθα έροΰμεν είναι τοΰ γινωσκομένου τήν γνώσιν, ειπερ μεριστδν 

μέν καί έν μεταβολή τδ καθ' ίχαστον, δ δέ λόγος, χαθ' ον ταΰτα δ νοΰς δ 20 

25 πραχτικδς γινώσκει, άδιαίρετός τε χαι αμετάβλητος, δταν δέ αύτδς προς 

έαυτδν έπιστρεφόμενος και κατά τάς καθαρτικάς ένεργών άρετάς τήν 

ούσίαν τήν έαυτοΰ θ ε ω ρ η , συστοιχον είναι άνάγκη τ φ γινωσκομένψ 

τήν γνώσιν, δταν δέ γε άνελθών έπί τδ άκρότατον της έαυτοΰ τελειό- α 

τητος και τάς θεωρητιχάς τών αρετών προχειριζόμενος θεωρη τά περί 

30 τών θείων διακοσμήσεων και δπως έκ της μιας τών πάντων αρχής 

αύται παράγονται | χαί τις έκάστης ή ίδιότης, χείρονα εΐναι άνάγκη τοΰ 109» 

γινωσκομένου τήν γνώσιν. 

1. 2 οί θεοί— γινώαχουσιν om. F 2 δπερ έλέγομεν] ρ. 133,15 134,7 3 το ζύλινον 
τείχος] cf. Herod. VII 141 4 ή θεία ΣαλαμΙς] cf. Herod. VII 141 4. 5 6 Κροίσος] 
cf. Herod. I 53 Diod. exe. VII 28 5 xal 6 Λάϊος — οίκίαν (6) om. F (unde haec Ammon. 
hauserit, nescio; cf. Soph. Oed. R. arg. et v. 711 sq. Eur. Phoen. arg. et v. 17—20) 
7 ούν om. Ο 8 xal ώς om. 6 8. 9 γινώσχεσθαι . . προλέγεοθαι AGMa 8 τε 
om. FG 10 τών om. FG 12 δυααντιβλ.] scribas δυβαντίλεχτον (cf. p. 132,8) 
βπερ] ώαπερ F ίντα ίπερ έλέγ. Μ 13 ματειών F 14 άπατώντες G1 

17 οΓον — γινωβχιίμενον (18) om. et ante ποτέ δέ (19) add. ποτέ μέν χρείττων F 18 τοΰ 
suppl. G 2 19 χείρων F σύατοιχος F 21 τά χαθ' Ιχαβτα— γινώυχειν (22) 
om. F 22 οίχεΐον Α: οικεία Μ 22. 23 έντ. χρ. (num. corr.) colloc. G 
25 πραχτ.] παρεχτιχος G 27 θεωρεί G 29 θεωρεί F : θεωρεΐν G 31 παρα-
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the women,' and that 'If Croesus crosses the Halys, he will destroy a great empire,' and 
that 'If Laius begets children, he will utterly destroy his entire house,' then it is clear that it 
is impossible for these things not to occur; but if not, then they must be lying. Thus, one of 
the two: either we shall say that all things occur necessarily and as they are both known 
and foretold by the gods, and the 'contingent' will be an empty name, or we shall say that 
things here are neither known by the gods nor are they the objects of divine providence. 
But the latter is certainly impossible; therefore the contingent disappears. 

<Counter argument: Iamblichus' distinction of degrees of knowledge> 

9. Against this argument which, as we have said, is difficult to oppose and appears to be 
strengthened by its very evidence, as the prophecies of the oracles show, we answer in 
accordance with the teaching of the divine Iamblichus and we shall think it right to 
distinguish the various degrees of knowledge by saying that knowledge is intermediate 
between the knower and the known, since it is the activity of the knower concerning the 
known—for example, the activity of sight concerning the pale—and it sometimes knows 
the known in a way better than the nature of the knowable thing itself, sometimes worse, 
and sometimes on the same level. For when we say that our own intelligence while dealing 
with political actions knows the individual affairs by referring them to the universale and 
attempting to know them by means of those, as they are akin to them, it is clear that then 
we shall say that the knowledge is better than the known, since the individual is divisible 
and changing, but reason, according to which the practical intelligence knows these things, 
is indivisible and unchanging. But when intelligence, returning to itself and acting 
according to the purifying virtues, observes its own essence, its knowledge is necessarily 
on the same level as what is known. And when intelligence, having risen to the peak of its 
own perfection and dealing with the theoretical virtues, observes what concerns the divine 
arrangements, how they are derived from the single principle of all things, and what is the 
proper quality of each of them, its knowledge is necessarily worse than what is known. 
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Τούτων οδν ούτως έχόντων ρητέον τους θεούς γινώσκειν μέν πάντα 
τά γεγονότα xal τά οντα καΐ τα έσόμενα ή μέλλοντα τον θεοΐς προσή-
κοντα τρόπον, τοΰτο δέ έστι μια και ώρισμένη και άμεταβλήτψ γνώσει, 5 
διόπερ καί των ενδεχομένων περιειληφέναι την ειδησιν, ατε καί πάντα τά 

5 έν τω κόσμφ παράγοντας καί των μέν αιδίων ουσιών αιτίους οντάς των 
δέ γεννητών προαιτίους κατά τάς οικείας έκάστοις αυτών ένεργείας και ίο 
οίον δρώντας οδχ αδτάς μόνον τάς οδσίας άλλά και τάς δυνάμεις αδτών και 
τάς ένεργείας τάς τε κατά φύσιν καί τάς παρά φύσιν, δπερ παρά φυσιν 
συνεισήλθε τη αναγκαία της υποβάσεως τών όντων υφέσει τοις καί τού-

10 του μετέχειν ποτέ πεφυκόσιν, οδ προηγουμένως άλλά κατά τον λεγόμενον 16 
της παρυποστάσεως τρόπον γινώσκειν μέντοι τά ένδεχόμενα κρειττόνως 
της αυτών έκείνων φύσεως, διόπερ ταΰτα μέν αόριστον εχειν την φύσιν 
δύνασθαί τε καί έκβαίνειν και μη έκβαίνειν, έκείνους δέ ατε κρειττόνως 80 
της φύσεως αδτών την γνώσιν αυτών προειληφότας ώρισμένως και ταΰτα 

15 είοέναι· και γάρ τά μεριστά τών πραγμάτων άμεριστως και άδιαστάτως 
γινώσκειν αδτους άναγκαΐον, και τά πεπληθυσμένα ένοειδώς καί τά εγχρονα 
αιωνίως καί τά γεννητά άγεννήτως· οδ γάρ δη συμπαραθέειν τη ρύσει 86 
τών πραγμάτων την τών θεών γνώσιν άνεξόμεθα λέγειν, ουδέ είναι τι έπ' 
έκείνων ή παρεληλυθος ή μέλλον ουδέ λέγεσθαι έπ' αδτών, ώς έν Τιμαίφ 

20 παρειλήφαμεν, το | ήν ή το έσται μεταβολής τίνος οντα σημαντικά, μόνον 110' 
δέ τδ εστι, και τοΰτο οδ το συναριθμουμενον τφ τε ήν και τιί> εσται καί 
άντιδιαιρούμενον αδτοΐς, άλλά το πρδ πάσης χρονικής έμφάσεως έπινοού-
μενον καί τδ άτρεπτον αδτών καί άμετάβλητον σημαίνον, δπερ και δ 6 
μέγας Παρμενίδης παντί τω νοητφ υπάρχειν άποφαίνεται· 'ου γάρ Ιην 

25 οδδ' εσται,' φησίν, 'όμοΰ παν, εστι δέ μοΰνον'. καί ου χρή νομίζειν δτι 
άναγκαίαν ίζει την εκβασιν α λέγομεν ένδεχόμενα διά τδ υπό θεών γινώ-
σκεσθαι ώρισμένως* οδ γάρ διότι γινώσκουσιν αδτά οί θεοί, διά τοΰτο άναγ- ίο 
καίως έκβήσεται, αλλ' έπειδή φυσιν έχοντα ένδεχομένην καί άμφίβολον 
πέρας Ιξει πάντως ή τοϊον ή τοΐον, διά τοΰτο τους θεοο; είδεναι άναγ-

30 χαϊον δπως έκβήσεται. καί εστι τδ αδτδ τη μέν φύσει τή έαυτοΰ ένδεχό- 15 

1. 2 τά πάντα τά Μ 2 τον] τοις a 3 άμεταβάτω AGMa 4 τά] 
τοί>ς F 6 γενητών AFMa προσαιτίους a 8 δπερ παρά φύσει AM; hoc 
παρά φύσιν fort, eicias 9 συνήλθε GM ΰποβάα.] υποστάσεως Α ύφέσει in 
mrg. suppl. A 9. 10 τοΰτο F 10 ποτέ μετέχειν colloc. Μ 12 έχει AG: 
έχοντα Ma 13 δύναται G xal (post τε) om. Μ έχεϊνα G2 

14 της φύσεως — προειληφίτας suppl. G3 αύτών (post γνώσιν) supra scr. Μ 
16 έγχρόνια G 17 γενητά AFMa άγενήτως FMa συμπαραθεΐν FMa (cf. σονδέειν 
ρ. 126,18) £εύσει Brand. 18 άνεξώμεθα Α 19 ώς] xal G1: ώς xal G2 έν Τιμαίφ] 
c. 10 ρ. 37 Ε 20 το (ante ήν) om. Μ σημ. ίντα (num. corr.) G 21 το (post ού) 
om. Μ τώ (ante ίσται) om. Μ 23 δπερ—μοΰνον (25) om. F ώσπερ Μ 
24 Παρμενίδης] fr. ν. 61 (Mullach I ρ. 120) 2δ οί>δ'] ούκ G μόνον Μ 
26 Ιχει G1 27 ώρισμένως om. F 27. 28 άναγχαϊον G2 29 πάντως super-
scr. Μ ή (prius) om. FG ή τοΐον (alt.) om. F 30. p. 137,1 post ένδεχ. 
add. καί άόριστον F 
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<Only the gods know the contingent in a definite manner> 

10. Now, these things being so, we must say: that the gods know everything which has 
occurred, which is <now>, and which will be (τα ίσύμενα) or is going to be (τα μέλλοντα) 
in the way appropriate for the gods, that is, by one definite and unchanging knowledge; 
that hence the gods encompass the knowledge of contingents as well, inasmuch as they 
bring about all things in the world, are on the one hand causes of the eternal essences and 
on the other anterior causes of generated things according to the actualities proper to each 
of these things, and since they, so to speak, see not only the essences themselves but also 
their potentialities and actualities, both those according to and contrary to nature (what is 
contrary to nature entered along with those things which are such as sometimes to partake 
of this state, not primarily but in the so-called manner of 'parasitic existence', along with 
the necessary degradation due to the decline of beings); that, however, they know the 
contingents in a manner better than the contingents' own nature, which is why these things 
have an indefinite nature and can both occur and not occur, while the gods, who have pre -
conceived the knowledge of the contingents in a manner better than their nature, know 
these things too in a definite manner. In fact, it is necessary for them to know divisible 
things indivisibly and without extension, as well as multiplied things by a single act, 
temporal things eternally, and generated things ungeneratedly. For we shall certainly not 
allow ourselves to say that the gods' knowledge parallels the flux of things, nor that there 
is for the gods anything which is either past or future, nor that 'was' or 'will be', which 
would be significant of some change, are said in the case of the gods, as we have learned 
in the Timaeus (37e), but only 'is', and not the 'is' which counted along with 'was' and 
'will be' and is opposed to them, but the 'is' which is conceived before any manifestation 
of time and which signifies the gods' constancy and immutability. This is also what the 
great Parmenides declares to belong to the whole intelligible <world>: 'for it was not, nor 
will it be,' he says,95 'all together, but it only is'. Moreover one must not think that the 
things we are calling 'contingent' will have a necessary outcome because of the fact that 
they are known in a definite manner by the gods: it is not because the gods know them that 
they will occur necessarily; but since, having a contingent and ambiguous nature, they will 
have an end which will in any case be so or so, it is necessary that the gods know how they 
will occur. And the same thing is contingent in its own nature, but in the gods' knowledge 

95 Cp. Β 8,6 D.-K. 
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μενον, τη δε γνώσεt των θεών οόκέτι αόριστον αλλ' ώρισμένον. δήλον 
δέ δτι καΙ η ) ημετέρα γνώσει δυνατόν ώρισμενως ποτέ γινώσκεσθαι το 
ένδεχόμενον, δτε ουδέ κυρίως ετι έστιν ένδεχόμενον αλλ' έ£ ανάγκης ακο-
λουθεί τοις προηγησαμένοις α?τίοις της έαυτοΰ γενέσεως· την γοΰν σφαΐ- 80 

5 ραν την ηρεμούσαν έν παραλλήλφ τψ όρίζοντι έπιπέδω δυνατδν μέν τοΰ 
έπιπέδου την αδτήν Ιχοντος θέσιν κινεΐσθαί τε δπό τίνος και μ ή , τοΰ 
μέντοι έπιπέδοο κλιθέντος μή κινηθήναι αδύνατον, öta ταΰτα και τους 
ίατρους όρώμεν ότέ μέν οδδέν θαρροΰντας άποφαίνεσθαι περί των άρρώ- 25 
στων είτε υγιανοΰσιν είτε φθαρήσονται, ώς 3ν ένδεχομένων όντων άμφοτέ-

10 ρων, ποτέ δέ άνενδοιάστως περί τοΰ έτέροο τούτων ώς τ φ άρρώστω πάν-
τως τι υπάρχοντος | Αποφαινομένους. 1Kb 

Έ π ε Ι δέ τίνες θρασύτερον Αναστρεφόμενοι περί τήν ζήτησιν τοΰ προ-
κειμένου θεωρήματος οίονται δεικνύναι μηδέ τοις θεοΐς ώρισμένην δπάρ-
χουσαν γνώσιν των ένδεχομένων χρησμούς παράγοντες ήμΐν περί των 5 

15 μελλόντων άμφιβο'λως άποφηναμένους, ρητεον πρδς αδτούς, απερ δ μέγας 
φησι Συριανός, δτι πρώτον μέν έφιστάνειν έχρήν ώς άλλη μέν έστιν ή 
των δεών γνώσις και νόησις έτέρα δέ ή της προφήτιδος ένέργεια, κινη-
θείσης μέν έκ θεοΰ τεκούσης δέ έν αδ-η} και λόγον μεριστόν και μέτρα ίο 
καΐ γνώσιν άμφίβολον ου γαρ δή τδ έλλαμπόμενον τοιοΰτόν έστιν οΓον 

20 τδ έλλάμπον. επειτα δέ δτι και τοΰ συμφέροντος ένεκεν τών άκουόντων 
πολλάκις αμφίβολοι δίδονται χρησμοί την διάνοιαν αυτών γυμνάζοντες· 
χρώνται γάρ ήμΐν ώς αδτοκινήτοις οί θεοί καΐ τοΰτον τδν τρόπον τά περί 16 
ήμδς κυβερνώσι και πάντα ήμΐν κατά τήν ήμών αυτών άξίαν άπονέμουσιν. 
αλλά ταΰτα μέν ίσως καΙ τολμηρά καΙ τών προκειμένων εις έξέτασιν 

25 μακράν άποπλανώμενα· δλως δέ ό πάντα άναγκάζων λόγος πότερον και a> 
αδτδ τοΰτο έ£ άνάγκης συμβαίνειν τοις άνθρώποις φησί, τδ λέγειν δτι 
πάντα ήνάγκασται, ή έφ ' ήμΐν κεΐσθαι τάς περί τοΰ τρόπου της γενέσεως 
τών πραγμάτων δόξας; d μέν γάρ τδ δεύτερον αληθές , ουκ άρα πάντα 
έξ άνάγκης· εί δέ τδ πρότερον, πώς δοξάζουσί τίνες τδ άντικείμενον, δτι 25 

30 πολλά έστιν έφ' ήμΐν; τδ γάρ δπδ της φύσεως της πάντα άναγκαζούσης, 
ώς δ έκείνων λόγος, κινεΐσθαι παρά φύσιν ήμας έπι τδ καταψηφίζεσθαι 
τών δπ ' αυτής γινο| μένων παντελώς άλογον και παραπλήσιον ώς ε ί τις 111* 
ίατρικήν τέχνην διδάσκων δι' αδτου τούτου παρεσκεύαζε τους διδασκο-

1 οίιχέτι ex οϋκ ?οτι corr. F 2 ήμετ.] έτέρα F 3 δτε— ένδεχόμενον om. Α6Μ 
(in mrg. suppl. AG2) 4 προηγουμένοις F της] τοις A 5 την om. Μ 
5. 6 τοϋ έπιπ.] τοΰ έπ' έλπίδι G1 : έπϊ τοΰ έπιπ. Μ 6 τε om. Μ 7 κινεΐσθαι F 
8 δτέ] δτι Μ θαροΟντας F 9 ίιγιαίνοοσιν FM 9. 10 άμφ. όντ. col-
]oc. G 10 ποτέ] δτέ a άνενδυάατως Α 11 τι om. FG 
Οπάρζαντος G1 13 τώ θεώ F 14 τήν γνώαιν FG προάγ. F 
15 άμφι[Μλους Α άποφαινομ. G 17 τοΰ θεού F xal νίησι« om. F 
20 δτι] ε( τι Μ 21 δίδ.] δηλοΰνται F 23 ήμών om. F αίιτών om. G 
24 ιίλλά — άποπλανώμενα (25) suppl. G2 26 δτι om. F 27 πάντα ή a 
ήναγχάαθαι Aa κείται Α 29 έξ om. F 31 & superscr. A: om. Η 
33 τέχνην om. F 
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it is no longer indefinite, but rather definite. It is clearly possible for the contingent 
sometimes to be known in a definite manner even by our own knowledge, namely when it 
is no longer contingent properly-speaking, but necessarily follows from the causes leading 
the way to its own generation: it is possible, for example, for a sphere which rests on a 
horizontal surface, while the surface keeps the same position, to be moved by something or 
not, but when the surface is tilted it is impossible for it not to be moved. Hence, we also 
see that physicians sometimes lack the confidence to pronounce anything about whether 
their patients will recover or perish, thinking both are possible, while they some times 
indubitably pronounce about one or the other of these as certainly going to happen to the 
patient. 

<Oracular ambiguity; Are our beliefs necessary ?> 

11. Since some people who are too bold in their occupation with the investigation of the 
present theory believe that when they adduce for us oracles which make ambiguous 
pronouncements about future events they are demonstrating that definite knowledge of 
contingents does not even belong to the gods, we must say to them just what the great 
Syrianus says: First, that one must note that the knowledge and understanding of the gods 
is one thing, and the activity of the prophetess is another, since, although she is moved by 
the god, she brings to birth in herself speech which has parts, verses, and ambivalent 
knowledge: surely what is illuminated is not such as that which illuminates it. Second, that 
it is for the benefit of the listeners that ambiguous oracles are given, which exercise their 
intelligence: the gods treat us as self-movers and it is in this way that they govern our 
affairs and distribute all things to us according to our own desert. But perhaps these 
matters are both audacious and far afield of the investigation of the present issues. In 
general, does the argument which makes everything necessary also say that this very thing 
of necessity happens to humans, that they say that everything is necessitated, or does it say 
that our opinions about the manner of the generation of things are up to us? If the second 
is true, then not everything is of necessity. If the first, how can some people believe the 
opposite, that many things are up to us? It is utterly irrational <to say> that we are moved 
in a way contrary to nature by a nature which necessitates everything, as their argument 
claims, so that we cast our vote against the things which are brought about by that nature. 
It is almost as if someone, while teaching the art of medicine, by this very act prepared his 
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μένους τάς αρχάς της τέχνης ής μετηεσαν άναιρεϊν, καίτοι τδν μέν τεχνί-

την είκδς ποιήσαί τι των παρά τήν τέχνην, οδ καθ' 8 τοιούτος, οΓον τον 6 

(ατρίν δοΰναι φθόριον ή δηλητήριον, ατε ψυχήν αδτοκίνητον έχοντα καΐ 

της τέχνης μηδέν συντελούσης προς αυτήν της ψυχής τήν τελειότητα του 

5 δέ σώματος ή των έκτδς έπιμελουμένης, τήν μέντοι φύαιν υπεναντίον τι ω 

τ ψ οίχείω τέλει ποιεΐν άμήχανον. ου μήν οόδ' ώσπερ των τεράτων, ουτω 

και των δοξών πλεονεξίαν της υλης ή ενδειαν αίτιασόμεθα· ουτε γάρ 

πλάττειν αότοΐς βουλομένοις ρ^διον άποδοΰναι των διαφόρων δόξων έκ 

της κατά τήν υλην διάφορος τάς αίτιας οΰτε πάντων ετι τήν είμαρμένην ι» 

10 αίτι'αν είναι δμολογήσουσιν. αλλά τούτων μέν αλις. 

Έπανάγοντες δέ τδν λόγον έπΐ τήν έξήγησιν των υπδ του 'Αριστο-

τέλους έν τούτοις λεγομένων πρώτον μέν άκόλουθα είναι φήσομεν τά δια 

τούτων παραδιδόμενα τοις δλίγψ πρότερον είρημένοις· έλέγετο γάρ προσε- 20 

χ ώ ς περι αντιθέσεως καταφάσεώς τε και άποφάσεως ουκ αεί διαιρουσών 

15 τό τε αληθές xal το ψεΰδος· τούτοις οδν ακολούθως προστίθησι ποια 

κατάφασις πρδς ποίαν άπόφασιν άντίκειται ούτως ώστε διαιρεΐν μέν αδτάς 

αεί τό τε άληδές και τδ ψεΰδος, ο δ μέντοι άφωρισμένως άλλ' αορίστως. 2δ 

παραδίδωσι δέ πρώτον μέν τά κοινώς υπάρχοντα ταΐς τε διαγωνίοις άντι-

φάσεσι και τη τών καθ' Ικαστα, λέγων δτι πάσαις αόταΐς δπάρχει τδ 

20 άφωρισμένως ταΰτα | μεριζειν κατά τον ένεστώτα χρόνον και τδν παρφ- 111» 

χηκότα (τοΰτο γάρ έστι τδ έ π ί τ ώ ν δ ν τ ω ν καΐ γ ε ν ο μ έ ν ω ν τ ή ν κ α τ ά -

φ α σ ι ν ή τήν ά π ό φ α σ ι ν ά λ η θ ή ή ψ ε υ δ ή ε ί ν α ι ) , πρότερον μέν δτι 

ταΐς διαγωνίοις τοΰτο υπάρχει διδάσκων, 3ς κ α θ ό λ ο υ ώ ς χ α θ ό λ ο υ 5 

προσηγόρευσεν, ώς έχουσας τήν έτέραν τών προτάσεων χαθόλου, επειτα 

25 προστιθεις δτι χαΐ έπί τών χαθ' Ικαστα προτάσεων τδ αότδ συμβαίνει, δπερ 

καΐ έπί τών διαγωνίων· τοΰτο γάρ βούλεται τδ ώ σ π ε ρ ε ί ρ η τ α ι . έπισημαι-

νόμενος δέ δτι τών απροσδιορίστων προτάσεων κατά τήν ένδεχομένην υλην ίο 

λαμβανομένων οδκ ανάγκη τήν μέν άληθή τήν δε ψευδή είναι, επειτα έπάγων 

τήν κατά τδν μέλλοντα χρόνον διαφοράν τών καθ' Ικαστα προτάσεων πρδς 

30 τά λοιπά τών αντιφάσεων ειδη διά τοΰ λέγειν έ π ί δέ τ ω ν κ α θ ' έ κ α σ τ α 15 

χαί μ ε λ λ ό ν τ ω ν ο δ χ ο μ ο ί ω ς , καΐ ένδεικνύμενος ήμΐν διά τούτων ώς 

αί μέν αλλαι προτάσεις, α? τε διαγώνιοι και αί απροσδιόριστοι, ούτως 

εχουσι κατά τδν μέλλοντα χρόνον, ώσπερ εΤχον κατά τε τδν ένεστώτα 

χρόνον καΐ τδν παρεληλυθότα, αί δέ καθ' Ικαστα οδκέτι (πάνυ δέ άκρι- so 

35 βώς τδ ίοιον τών προτάσεων, περί ων δ λόγος, άφοριζόμενος έ π ί τ ώ ν 

1 τήν άρχήν G ής μετήεοαν om. F μετίεσαν Α 2 τήν iter. G 
3 cpfMpov a 4 αύτη ς Μ 5 έναντ. G 6 ποιεΐν τέλει colloc. G 
ούδ'] δ' Α περάτων AMa οδτω δή G 8 άποδ. >̂α£δ. colloc. Μ 
10 είναι om. Μ 12 πρώτα G 15 τε om. II τό (ante ψεΰδ.) 
om. F 17 τε om. F 18 τε om. Α διαγωνίαις G 21 τών γενομ. Ma 
21. 22 τήν μίν χατάφ. Μ: άνάγχη τήν χατάφ. b 22 πρώτον U 23 ώς χαθ<5-
λου — χαθόλου (24) om. Η 24 ττροηγόρ. Aa 25 προτιθείς F 30 διό τοΰτο 
λέγει F 33 τε om. FM 34 χρ<5νον om. Μ 
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pupils to refute the principles of the art in which they shared; and, although it is likely that 
the technician will do something contrary to his art (not qua technician—as when the 
doctor administers an abortifacient or a poison, inasmuch as he has a self-moving soul and 
the art contributes nothing to the actual perfection of the soul, being instead occupied with 
the body or external things), it is impossible for nature to do anything contrary to its 
propter end. Nor, indeed, shall we hold an excess or deficiency of matter responsible for 
our opinions, as <we do> for monsters: even if they want to exercise their imagination, it 
will not be easy for them to explain the causes of the different opinions <as arising> from 
the difference in matter, nor will they be agreeing that fate is still the cause of all things. 
But enough on this subject. 

<Explication of Aristotle's words> 

12. Returning our discussion to the explication of what Aristotle says in this passage, we 
shall say first that what is taught in these words follows from what was said a bit earlier 
(ch. 7, 17b3ff.). He said, namely, just above about the opposition between the affirmative 
and the negative sentences, that they do not always divide the true and false. Consequent 
to this, then, he adds (18333-34)" what sort of affirmative sentence is opposed to what sort 
of negative sentence in such a way that they always divide the true and false, not in a 
definite, however, but in an indefinite manner. First, he teaches us what holds in common 
of the diagonal contradictions and of the contradiction of the singular sentences, saying 
that it holds of all of these <contradictions> that they distribute the true and false in a 
definite manner in the present and past time (for this is <the meaning of> 'in the case of 
things which are or have come to be [sc. it is necessary] that the affirmative sentence or 
negative sentence be true or false'), teaching first that this holds of the diagonal 
<contradictions>, which he called 'universal taken universally' <i.e. general> since these 
<contradictions> have one of their two sentences as general, and next adding that the same 
thing happens in the case of the singular sentences as in the diagonals, which is the sense 
of 'as has been said'. But he also indicates that, of the undetermined sentences taken in 
the contingent matter, it is not necessary for one to be true and the other false, and he then 
brings in the difference in the future time between the singular sentences and the 
remaining species of contradictions when he says 'But with future singulars it is not the 
same,' and he shows us in these words that, while the other sentences, the diagonals and 
the undetermined ones, behave in the future time just as they do in the present and past 
time, the singular sentences no longer do so (he defines with great precision what is proper 
to the sentences he is speaking about, saying 'with future singulars' and meaning by 

96 Aristotle says simply: "But in the case of singulars that are going to be it is not the 
same (οΰχ ομοίως)." 
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Ι χ α σ τ α χα ί μ ε λ λ ό ν τ ω ν είπε διά τοΰ μ ε λ λ ό ν τ ω ν το έπί της ένδεχο-
μένης δλης λαμβανόμενον σημαίνων· άλλο γάρ έστιν, ώς αδτδς έν τοις 
Περί γενέσεως και φθοράς διορίζεται, τδ μέλλον παρά το έσόμενον, καί τδ μέν 26 
έσόμενον το πάντως έκβησόμενον σημαίνει, ώς δταν εΐπωμεν Ίσται χειμών 

5 ή θέρος ή εκλειψις', τδ δέ μέλλον τδ χαί' έχβήναι καί μή έκβήναι δυνά-
μενον, οίον 'μέλλω βα|δίζειν, μέλλω πλέειν')* ένδειχνύμενος οδν δτι κατά 112Γ 

μεν τάς άλλας δλας, την τε άναγχαίαν χαί την αδύνατον, ομοίως εχουσιν 
αί καθ' ίκαστα προτάσεις, ωσπερ έπί τοΰ προλαβόντος χρόνου και τοΰ 
ένεστώτος ουτω δέ χαί έπί τοΰ μέλλοντος κατά τδ άφωρισμένως διαιρεΐν 6 

10 τδ αληθές χαί τδ ψευδός, κατά δέ την ένδεχομένην οδκέτι, καίτοι των 
άλλων πασών αντιφάσεων χαί έπί ταύτης της υλης ομοίως έχουσών είς 
τδν μέλλοντα χρόνον ώσπερ καΐ έπί των λοιπών, προστέθειχε τδ ο δ χ 
ο μ ο ί ω ς , άμα διά τούτου σημαίνων κατά τί αύται οδκέτι ομοίως εχουσιν ίο 
έπί της είρημένης υποθέσεως λαμβανόμεναι, δτι διαιροΰσι μέν πάντως τδ 

15 αληθές χαί τδ ψεΰδος, οδ μέντοι άφωρισμένως αλλ' αορίστως· άνάγκη μέν 
γάρ τδν Σωχράτην λούσασθαι ή μή λουσασθαι αυριον, και ουτε άμφω ουτε 15 
μηδέτερον γενέσθαι δυνατόν· πότερον δέ τούτων εσται τδ άληθές, οΰχ 
οΓόν τε γνώναι πρδ της τοΰ πράγματος έκβάσεως, ειπερ έκάτερον αυτών 
χαί γενέσθαι και μή γενέσθαι δι' αδτήν τήν τοΰ ένδεχομένου φύσιν 

20 έγχωρεΐ. τούτο οδν βραχέως ένεδείξατο ήμϊν διά τοΰ ειπείν ο δ χ ομο ίως . ίθ 

ρ. 18»34 Ε ί γ ά ρ π δ σ α κ α τ ά φ α σ ι ς ή ά π ό φ α σ ι ς ά λ η θ ή ς ή ψ ε υ δ ή ς , 
καί α π α ν ά ν ά γ κ η ό π ά ρ χ ε ι ν ή μή ό π ά ρ χ ε ι ν · ε? δή ό μέν φ ή σ ε ι 
ε σ ε σ θ α ί τ ι ό δέ μ ή φ ή σ ε ι τδ αδτδ τ ο ΰ τ ο , δ ή λ ο ν δτ ι ά ν ά γ κ η άλη-
θ ε ύ ε ι ν τδν ί τ ε ρ ο ν α δ τ ώ ν , εΐ π δ σ α κ α τ ά φ α σ ι ς ή ά π ό φ α σ ι ς ά λ η θ ή ς 85 

25 ή ψ ε υ δ ή ς · ά μ φ ω γάρ ο δ χ δ π ά ρ ξ ε ι ά μ α έ π ί τ ο ΐ ς τ ο ι ο ύ τ ο ι ς . 

Βούλεται μέν διά τούτων παραστηναι τη δόξη τη άναιρούση τδ ένδε-
χόμενον, ίνα ώς οίον τέ έστι κρατυν|θεΐσαν αδτήν διελέγξΐβ, τους δέ προ- 112* 
ισταμένους ταύτης της δόξης διά τούτων ύποκρινόμενος ωσπερ λημμάτιόν 
τι πρώτον λαμβάνει, δτι τη μέν αληθείς των λόγων ίπεσθαι άνάγκη τήν 

30 υπαρξιν των πραγμάτων, τ φ δέ ψεύδει τήν άνυπαρζίαν, δπερ αδτφ βούλε- 5 
ται τδ εί γάρ π ά σ α κ α τ ά φ α σ ι ς ή ά π ό φ α σ ι ς ά λ η θ ή ς ή ψ ε υ δ ή ς , 
χα ί ά π α ν ά ν ά γ κ η υ π ά ρ χ ε ι ν ή μ ή υ π ά ρ χ ε ι ν . επειτα όρμαται μέν 

1 τοΰ suppl. G s : των F 2 λαμβανομένων G 2. 3 έν τοις Περί γεν. χαί <ρθ.] 
Β 11 ρ. 337b 3 2 έν] οδν Μ 5 χαί (prius) ante το colloc. A: om. Ma 7 δλας 
om. G 10 καίτοι] χαί τι F: χαίτοι χαί Μ 13 ο&χέτι] οδχ G 17 δέ] 
διά G έβτΐ F 18 διαγνώναι G ε&τερ] είπεν Μ 20 οδν] δέ Μ1 

βραχέος F 21 ή άπόψααις] χαϊ άπόφααις F2Gb: om. F1 (cf. v. 31) f( άλη&ης AGM 
(cf. v. 31) 22 χαί ίπαν — τοιοδτοις (25) om. Μ εί δή—τοιοδτοις (2δ) 
om. a εί δή AG: εί δέ F: ώστε εί b 24 ή άπέφ.] χαί άπί<ρ. b 26 προβτή-
ναι F: παραβτήβαι G2a της δόξης της άναιρούσης F 27 έστι om. U 
30 αδτό AF 31 rj άπώραβις om. F: χαί άποφ. b 
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'future' that which is taken in the contingent matter; for what is going to be is different, as 
he himself makes the distinction in On Generation and Corruption ,97 from what will be, 
since 'what will be' signifies what will occur, in any case, as when we say 'there will be 
winter,' or ' ... summer,' or ' ... an eclipse,' while 'what is going to be' <signifies> what 
can either occur or not occur, for example, Ί am going to walk,' Ί am going to sail'). So, 
showing that in the other matters, i.e. the necessary and the impossible, the singular 
sentences behave similarly in regard to dividing the true and false in a definite manner 
(18a31)—-just as in the preceding time and the present, so too in the future—but that they 
no longer do so in the contingent matter, even though all the other contradictions behave 
the same toward the future in this matter as they do in the other matters too, he has added 
'it is not the same,' thereby signifying at the same time in what respect these, when taken 
on the stated assumption, no longer behave the same, namely that they always divide the 
true and false, but in an indefinite, not in a definite manner; for it is necessary that Socrates 
bathe or not bathe tomorrow, and it is impossible that either both or neither happen, but 
which of these will be the true one it is not possible to know before the outcome of the 
matter, if indeed each of them can either happen or not happen because of the very nature 
of the contingent. This, then, is what he concisely showed us by saying 'it is not the same'. 

18a34 For if every affirmative sentence or negative sentence is true or false, it is also 
necessary that everything be the case or not be the case. Indeed, if one person says 
something will be and another denies the same thing, it is clearly necessary that one of 
them is speaking truly—if every affirmative sentence or negative sentence** is true or false; 
for in the case of this kind of things both will not be the case together. 

<Strengthening the case against the contingent 

13. <Aristotle> wants in these words to support the opinion which destroys the contingent, 
in order to refute it when it is at its strongest, and here, acting the part of those who defend 
this opinion, he first takes as a kind of assumption that it is necessary that the existence of 
the things follows upon the truth of the sentences, their non-existence upon falsity, which 
is the meaning of his 'For if every affirmative sentence or negative sentence is true or 
false, it is also necessary that everything be the case or not be the case.' Next, he begins 
from the axiom of contradiction, saying that, necessarily, of singular contingent sentences 

97 GCII11,337b3-7. 
98 κατάφαιης ·? άπόφασις; Minio-Paluello (following most of the manuscripts) has 

κατάφασις alone. 
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από τοΰ αρώματος της αντιφάσεως λέγων δτι άνάγκη των καθ ' Ικαστα 

καί ένδεχομένων προτάσεων έπΐ τοΰ μέλλοντος χρόνου λαμβανομένων την ίο 

έτέραν αληθεύει ν , επειδή ουτε άμφοτέρας αμα ψεύδεσθαι ουτε άληθεόειν 

άμφοτέρας αμα δυνατόν, τούτων δέ το μεν δτι ουκ άληθεύουσιν άμφω 

5 λέγεται σαφώς έν τούτοις διά τοΰ ά μ φ ω γ α ρ ο ϋ χ δ π ά ρ ξ ε ι α μ α έ π ί 15 

τ ο ι ς τ ο ι ο ύ τ ο ι ς , τοΰτ' εστίν αί γαρ τοιαΰται προτα'σεις οδ πείσονται το 

αότό ταΐς άπροσδιορίστοις ταϊς έπΙ της ένδεχομένης δλης λαμβανομέναις 

(έκείνας μέν γαρ συναληθεύειν έλέγομεν, ταύτας δέ συναληθεύειν αδύνατον, 

Γνα μ ή το αυτό αμα τ ω αυτω και υπα'ρχη καί μή ό π ά ρ χ η , οΓον τ φ 20 

10 Σωκράτει καί το λούσασθαι τη έξης και τδ μή λούσασθαι) , τδ δέ δτι 

ουδέ ψεύδεσθαι αότάς αμα δυνατόν, έν τοΤς έφεξής προσθήσει. τούτων 

ουν άνηρημένων καί διά τούτου κατεσκευασμένοο τοΰ διαιρεΐν αδτάς τδ αληθές 

καί τδ ψεΰδος, δτι και ώρισμένως, φησί, τοΰτο ποιοΰσιν έπιδείξομεν, εΐ δύο 25 

τινάς οΓον μαντεύεσθαι προσποιουμένους λάβοιμεν περί τίνος των καθ' εκα-

15 στα προλέγειν πειρωμένους οΓον αρρώστου, τον μέν δτι υγιανεΐ τον | δέ δτι 113Γ 

οϋχ όγιανεΤ· δήλον γάρ δτι τδν μέν ίτερον αυτών άληθεύειν ανάγκη τδν δέ 

έτερον ψεύδεσθαι. si μέν οδν ό λέγων υγιανεΐ ν αδτδν άληθεύοι , ανάγκη 

αδτδν ύγιαναι (προείληπται γάρ δτι τ η αλήθεια τών λόγων επεται πάν- 5 

τ ω ς ή εκβασις τών πραγμάτων) , εΐ δέ ό τήν άπόφασιν ειπών άληθεύοι, 

20 δήλον δτι αδύνατον αυτδν ύγιαναι· ώστε ή άναγκαίως έκβήσεται τδ πράγμα 

ή αδύνατον εξει την έκβασιν· άνήρηται άρα τδ ένδεχόμενον. 

ρ. 1 8 « 3 9 Ε ί γ ά ρ ά λ η θ έ ς ε ι π ε ί ν δ τ ι λ ε υ κ δ ν ή οδ λ ε υ κ ό ν έ σ τ ι ν , 

α ν ά γ κ η ε ί ν α ι λ ε υ κ δ ν ή οϋ λ ε υ κ ό ν , κ α ί ε ί ε σ τ ι λ ε υ κ δ ν ή ού λ ε υ - ίο 

κ ό ν , ά λ η θ έ ς ή ν φ ά ν α ι ή ά π ο φ ά ν α ι * κ α ί ε ? μ ή υ π ά ρ χ ε ι , ψ ε ύ δ ε τ α ι , 

25 κ α ί εΐ ψ ε ύ δ ε τ α ι , ο δ χ υ π ά ρ χ ε ι · ώ σ τ ε ά ν ά γ κ η τ ή ν κ α τ ά φ α σ ι ν ή 

τ ή ν ά π ό φ α σ ι ν ά λ η θ ή ε ί ν α ι ή ψ ε υ δ ή . ο δ δ έ ν ά ρ α ο ί ί τ ε ε σ τ ί ν 

ο υ τ ε γ ί ν ε τ α ι ο ΰ τ ε ά π δ τ ύ χ η ς ο υ τ ε ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν , ο υ δ έ ε σ τ α ι 16 

ή ο δ κ ε σ τ α ι , α λ λ ' έ ξ ά ν ά γ κ η ς ά π α ν τ α κ α ί ο ύ χ ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν · 

ή γ ά ρ ό φ ά ς ά λ η θ ε ό σ ε ι ή ό ά π ο φ ά ς · ο μ ο ί ω ς γ ά ρ δ ν έ γ ί ν ε τ ο ή 

30 ο υ κ έ γ ί ν ε τ ο · τ δ γ ά ρ ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν ο δ δ έ ν μ ά λ λ ο ν ο ύ τ ω ς ή μ ή 
rr ν n trf· ο ύ τ ω ς ε χ ε ι η ε ξ ε ι . 

Τ δ προειρημένον λημμάτιον κρατΰναι βουλόμενος ό 'Αριστοτέλης , δ τ ι » 

τ η άληθεία τών λόγων Ιπεται ή υπαρξις τών πραγμάτων καί τ φ ψεύδει 

ή ανυπαρξία, διά παραδειγμάτων έπιδείκνυσι τοΰτο ούτως ε χ ο ν , έπείπερ 

1 άπο] έπΙ Ρ 3. 4 άμφ. <ίλ. colloc. Α 8 έ'/είναις G1 9 αύτώ] λόγω Μ 
υπάρχει (utrobique) G: compend. F 10 τό έξης G 11 έν] έπί G προσθεί-
σει F 12 διά τούτων F 13 έπιδείξωμεν Ma 14 περί] παρά G 15 δτι 
(prius) om. A 16 άλ. αύτ. colloc. AGa 17 αύτ. ΰγ. colloc. AGM υγιαίνει* AG 
•21 έχει A2 22 r) δτι ού ab έατιν — Εξει (31) om. Μ 23 καί εί—ίζει (31) οιη. 
Ga 25 ανάγκη ή b (recte, cf. p. 141,19. 24) 25. 26 ή τήν άπόφααιν suppl. F 2 

27 ούδέ όπ<!τερον Α 32 τό γάρ προειρ. Μ 
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taken in the future time, one or the other is true, since it is neither possible for both to be 
false together nor for both to be true together. The latter of these, that both are not true, is 
clearly mentioned here in the words 'for in the case of this kind of things both will not be 
true together'; that is, such sentences will not undergo the same effect as the undetermined 
sentences when taken in the contingent matter (we said [129,25-31] that those are true 
together; but it is impossible for these to be true together, lest the same thing at once hold 
and not hold of the same thing, for example that both bathing on the next day and not 
bathing on the next day hold of Socrates). The former case, where it is not even possible 
for them to be false together, he will add in what follows (18bl7). Thus, with these cases 
excluded and it being established by this that these sentences divide the true and false, that 
they also do this in a definite manner, he means, we shall show if we take two people e.g. 
who pretend to be capable of prophecy and attempt to make predictions about some 
individual, e.g. a sick person, and one says he will get well, the other that he will not get 
well. Obviously it is necessary that one of them is speaking truly and the other falsely. 
Now, if the one saying the person will get well is speaking truly, it is necessary that he will 
get well (for it was assumed beforehand [139,29-30] that the outcome of the facts follows 
the truth of the sentences, in any case); but if the one who stated the negation is speaking 
truly, then obviously it is impossible that the person will get well. Thus, the event will 
either occur necessarily or it will have an impossible outcome. Therefore, the contingent 
has been denied. 

18a39 For if it is true to say that <such a thing> is pale or that it is not pale, it is 
necessary that it be pale or not pale, and if it is pale or not pale, it was true to affirm or 
deny this. If it does not hold, it is false, and if it is false, it does not hold Thus, it is 
necessary that either the affirmative sentence or the negative sentence be true or <in the 
other case> false." Therefore, nothing either is or is happening either by chance or 
however it chances, or will be or will not be, but everything <is or occurs> of necessity 
and not however it chances. For, either the one who affirms it or the one who denies it will 
be speaking truly;100 otherwise, it might equally well happen or not happen, since what is 
however it chances neither is nor will be any more thus than not thus. 

<Confirmation of the relation of facts and sentences> 

14. Wanting to strengthen the foregoing assumption, that the existence of the things 
follows upon the truth of the sentences and non-existence upon their falsity, Aristotle 
shows by means of examples that this is so, since indeed examples usually clarify 
arguments which are given without them. Now, the causal connective 'for' in the phrase 

99 άλ<ηθ·η ehat ·? ψευδή; Minio-Paluello has άληθη eTvai alone. 
100 αληθεύσΈΐ; Minio-Paluello has akvfleüet ("speaks truly"). 
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τά παραδείγματα σαφεστέρους ποιειν ε?ώθασι τους χωρίς αυτών λεγομένου; 25 
λόγους, παρείληπται μέν οδν ό γάρ α?τιολογιχδς σύνδεσμος έν τψ εί γάρ 
α λ η θ έ ς ε ι π ε ί ν πρδς Ινδειξιν της προσδέσεως των νΰν λεγομένων, δτι τοΰ 
προεφημένου θεωρήματος περιέχουσι κατασκευήν. | λέγει δέ δτι ε? αληθές 113» 

5 ειπείν περί τίνος, οίον τοϋδϊ τοΰ ίματίου, δτι λευκόν έστιν, άνάγκη λευ-
χον αδτδ είναι, χαΐ εί δτι ού λευκόν, άνάγχη λευκδν μη είναι, είτα 
προστίθησι τι διά τούτων τοις προειρημένοις άντιστρέφειν προς έαυτδ 6 
λημμάτιον άξιων, λέγω δέ δτι ού μόνον τοις λόγοις άληθεύουσιν άκολου-
θεΐν ανάγκη την ΰπαρξιν των πραγμάτων, άλλά καΐ τη όπάρξει τήν άλή-

10 θειαν των λόγων* διόπερ φησί και εί εατ ι λευχον ή ού λ ε υ χ ό ν , αλη-
θ έ ς ήν φ ά ν α ι ή ά π ο φ ά ν α ι , διδάσκων ή μας αμα öta τοΰ μη είπεϊν 1« 
αληθές έστι φάναι άλλά ά λ η θ έ ς ή ν , δπερ έν τοις έξης σαφώς προσθήσει, 
δτι ού μόνον χατ' αύτδν τον χρόνον, χαθ' δν έκβαίνει τά πράγματα και 
υφέστηκεν, άληθές έστι λέγειν περί αυτών δτι ούτως έχει ώς έχει , άλλά 

15 χαί πρδ της έκβάσεως άληθής έστιν ή περί αύτών πρόρρησις, άναγκαίως ιβ 
τοΰτο προλαμβάνων ώς έσόμενον αύτψ χρήσιμον πρδς τήν άναίρεσιν τοΰ 
ένδεχομένου xal τήν δλην της έφόδου δύναμιν, ώς μαθησόμεθα, συνέχον. 
τοΰτο ουν ώσπερ έχ συλλογισμοΰ συνάγων ακολούθως έπάγει τδ ώ σ τ ε 
ά ν ά γ χ η τήν χ α τ ά φ α σ ι ν ή τήν ά π ό φ α σ ι ν ά λ η θ ή ε ϊ ν α ι ή ψ ε υ δ ή , » 

20 προσυπαχουμένου δηλονότι τοΰ άφωρισμένως. χαι τοΰτο είχότως· εί γάρ 
άνάγχη τδ λευχον ή είναι ή μή είναι και παρά ταΰτα ούκ εστίν, άλλ' 
δντος μέν αύτοΰ ή περι αύτοΰ προρρηθεΐσα κατάφασις ώρισμένως άληθής 
μή οντος δέ ή άπόφασις, ευλόγως άρα ώσπερ συμπέρασμα έπόμενον τοις » 
προειρημένοις έπήγαγε τδ ώ σ τ ε ά ν ά γ χ η ή τήν χ α τ ά φ α σ ι ν ή τ ή ν άπό -

25 φασ ιν ά λ η θ ή ε ί ν α ι ή ψευδή, άντιστρεφούσας δέ άλλήλαις έπιδεί|ξας 114Γ 

τήν τε άλήθειαν των λόγων και τήν υπαρξιν των πραγμάτων, πριν τδ 
είρημένον συμπέρασμα έπαγαγεΐν, μεταξύ προστίθησιν δτι χαι το ψεΰδος 
των λόγων xal ή άνυπαρίία των πραγμάτων άντιστρέφουσι πρδς άλληλα 6 
διά τοΰ x a l εί μ ή υ π ά ρ χ ε ι , ψ ε ύ δ ε τ α ι , x a l ε ί ψ ε ύ δ ε τ α ι , ουχ 

30 υ π ά ρ χ ε ι . 

Τούτων οδν ούτως έχόντων έκ των προειρημένων λαβών δτι άνάγχη 
τήν έτέραν των άντιφασχουσών άλλήλαις κατά τδν μέλλοντα χρόνον καθ' 
Ιχαστα xal ένδεχομένων προτάσεων ώρισμένως τήν μέν έτέραν άληθεύειν ίο 
τήν δέ έτέραν ψεύδεσθαι, ώς αότόθεν έπομένου τοΰ άναιρεΐσθαι διά τά 

35 προειλημμένα τδ ένδεχόμενόν φησιν ούδέν άρα ουτε εστ ί ν ουτε γ ί νε -
τα ι ουτε ά π δ τ ύ χ η ς ουτε ό π ό τ ε ρ ' έ τ υ χ ε , διά τοΰ άρα σημαίνων 
ώς έχ της άνάγχης των προειλημμένων άναιρεΐσθαι συμβαίνει τδ ένδεχό-16 

3 προοθέβεως scripsi: προθέβεως libri 5 περί] παρά G οΓον τούδε τοΰ om. G 
έβτιν om. G 6 δτι ei G : βτι (εί om.) F μή είναι λ. colloc. F 14 ώς έχει om. G 
19 άνάγχη ή b (cf. v. 24) 21 ή (peius) om. Μ 22 άληθές A 24 ή (prius) om. 
FG 25 post ψευδή add. χρήβιμον α6τω έβάμενον πρ6ς άναίρεαιν τοΰ ένδεχομένου (cf. 
τ. 16) G 28 όντιατρέφει a 29 εί (prius) om. F ίίποίρχη A 32 τήν έτέραν 
om. G 33 έτέραν om. AGUa 35 οδτε Ιβτιν guppl. G3 36 όπότερον GMa 
διά τό Α1: διά τούτων G 37 ώς — προειλημμένων om. F αυμβ.] έμμένεί Α 
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'For if it is true to say' was chosen to explain the addition of what is now being said, 
namely that it contains a confirmation of the point stated above. He says that, if it is true to 
say of something, say of this cloak, that it is pale, then it is necessary that it be pale, and if 
<it is true to say> that it is not pale, then it is necessary that it not be pale. Then he adds 
something here to what was said before, believing that the assumption is convertible; I 
mean that it is not only necessary that the existence of the things follow upon the sentences 
being true, but also the truth of the sentences upon the existence <of the things>. Hence he 
says 'and if it is pale or not pale, it was true to affirm or deny this,' teaching us at once by 
not saying 'it is true to say' but 'it was true ...' just what he will add clearly in what 
follows, namely that it is not only in the very time in which the things occur and exist that 
it is true to say of them that they are such as they are, but even before their occurrence the 
prediction about them is true; and he necessarily anticipates this, thinking that it will be 
useful to him for the negation of the contingent and that it contains, as we shall see, the 
entire force of the attack. So, drawing the conclusion as if from a syllogism, he infers 
'Thus, it is necessary that the affirmative sentence or the negative sentence be true or <in 
the other case> false,' obviously implicitly understanding 'in a definite manner'. And he 
is correct in this. For if it is necessary that the pale be or not be, and there is nothing 
besides these, and if, when it exists, the previous affirmation about it is true in a definite 
manner, while when it does not exist the negation is, then it is reasonable for him to infer 
as a conclusion following upon the previous statements: 'Thus, it is necessary that the 
affirmative sentence or the negative sentence be true or in the other case false.' Having 
shown the truth of the sentences and the existence of the things to be interconvertible with 
one another, before bringing on the stated conclusion, he adds parenthetically that the 
falsity of the sentences and the non-existence of the things are also interconvertible with 
one another in the words 'If it does not hold, it is false, and if it is false, it does not hold ' 

<The varieties of the contingent 

IS. These things being so, having taken from the preceding that, necessarily, of singular 
contingent sentences concerning the future which contradict one another one is true in a 
definite manner and the other false, on the basis that the contingent is denied as an 
immediate consequence of what has been assumed, he says: 'Therefore, nothing either is 
or is happening either by chance or however it chances,' signifying by the 'therefore' that 
it follows from the necessity of the assumptions that the contingent is denied. The 
contingent is divided into three: one is called 'for the most part', for example that a man is 
bom with five fingers or becomes grey with age (for things behaving otherwise are rare); 
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μενον. ουπερ ε?ς τρία διηρημένου τδ μεν λέγεται ώς έπϊ τδ πολύ, οιον 
τδ γενέσθαι άνθρωπον πενταδάκτυλον η έν γήρα πολιοΰσθαι (σπανία γαρ 
τά μή ούτως έχοντα), τδ δέ ώς έπ' ελαττον, οιον το τον σκάπτοντα 
θησαυρψ περιτυχεΐν, το δέ έπ' ίσης, οίον τδ λούσασθαι *αΙ μή λούσα-so 

5 σασθαι ή βαδίσαι καΙ μή βαδίσαι. καΐ περί μεν τδ ώς έπϊ τδ πολυ 
ένδεχόμενον εχουσι δύο τινά αϊτια, η τε φύσις και ή τέχνη· την τε γάρ 
φύσιν ώς έπι το πολϊ) χατορθοϋσαν όρώμεν έν τοις ο(κείοις άποτελέσμασι 
(τά γάρ τέρατα σπάνια) χαΐ τάς τέχνας ένίοτε μέν άποτυγχανούσας δια 25 
τδ ρευστδν της υποκείμενης αδταϊς υλης, ώς έπϊ το πολΰ μέντοι χατορ-

10 θοΰν έπαγγελλομένας· ού γάρ άν τις αυταΐς έχρήσατο μή τοΰτο έπαγγελ|λο-114» 
μέναις· διόπερ δ τε ρήτωρ ώς έπϊ το πολί> διαβεβαιοΰται τον διχαστήν 
πείσειν χαϊ ό ίατρδς ώς έπ'ι τδ πολί> τον άρρωστον όγιάσειν, χαΐ δκαστος 
των άλλων τεχνιτών ώς έπϊ τδ πολΰ τεόξεσθαι τοΰ οικείου τέλους. περί 
δέ τδ έπ' ελαττον ένδεχόμενον δύο ταΰτα έχουσιν, ή τε τύχη και τδ 6 

15 άύτόματον. διαφέρουσι δέ αλλήλων, δτι τδ μέν άπδ τύχης παρυφίστασθαι 
παι έπισυμβαίνειν παρά δόξαν καϊ σπανίως λέγεται τοις κατά προαίρεση 
γινομένοις* ταδτδν δέ ειπείν τοΐς των ανθρώπων Ιργοις (έπϊ μόνων γάρ ίο 
των ανθρώπων ή προαίρεσις λέγεται* των βουλεύεσθαι και αίρεΐσθαι τόδε 
πρδ τούδε πεφυχάτων, ουτε των κρειττόνων ήμών βουλής δεομένων ουτε 

20 των αλόγων ζψων βουλεύεσθαι δυναμένων), τδ μέν οδν άπδ τύχης παρ-
υφίσταται, δπερ έλέγομεν, τοΐς κατά προαίρεσιν γινομένοις, τδ δέ άπδ 16 
ταύτομάτου τοις χατά φύσιν· ει μέν γάρ τις ήμών προελθών έπϊ τδ έντυ-
χεΐν τψ φίλφ περιτύχοι παρ' έλπίδα τινί βιβλίον πιπράσκοντι χαϊ τοΰτο 
ώνήσαιτο, κατά τύχην λέγεται αϋτδ ώνήσασθαι, διότι τδ πρίασθαι τδ «ο 

25 Βιβλίον προαιρέσει τινι τη πρδς την πρόοδον κινησάση ήμας παρυπέστη 
και έξωθεν έπισυμβέβηχεν, ουδεμίας αυτδ ώρισμένως πόιησάσης προσε-
χούς αιτίας (και γάρ έπϊ λουτρδν άπιών έπρίατο άν τδ βιβλίον και ευχό-
μενος ή θέαν τινά όψόμενος), εί δέ γε σεισμοΰ γεγονότος και διαστάντος 25 
τινδς της γης μέρους ύδατος άναρραγείη πηγή μή οδσα πρότερον ή ουσα 

30 άφανισθείη, ούκ δν λέγοιτο άπδ τύχης ή πηγή γεγονέναι ή άπολωλέναι 
αλλ' έχ τοότομάτου. χαι εί άπδ μετεώρου | τινδς κατενεχθείς λίθος 115' 
οΰτως εχοι θέσεως, ώστε είναι πρδς καθέδραν, φέρε ειπείν, έπιτηδειος, 
απδ ταδτομάτου χα'ι οδχ άπδ τύχης λέγεται είναι καθέδρα, διότι τδ σύμ-
πτωμα τοΰτο παρυπέστη οδ προαιρέσει αλλά τη φυσική άδτοΰ ροπη, καθ' 6 

I. 3 οίον] ώς G 3 ιόν om. AFMa 10. 11 ού—έπαγγελλομένακ om. Μ 
II . 12 βήτωρ — χαϊ 6 om. F 12 ύγιάβει F 13 τεύξεται F 14 τύχη] 
τέχνη G1 15 ίίφίστασθαι Α 16 xal (ante σπανίως) om. Μ xai σπανίως 
λέγεται iter. G 18 τίδε— τοΰδε (19) om. F τόδε] τ<$τε Μ 20.21 παρυφίστασθαι 
Ma 22 προελών F: προαελών 6 το] τώ Ma 23 παρ' έλπ. παρατύχοι 
(περιτ. G8) G post πιπρ. add. ου πάλαι ήφίετο (sic) a 24 ώνήαατο Μ 
αί>τψ έντυχεϊν χαϊ ώνήσασθαι a 26 ώριβμένης FU 27 χαϊ (alt.)] ή a 
29 δδωρ άναρραγή ή πηγή μή οδσα πρ. φανη F 30 λέγ.] γένοιτο F 31 κατενεχθή 
Α: χατενεχθείη GMa 32 έχει a 
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another is 'for the lesser part', for example that one digging comes upon a hoard of 
treasure; and the last is 'equally <often>', for example to bathe or not to bathe and to walk 
or not to walk. Concerning the contingent <which occurs> 'for the most part', there are 
two causes, nature and art. For we see that nature is for the most part successful in her own 
products—since monsters are rare—and that the arts sometimes fail because of the flux of 
their subject matter, although they promise to succeed for the most part (no one would use 
them if they did not promise this, which is why the orator gives assurances that he will for 
the most part persuade the juror, the physician that he will for the most part cure the 
patient, and every other kind of technician that he will for the most part obtain his 
particular end). Concerning the contingent <which occurs> 'for the lesser part', there are 
these two <causes>, chance and spontaneity. These differ from one another in that what is 
by chance is said to exist parasitically or supervene unexpectedly and rarely upon what 
happens by choice, i.e. upon the works of people (for 'choice' is said only of people, who 
are such as to deliberate and choose one thing instead of another, given that the beings 
who are better than we are have no need of deliberation and that the irrational animals are 
incapable of deliberating), and so what is by chance, as we said, exists parasitically upon 
what happens by choice, and what is spontaneous upon what happens naturally. For if one 
of us goes out to meet his friend, unexpectedly encounters someone selling a book and 
buys it, he is said to have bought it by chance, because <his> buying the book existed 
parasitically or supervened from outside upon a choice which moved him101 to <his> 
outing, since there was no proximate cause which did this in a definite manner (in fact, he 
could have bought the book while going off to a bath, while intending to offer a prayer, or 
while intending to observe a spectacle). But if there had been an earthquake and a fissure 
opened in the earth and a spring of water gushed where previously there was none or an 
existing spring disappeared, the spring would not be said to have appeared or disappeared 
by chance, but spontaneously; or if a stone fallen from some height should occupy a 
position such that it could serve as, say, a seat, it is said to be a seat spontaneously, not by 
chance, because this event attended not upon a choice, but upon the stone's own natural 
tendency, according to which it was bome downward from on high. Concerning the 
contingent <which occurs» 'equally <often>' there is only choice, for example to go out or 
not to go out, to converse or not. Only this species of the contingent is called 'however it 

101 Ammonius' text reads <ημ£ς ("moved us") referring to the "us" in "one of us" above. 
But it seems more natural to adopt our translation. 
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ήν άνωθεν έπ! τά κάτω ήνέχθη. περι δε γε το έπ' ίσης ένδεχόμενον 
ή προαίρεσις εχει μόνη, οΓον το προελθεϊν ή μή προελθεϊν κα! τδ διαλε-
χθηναι ή μή. χα! τούτο μόνον το είδος τοΰ ένδεχομένου καλείται όπό-
τερον έ τ υ χ ε , διότι ουδέν πλέον ουδέ ελαττον εχει κατά τοΰτο ή υπαρςίς ίο 

5 της ανυπαρξίας, αλλ' όπότερον ετυχε μόριον της αντιφάσεως ομοίως έκβή-
ναι δυνατόν, άναιρών οδν, δπερ έλέγομεν, το ένδεχόμενον ουδέν άρα , 
φησίν, ουτε εστ ίν ουτε γ ί ν ε τ α ι ουτε α π ό τ ύ χ η ς ο υ τ ε ό π ό τ ε ρ ' 
ε τ ο χ ε , τοΰτ' εστίν ουδέν άρα ουτε νΰν έσ«ν ήδη έκβεβηκδς ή ώς έπ' ιβ 
ελαττον ένδεχόμενον ή ώς έπ' ίσης ουτε υστερόν ποτε έκβήσεται. είτα 

10 χαί κοινήν ποιούμενος την άναίρεσιν παντός τοΰ ένδεχομένου προσέθηκεν 
ούδ' ε σ τ α ι ή ουκ εστα ι · άπαν γάρ ένδεχόμενον ταύτη διαφέρει τοΰ τε 
άναγκαίως έκβαίνοντος και τοΰ άδυνάτου, δτι τδ μέν μόνως εσεσθαι λέγο- so 
μεν καΐ το άδύνατον μόνως ο6κ εσεσθαι, το δέ ένδεχόμενον ή εσεσθαι ή 
μή εσεσθαι. ούδέν ουν, φησίν, ουτε εστίν ουτε γίνεται τον των ένδεχο-

15 μένων τρόπον, αλλ1 έξ ανάγκης άπαντα και ούχ όπότερ' ετυχεν. είτα 
ώσπερ άναμιμνήσκων ήμδς της έφόδου, καθ' ήν ταΰτα εδοξε συμβαίνειν, «5 
έπάγει ή γάρ ό φας ά λ η θ ε ύ σ ε ι ή ό ά π ο φ ά ς . εί δέ ό Ιτερος τούτων 
ώρισμένως άληθεύσει, τω δέ τήν έτέραν πρότασιν της αντιφάσεως ώρι-
σμένως άληθεύειν ε?πετο | ή άναίρεσις τοΰ ένδεχομένου, φανερών δτι 115» 

20 οίχήσεται τδ ένδεχόμενον έχ των όντων, τό τε άλλο και το οίον κέντρον 
αύτοΰ τδ ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν , δπερ ελαβεν άντι τοΰ ένδεχομένου παντός 
ό 'Αριστοτέλης, εί δέ γε είχέ τινα υπόστασιν, ο μ ο ί ω ς άν έ γ ί ν ε τ ο ή Β 
ούκ έ γ ί ν ε τ ο · τοΰτο γάρ λέγομεν όπότερ' ετυχεν ή είναι ή γίνεσθαι, 
δπερ ούδέν μάλλον ο ύ τ ω ς ή μ ή ο ύ τ ω ς ε χ ε ι ή ί ξ ε ι , έπ! μέν τοΰ 

2δ γεγονότος δηλονότι και ήδη έν ύποστάσει όντος τδ ε χ ε ι λέγοντες έπ! δέ 
τοΰ γενησομένου τδ Ιξε ι . 

1 τό χάτω F a γε] τε G 1 2 προσελθεϊν (utrobique) Α ή μή προελ-
θεϊν om. F το (alt.) om. AFMa 3. 4 δπότερος G1 4 ούδέν] ουδέ Α 
οΰδέ Ιλαττον om. G ουδέ] ουτε F 6 ώσπερ F Ιλεγον F (cf. 
ρ . 141 ,34) 7 δπίτερον Α 8 ήδη om. F post έχβεβ. add . 
χαί G s 11 γαρ τδ ένδεχ. F 15 πα'ντα F 16 Ιδοξαν G 
18 Αληθεύει F 20 ί ν των] αύτών Μ χέντρον om. G 21 Ιλαβε μέν 
AGMa 22 τινα ί)π<5στ. είχε colloc. G 23 έλέγομεν GM; corrigas λέγει at y. 2δ 
λέγων γενέσθαι AGMa 24 έπΐ — Σξει (26) oin. (in margine part im nunc abs-
ciso suppl.) A 25 δέ om. G 26 τό om. G 
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chances', because its existence is no more or less <frequent> than its non-existence, but 
whichever part of the contradiction it chances can equally occur. So it is, as we said, to 
deny the contingent that he says 'Therefore, nothing either is or is happening either by 
chance or however it chances', i.e. 'therefore nothing contingent, be it of the kind that 
occurs for the lesser part or of the kind occurring with equal probability, has already 
occurred or will ever occur in the future.' Accordingly, in order to make the negation of 
every contingent general he added 'or will be or will not be'. For every contingent differs 
in this way from what occurs necessarily and from what is impossible, namely that of the 
former we say only that it will be and of the impossible only that it will not be, while we 
say that the contingent either will be or will not be. So, 'nothing,' he says, 'either is or is 
happening' in the way contingents do, 'but everything <is or occurs> of necessity and not 
however it chances.' Then as if to remind us of the attack, according to which these things 
seemed to follow, he infers 'For, either the one who affirms it or the one who denies it will 
be speaking truly.' But if one of these will be speaking truly in a definite manner, and the 
destruction of the contingent followed from the fact that one sentence of the contradiction 
is true in a definite manner, then it is apparent that the contingent will disappear from 
among the things which exist, both the rest of it and also its core, so to speak, the 'however 
it chances', which Aristotle used for the whole of the contingent. If, however, it did have 
any existence, 'it might equally well happen or not happen'—this is what we say either is 
or is happening 'however it chances', that which 'neither is nor will be any more thus than 
not thus,' where we obviously say 'is' of what has happened and is already in existence 
and 'will be' of what will happen. 
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p. 18b9 Έ τ ι ε ί 2 σ τ ι λ ε υ χ δ ν vüv , ά λ η θ έ ; ή ν ε ι π ε ί ν π ρ ό τ ε ρ ο ν 10 

? τ ι Ι σ τ α ι λ ε ο χ ό ν · δ σ τ ε άεΐ ά λ η θ έ ; ή ν ε ι π ε ί ν ό τ ι ο ΰ ν τ ω ν γ ι ν ο -

μ έ ν ω ν 8 τ ι ε σ τ ί ν ή 2 σ τ α ι . εί δ έ άε ΐ ά λ η θ έ ; ήν ε ι π ε ί ν 8τι Ι σ τ ι ν 

ή Ι σ τ α ι , ο δ χ οΓόν τ ε τ ο ΰ τ ο μ ή ε ΐ ν α ι ο δ δ έ μ ή ε σ ε σ θ α ι · 8 δ έ μ ή 

5 ο ι ό ν τ ε μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , α δ ύ ν α τ ο ν μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι · 8 δ έ ά δ ύ ν α τ ο ν μ ή 16 

γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , ά ν ά γ χ η γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι · ά π α ν τ α ο δ ν τά έ σ ό μ ε ν α ά ν α γ χ α ΐ ο ν 

γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι * ο ό δ έ ν ά ρ α ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν ο δ δ έ ά π δ τ ύ χ η ; ε σ τ α ι · 

ε ί γ ά ρ ά π δ τ ύ χ η ; , ο δ χ έξ ά ν ά γ χ η ; . 

Τ ά δια των προλαβάντων άσυμφανώ; είρημένα πρδ; χατασχευήν του so 

10 χαί είς τδν μέλλοντα χρόνον λαμβανόμενα; τ ά ; προτάσει;, περί ών δ λόγο;, 

άφωρισμένω; διαιρεΐν τδ άληθέ; χαί τδ ψευδό; , φ αδτόθεν εΓπετο μηδε-

μίαν έν τ ο ΐ ; οδσι χώραν εχειν τδ ένδεχόμενον, βούλεται διά τούτων 

σαφέστερον ήμΐν παραδοΰναι μετά πλείονος έπεξεργασία; προάγων τδν β 

λόγον. διδ δσπερ άπ' άλλη; ά ρ χ ή ; ποιούμενο; τήν έπιχείρησίν φησιν· 

15 ε τ ι ε? ε σ τ ί λ ε ο χ ό ν τ ι ν ΰ ν , οΓον παιδίον άρτι τεχθέν, ά λ η θ έ ; ήν ε ι π ε ί ν 

τη προτεραία δτι τεχθήσεται τ η έξη; | λευχδν παιδίον, χαί οδ τη προ- 1Ι6Γ 

τεραί^ι μάλλον ή πρδ οΓοο δήποτε χρόνου· τ ί ; γάρ ή άποπλήρωσις; 8 δέ 

del προλέγοντε; 8τι εσται άληθέύομεν, οδχ οιόν τε τοΰτο μή Ισεσθαι, 

ωαπερ οδδέ δ είναι λέγοντε; άληθεύομεν, oto'v τε τοΰτο μή είναι· άδύνα- 5 

20 τον άρα ήν μή γενέσθαι λευχδν παιδίον, διότι ή περί αδτοΰ έν τφ άπείρφ 

χαί προλαβόντι χρόνφ γεγονρΐα πρόρρησι; άληθη; · ο γ ά ρ μ ή οΓόν τ ε , 

φησί , μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , ά δ ύ ν α τ ο ν μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , 8 δ έ ά δ ύ ν α τ ο ν μ ή 

γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , ά ν ά γ χ η γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , προάγων τον λόγον ε ί ; τδ πάντα άναγ-ίο 

χάζειν, δπερ ήν αδτφ προχείμενον, έχ των σαφεστέρων μέν χαί μάλλον 

25 συγχωρουμένων προτάσεων, Γσον δέ δυναμένων ταΐ ; ε ί ; δς μεταλαμβάνον-

τας τό τε γάρ ούχ οΓόν τε τδ αδύνατον σημαίνει χαί τδ οδχ οΓόν τε μή 

γενέσθαι τφ άδύνατον μή γενέσθαι ε ί ; ταδτδν Ιρχεται , τδ δέ άδύνατον 16 

μή γενέσθαι τφ άναγχαΐον γενέσθαι, ώσπερ χαί τδ άδύνατον γενέσθαι τ φ 

2 8τι—άνάγχης (8) om. Μ ώστε — άναγχης (8) om. a del om. G 2. 3 δτιοΰν 
των γινομένων suppl. G 1 γενομ. b 3 Ιστιν ή om. AF εί — (βται (4) suppl. G* 
άεΐ om. F ήν om. G 5. 6 άδύν. μή γεν.· 8 δέ άδύν. μή γενέσθαι suppl. G ! 

6 ίπαντα — γενέσθαι (7) om. G 7 ο&δέν] ούδέ Α 8 εί—τύχης, ούχ] άλλ' F 
10 χαί om. Ua παραλαμβ. G 11 ώ] οΓς F an εϊπετο (τό)? 12 ϊχειν ante 
χώραν colloc. A : ante έν Fa 14 τήν έπιχ. ποιούμ. colloc. G 15 Ιτι] ίτι Μ 
τι om. Hab ήν om. G 16. 17 τεχθ.— προτεραί? om. F 16 τη 
(ante έξης)] xal τά G χαί ού] ei δέ τη προτεραία, τί Μ 17 προ] προς AFG1 

olou] δ<JOU Μ άποχλήρωσις FGMa 8] εί AFM 18 ante Ισεσθαι add. είναι 
άδύνατον άρα ήν μή γενέσθαι λεοχόν παιδίον (sed del.) G (cf. Ύ. 19. 20) 19 ούχ οΓον Θ 
είναι (alt.)] ή F 21 xal] τώ F 22 άδύνατον — άνάγχη γενέσθαι (23) om. G 
23 τον λ«5γον iter. G 23. 24 άναγχάζειν] έξ άνάγχης Ma 25 είς δ F : Ισαις G 
25. 26 μεταλαμβανομέναις G 26 τό άδύν.—oföv τε om. G'a 28 άναγ*. μή γεν. 
(sed μή del.) G γενέσθαι ώσπερ—άναγχαΐον (ρ. 145,1) om. Μ 
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18b9 Further, if it is pale now, it was true to say earlier that it would be pale; thus, it was 
always true to say of anything that happens102 that it was or would be.m But if it was 
always true to say that it was or would be, it was not such as not to be or not to be going 
to be; and something that is not such as not to happen cannot not happen; and if it is 
impossible for something not to happen, it is necessary for it to happen. Therefore, for all 
things which will be it is necessary to happen. So nothing will be however it chances or by 
chance: for if it is by chance, it is not of necessity. 

<Strengthening the case for the necessitation of all things> 

16. What was said in the foregoing with insufficient clarity to establish that the sentences 
taken in the future time, about which he is speaking, also divide in a definite manner the 
true and false, from which it immediately followed that the contingent had no place among 
existing things, he here wants to show us more clearly, extending his discourse with 
greater elaboration. Hence, he speaks as though making his argument from a new 
beginning. 'Further, if something is pale now,' like a new-born child, 'it was true to say' 
on the previous day that tomorrow a pale child would be born—actually, no more on the 
previous day than at any previous time at all. For what is strange <in this>?104 If we speak 
truly each time we say in advance that something will be, this thing is not such as not to be 
going to be, just as neither is something such as not to be, if we say truly that it exists. 
Thus, it was impossible for the pale child not to be born, because the prediction made 
about it in indefinite preceding time was true. For, 'something that is not such, he says, as 
not to happen cannot not happen; and if it is impossible for something not to happen, it is 
necessary for it to happen,' extending his argument to the necessitation of all things, 
which was his intention, from sentences which, while they are clearer and more agreed 
upon, still have the same force as those into which they are transposed. In fact, 'is not such 
as' means 'impossible', and 'is not such as not to happen' amounts to the same as 
'impossible not to happen', and 'impossible not to happen' <is the same as> 'necessary to 
happen', just as 'impossible to happen' <is the same as> 'necessary not to happen'. We 

102 γινομένων. Minio-Paluello (following most of the manuscripts) has γενομένων: "has 
happened". 

103 etmv η a r m ; Minio-Paluello has errtu alone. 
104 The phrase τις γαρ <η ίποκλήρωσις is rather frequent in later Greek. We adopt the 

reading which most of the manuscripts have (άποκληρωσig). Busse adopted 
ίττοπλήρωσις ("How, then, is <this argument» perfected?" [Blank]). 
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άναγκαΐον μή γενέσθαι. μάλλον μέντοι κινούμεθα δπδ τοδ αδύνατον μή 
γενέσθαι ώς έναργεστέροο ήπερ δπδ τοΰ άνάγκη γενέσθαι, διδ χαΐ δ ίατρδς 
ειπών λόγοο χάριν δτι άνάγκη φλεβοτομηθήναι τδν άρρωστον, ε ίπερ» 
βοόλοιτο δγιασθήναι, ώς κατασκεοαστιχδν τούτου καΐ πρδς την πειθώ 

5 κινήσαι μάλλον δφεϊλον προστίθησιν ' άδύνατον γάρ μή φλεβοτομηθέντα 
αδτδν δγιαναι'. ωστε είχότως, φησίν, έλέγομεν ίπαντα τά έσόμενα έξ 
ανάγκης γενέσθαι και μηδέν μήτε άπδ τύχης μήτε καθ' Ιτερον τρόπον τοΰ » 
ένδεχομένοο. 

'Ρητέον δέ πρδς ταύτην τήν έπιχείρησιν δτι τδ έκβεβηκδς νΰν καΐ 
10 ήδη γεγονδς οδκ αληθές πρδ της έχβάσεως λέγειν δτι ε στα ι πάντως λει>-

κόν · οδ γάρ | έπειδή ό χρόνος είς τδ είναι αδτδ άποκατέστησε, δια τοΰτο 116* 
οΐεσθαι χρή έξ άναγχαίας αδτδ προκαταβολής γεγονέναι. ώστε των προ-
λεγόντων περί αδτοΰ οδχ ό λέγων δτι έξ άνάγκης εσται λευκδν άληθεύσει, 
άλλ' ό τδ δλον τοΰτο ένδεχομένως αύτδ έχβήσεσθαι λέγων* εί δέ τοΰτο, 6 

15 δήλον δτι δυνατόν ήν αδτδ χαΐ μή έκβήναι· οδ γάρ δν άλλως ήλήθεοε 
τδ ένδεχομένως αύτο έχβήσεσθαι. μή τοίνον άπδ τοΰ ήδη έχβάντος τδ 
Ιτι μέλλον κρινέτωσαν of ταΰτα λέγοντος, άλλά φολάττοντες αδτδ μήπω ίο 
έκβεβηκδς ζητείτωσαν ε? έξ άνάγκης έκβήσεται· οδ γάρ ϋξοοσι τοΰτο έπι-
δεΐξαι, ώς αδτδς ήμδς σαφώς έν τοις έξης δ 'Αριστοτέλης διδάξει. 

20 p. 18b 16 Ά λ λ ά μήν οδδ' ώς οδδέτερόν γε άληθές ένδέχεται 
λέγειν, οΓον δτι οδτε εσται οδτε οδκ εσται · πρώτον μέν γάρ 16 
οδσης τής καταφάσεως ψεοδοος ή άπόφασις οδκ άληθής, καΐ 
τ α ύ τ η ς ψεοδοΰς ούσης τήν κατάφασιν σομβαίνει μή άληθή 
είναι, καΐ πρδς τούτοις εί άληθές είπεΐν δτι λευκδν καΐ μέγα, 

25 δε ι άμφω υ π ά ρ χ ε ι ν εί δέ δπάρξει είς αδριον , δπάρξειν είς αδ-
ριον. εί δέ μ ή τ ε εσται μήτε μή εσται αυριον, οδκ δν ε ί η τδ όπό-20 
τερ' ετοχεν , οίον ναομαχία · δέοι γάρ δν μ ή τ ε γενέσθαι ναυ-

μαχίαν αδριον μήτε μή γενέσθαι. 

Έπειδή προείληπται μέν πρδς άναίρεσιν τοΰ ένδεχομένοο τδ τάς 
30 προτάσεις, περί ών δ λόγος, άφωρισμένως διαιρεϊν τδ άληθές καΐ τδ ψεΟ-» 

δος, έλαβε δέ τοΰτο διά τδ μή δύνασθαι αδτάς συναληθεύειν άλλήλαις, 

1 prius μή superscr. Μ άδονβίτοο Δ Ma 3 τον om. AG 4 βο6λ.] μέλλοι G 
5 μάλλον ante πρίς (4) colloc. G 7 γίνεσθαι F 8 ένδεχ.] άντιχειμένου F 
10 ήδη om. F της έχβοίσεως om. F 11 διά om. Μ 12 αότώ Α 
13 ante Ββται add. δτι G 15 γάρ om. G άλλως] δλως F 17 μέλλον] 
μάλλον Ga 18 ζητήτ. F εί om. Μ εί ούδ' a 19 αδτδ Μ 
σαφ. ήμά« colloc. G έν τοΐϊ έξ. post ή μας colloc. Μ: post 'Αρ. a 6 'Αριστοτέ-
λης fort, eicias 21 οΓον— γενέσθαι (28) om. Μ δτι—γενέσθαι (28) om. a 
22. 23 *al ταύτης —γενέσθαι (28) om. G 24 λευκδν άμα F 25 ύπάρξειν] υπάρξει 
Fb 26 μήτε (prius)] μή F είς αδριον F (cf. ρ. 146,26) 26. 27 όπότερον F 
29 ίπειδ))] Ιπειτα δ») Μ τήν άναίρ. G 

Comment, in Ariat. IV 5. Ammon. in Interpr. 10 
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are, however, more moved by 'impossible not to happen', which is more clear, than by 
'necessary to happen', which is why the physician too, saying for example that it is 
necessary for the patient to have his veins opened if he wants to get well, adds 'for it is 
impossible that he will get well if his veins have not been opened,' <a sentence which> 
brings this about and ought to do more to persuade the patient. Thus, Aristotle says, we 
were right to say that everything which will be happens of necessity and nothing either by 
chance or by another kind of contingency. 

<Trueprediction does not necessitate future events> 

17. To this argument one must reply that it was not true of what has occurred now or has 
already happened to say before the event that it will, in any case, be pale. For we should 
not think it has happened by a necessary pre-establishment just because time has brought it 
into being. Thus, of those who make predictions about it, it is not the one who says that of 
necessity it will be pale who will speak truly, but rather the one who says all of this, 
<namely> that it will occur in a contingent manner. If this is so, it is clear that it was also 
possible for it not to occur, since it would not otherwise have been true that it would occur 
in a contingent manner. Therefore, let those who say this not judge what is still going to be 
from what has already occurred, but let them keep it as not yet having occurred and inquire 
whether it will occur of necessity. For they wül not be able to show this, as Aristotle 
himself will teach us clearly in what follows (19a23-29). 

18bl7 Nor, however, can one say that neither is true, i.e. that it will neither be nor not be. 
First, if the affirmative sentence is false the negative sentence is not true, and if the latter 
is false it occurs that the affirmative sentence is not true. Moreover, if it is true to say that 
something is pale and large,105 both have to hold; and if they will hold tomorrow, they will 
have to hold tomorrow.106 But if it will neither be nor not be tomorrow, there would be no 
<event of the ldnd> 'however it chances', as for instance a sea battle, since a sea battle 
would have neither to happen tomorrow107 nor not to happen. 

<Absurd consequences of the argument for necessitation> 

18. Since it has been assumed for purposes of the destruction of the contingent that the 
sentences about which we are speaking divide the true and false in a definite manner—he 
assumed this because of the fact that they cannot be true together, which was said in the 

105 Ammonius, here and in the commentary, has pteya; Minio-Paluello (following most of 
the manuscripts) μελαν ("dark"). 

106 el ie υπάρξει ... ΰπάρξειν; Minio-Paluello has el 9e ΰπάρξειν ... ύπάρξβΐ. 
107 ναυμαχίαν αυριον; Minio-Paluello has ναυμαχίαν alone. 
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δπερ έλέγετο διά τοΰ ά μ φ ω γαρ ο δ χ υ π ά ρ ξ ε ι ά μ α έ π ΐ τ ο ι ς το ιου-
τ ο ι ς , ήδυνατο δέ τις υποπτεύειν ώς οόκ άναγ|καϊον ή συναληθευειν 117r 
αδτάς ή διαιρεΐν τδ αληθές και τδ ψεΰδος (ένδέχεσθαι γάρ καΐ συμψεύ-
δεσθαι), διά τοΰτο νΰν προτίθεται δεΐξαι δτι οδδέ συμψευδεσθαι δυνατόν 

ό ταύτας τάς προτάσεις, δπερ ουτε δνίνησί τι τδν ούτως λέγειν αίρουμενον 5 
πρδς τδ είσάγειν τδ ένδεχόμενον άλλα χαΐ άλλως έστίν αδύνατον· δειχθή-
σεται γάρ και κατ' αδτήν την υπόθεσιν τδ αδτδ πράγμα χαΐ άναγκαίως 
έκβαΐνον και άδύνατον εχον την εκβασιν. φησίν οδν ώς οδδέ τοΰτο ένδέ-
χεται λέγειν δτι αί καθ' Ικαστα καΐ ένδεχόμεναι προτάσεις κατά τδν ίο 

10 μέλλοντα χρόνον συμψεύδονται άλλήλαις, δπερ έσήμηνε διά τοΰ ο δ δ' ώς 
ο δ δ έ τ ε ρ ό ν γε α λ η θ έ ς , έπει πρώτον μεν, φησίν, άναιρήσομεν τδ αξίωμα 
της αντιφάσεως, αφ' ου πάσας προάγομεν τάς αποδείξεις ώς ίντος έναργε-
στάτου. πρδς δέ τούτοις συμβήσεται τδ πράγμα άμα μήτε εσεσθαι διά 15 
τδ ψεύδεσθαι την λέγουσαν εσεσθαι αδτδ κατάφασιν καΐ πάλιν εσεσθαι 

15 διά τδ ψεύδεσθαι την λέγουσαν μή 2σεσθαι αδτδ άπόφασιν, ώστε 
καΐ εσεσθαι αδτδ έξ άνάγκης και μή εσεσθαι έξ άνάγκης, ου τί &ν 
ειη τερατωδέστερον; fva δέ τοΰτο συναγάγη, άναμιμνήσκει πάλιν ή μας 20 
τοΰ λημματίου τοΰ λέγοντος δτι τη αληθείς των λόγων ή των πραγ-
μάτων εκβασις άκολοοθει, καΐ οδ κατά τδν ένεστώτα χρόνον μόνον άλλά 

20 και κατά τδν μέλλοντα· εϊ γάρ τις προειπών δτι τεχθήσεται αυριον 
παιδίον λευκδν και μέγα άληθώς προλέγοι, δει αυριον τεχθήναι παιδιον, ϊό 
φ άμφω τά προειρημένα δπάρξει. σιωπησας ο υ ν τδ τούτων άκόλουθον, 
δτι και τψ ψεύδει των λόγων 2πεται τδ τά πράγματα μή υπάρχειν, 
ώς ήδη πρότερον αδτψ παραδεδομένον, άμα τουτψ | τφ θεωρήματι 117» 

25 τδ έπόμενον τφ παραλελειμμένφ συνάγει λέγων ε{ δέ μ ή τ ε εστα ι μ ή τ ε 
μ ή ε σ τ α ι α υ ρ ι ο ν , οδκ άν ε ι η τ δ δ π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε , τοϋτ' εστίν εί δη 
συμψεύδονται αί τοιαΰται προτάσεις, άναιρεθήσεται μέν και ούτως τδ ένδεχό- g 
μενον, άναιρεθήσεται δέ διά τδ άμα άναγκαίως τε έκβαίνειν τδ πράγμα 
καΐ άδύνατον εχειν την εκβασιν. 

1 άμφω γάρ . .] ρ. 18»38 ο&χ om. F 3 ένδέχεται Fa 4 νΰν 
om. Α οΰδέ suppl. G2 5 ταύτας om. G των . . αίρουμένων Α 
ήρημένον G 6 άϊλά om. F 8 xal] καίτοι G 10 ούδ' om. G 11 γε] 
τε G 15 αύτό μη ίσ. (num. corr.) G 16 μη om. F 17 τερατω-
δέστερος G1 πάλιν om. ed. Ven. Brand. 19 μόνον χρ. colloc. Fa 
21 παιδίον om. Α λέγοι F : προλέγει a 22 άμφότερα Ma αχοπήσας Α: 
σιωπήοασβαι G 23 τό om. G 24 αύτω om. G 25 μηδέ (utrobique) F 
2G δπότερον F 27 ψεύδονται F προτ.] προρρήοεις F 
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words 'for under these circumstances both will not be true together' (18a38-9)—and one 
could suppose that it was not necessary that they either be true together or divide the true 
and false, since they could also be false together, for this reason he now proposes to show 
that it is not even possible for these sentences to be false together, which not only would 
not be useful at all to somebody who chooses to say this in order to introduce the 
contingent, but also is in any case impossible anyhow. For it will be shown that, also on 
this very hypothesis, the same thing both necessarily occurs and its accomplishment is 
impossible. Thus, he says that it is not even possible to say this, that the singular 
contingent sentences in the future time are false together, which he signified by the words 
'nor... that neither is true,' since, first, he says, we shall deny the axiom of contradiction, 
from which, as most evident, we develop all proofs. In addition, it will happen that the 
thing at the same time will not be, because of the falsity of the affirmative sentence which 
says that it will be, and on the other hand will be, because of the falsity of the negative 
sentence which says that it will not be, so that it will both of necessity be and of necessity 
not be: what could be more monstrous than that? In order to conclude this, he reminds us 
again of the assumption that the outcome of the affairs follows upon the truth of the 
sentences, not just in the present time but also in the future. For, if someone, having 
prophesied that tomorrow there would be bom a pale, large child, prophesied truly, a child 
would have to be born tomorrow of whom both the <properties> foretold would hold. So, 
not speaking about the consequence of this, that it also follows upon the falsity of the 
sentences that the things do not hold good, since this has already been taught by him 
previously, together with this theorem he deduces what follows from the theorem he chad 
previously> (cp. 140,10-11) left out, saying 'But if it will neither be nor not be tomorrow, 
there would be no <event of the kind> "however it chances'", i.e. if such sentences are 
indeed false together, even so the contingent will be denied, and it will be denied because 
of the fact that the thing at the same time both necessarily occurs and its accomplishment 
is impossible. 
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p. 18b26 Τ ά μέν δ ή σ υ μ β α ί ν ο ν τ α ά τ ο π α τ α ΰ τ α και τ ο ι α ΰ τ α 
? τ ε ρ α , ε ί π ε ρ π ά σ η ς κ α τ α φ ά σ ε ω ς καί ά π ο φ ά σ ε ω ς ή έπί των ίο 
κ α θ ό λ ο υ λεγομένων ω ς καθόλου ή έπί των καθ' Ι κ α σ τ α ανάγκη 
των ά ν τ ι κ ε ι μ έ ν ω ν ε ίναι την μεν άληθή την δέ ψ ε υ δ ή , μηδέν 

5 δέ ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν ε ΐναι έν τοις γ ι ν ο μ έ ν ο ι ς , αλλά πάντα είναι 
καί γ ί ν ε σ θ α ι έξ ανάγκης · ώ σ τ ε ο ΐ ίτε β ο υ λ ε ύ ε σ θ α ι δέοι άν οΰτε 
π ρ α γ μ α τ ε ύ ε σ θ α ι , ώ ς έάν μέν τοδί π ο ι ή σ ω μ ε ν , ε σ τ α ι τ ο δ ί , 16 
έάν δέ μη τ ο δ ί , οδκ εσται τ ο δ ί · ούδέν γαρ κ ω λ ύ ε ι και ε ις 
μ υ ρ ι ο σ τ δ ν ετος τον μέν φάναι τοΰτο έσεσθαι τδν δέ μη φάναι , 

10 ώ σ τ ε έξ άνάγκης Ι σ τ α ι όπότερον ήν αυτών ά λ η θ έ ς ε ί π ε ΐ ν τότε . 
αλλά μην ουδέ τοΰτο δ ι α φ έ ρ ε ι , ε ί τ ίνες ε ΐπον την άντίφασιν ή 20 
μη ε ΐ π ο ν · δήλον γάρ δτι ούτως έ χ ε ι τά π ρ ά γ μ α τ α , κάν μη ό 
μέν κ α τ α φ ή σ η τι ό δέ άποφήσΐβ· οδ γάρ διά τό καταφάναι ή 
άποφάναι εσται ή οδκ ε σ τ α ι , ουδ' ε ις μ υ ρ ι ο σ τ ο ν ετος μάλλον 

15 ή έν ό π ο σ ψ ο ΰ ν χ ρ ό ν ω . ώ σ τ ε ε? έν άπαντι χ ρ ό ν φ ούτως ε ΐ χ ε ν , 2 5 
ώ σ τ ε τί> ί τ ε ρ ο ν ά λ η θ ε ύ ε σ θ α ι , άναγκαϊον ήν τ ο ΰ τ ο γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , 
καί ί κ α σ τ ο ν των γ ε ν ο μ έ ν ω ν d e l ο ύ τ ω ς ε ί χ ε ν , ώ σ τ ε έξ άνάγκης 
γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι · δ τε γάρ α λ η θ ώ ς ε ΐ π έ τ ις δτι ε σ τ α ι , ούχ οίόν τε μ η 

γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , καί το γ ινόμενον άλη|θές ήν ε ι π ε ί ν δτι εσται . US'· 

20 Προέκειτο μέν έξ αρχής σκοπεΐν ε( πάσης αντιφάσεως εις τον μέλλοντα 
χρόνον λαμβανομένης αί προτάσεις ώρισμένως διαιροΰσι τό τε άληθές καί 
το ψεΰδος, δέδεικται δέ διά πλειόνων ώς Επεται τούτψ το έκποδών γι'νε- 5 
σθαι τοΰ ένδεχομένου την φύσιν, των μέν έξ άνάγκης έκβαινόντων των δέ 
την έκβασιν αδύνατον έχόντων, καί έφ' ήμΐν είναι μηδέν, απερ δει λοιπδν 

25 έπιδεΐξαι άτοπα καί τή έναργεία μαχόμενα, σφιγγών ουν έν τούτοις τον ίο 
πάντα λόγον ό 'Αριστοτέλης τοΰ τε προτεθέντος έξ αρχής προβλήματος 
άναμιμνήσκει καί τινα τά έπεσθαι αδτω δεδειγμένα προστίθησι, καί άτοπα 
ταΰτα καλεί, καίτοι μηδέπω δείξας δτι έστίν άτοπα, ταϊς τε αδτοφυέσιν 
έννοίαις των ψυχών άποχρώμενος καί ώς εϋθυς έπάςων την κατασκευήν 16 

30 τοΰ άτοπον είναι τον άναιρεΐν πειρώμενον το ένδεχόμενον λόγον (δν έλέγ-
χει διχόθεν, νΰν μέν έπιδεικνυς οσα έπεται αυτψ αδύνατα, όλίγον δέ ύστερον 
καί τά ψευδώς είλημμένα έν αύτψ διαβάλλων) · εδει γάρ αυτό τε καθ' αυτό 20 

1 τά τοιαύτα G 2 είπερ— Εσται (19) om. a καταφ.—Εσται (19) om. Μ 
3 Εκαστον b 4 μηδέν —Εσται (19) om. G 5 όπότερον F 5. 6 χαί είναι καί F 
6 ούδέ (pr. 1) F βούλεσθαι A ' F ' 9 prius τον] τό F 10 εσται] εσεσθαι b 
δποτερονοΰν b αύτών άλ. ήν b 13 τι om. F ου] ούδέ b χαταφ.] 
φάναι F : χαταφαθήναι b 14 άποφαθηναι b ούδ'—Ετος om. F 1 (πράγματα ούδ' 
Εις μ. Ετος F 2 ) 15 τώ χρ. (alt. 1.) b 17 χαί Εχαστον — γενέσθαι (18) suppl. F 2 

18 εΐ δ τε γάρ Α 19 γενιίμ. F ειπείν άεί b 2 0 προσέχειτο G ' έξ αρχής 
om. F 2 1 ώρισμένως suppl. G 2 τε om. G 2 5 έναργεία scripsi : ένεργεία 
libri (cf. p. 148 ,3 ) 3 0 τό] τον Α 3 2 έν αύτώ F : έαυτώ AGMa 

1 0 * 
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18b26 These and others of the same sort are the absurdities which result if it is necessary, 
for every affirmative and negative sentence either ofuniversals spoken of universally or of 
singulars, that one of the opposites be true and the other false, atid <consequently> that 
nothing that happens be however it chances, but that everything be and happen of 
necessity. Thus, there would be no need to deliberate or to take trouble that if we shall do 
this, this will happen, but if we do not do this, this will not happen. For nothing prevents 
someone from having said even108 ten thousand years ago that this would happen and 
someone else that it would not; so that whichever of them it was true to say then will 
happen of necessity. Nor, however, does it make a difference whether any people stated 
the contradictory sentences or did not state them, since it is clear that the things are this 
way even if <it is not the case that> one person affirmed something109 and the other 
denied it. For it is not because of the affirming or denying that it will be or not be, nor 
<will it> rather be <when> stated ten thousand years ago than at any other time. Hence, 
if at all time(s) it was so that one of the two was true, it was necessary for this to happen, 
and everything that happens was always such as to happen of necessity. For what 
someone has truly said would be so is not such that it does not happen, and of what 
happens110 it was true to saylu that it would be the case. 

<Nature cannot have vainly made us capable of deliberation 

19. From the beginning it was proposed to see whether the sentences of every 
contradiction taken in the future time divide the true and false in a definite manner, and it 
has been shown in more than one way that the elimination of the nature of the contingent 
follows from this, some things occurring of necessity and the accomplishment of others 
being impossible, and that nothing is up to us, which one must still show is absurd and 
contrary to the evidence. Now, concentrating in these words his entire argument, Aristotle 
reminds us of the problem which was posed at the beginning, adds certain things which 
have been shown to follow from it, and calls them 'absurdities', although he has not yet 
shown that they are absurd, relying upon the innate concepts of our souls and intending to 
bring on immediately the demonstration of the absurdity of the argument which attempts to 
deny the contingent (which he refutes in two ways, now by showing all the impossibilities 
which follow from it, and a little later by attacking also what has been falsely assumed by 
it). For he had to show what, taken by itself, the nature of the thing itself was by saying 

108 και; Minio-Paluello does not have the adverb. 
109 τι; Minio-Paluello does not have the n . 
110 γινόμενον; Minio-Paluello has γενόμβνον. 
111 αληθές ήν ειπείν; Minio-Paluello has άλεθες ·ην ειπείν άεί ("it was always true to say"). 
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δεικνύναι τδ πράγμα 2π<ος έχει φάσεως, λέγοντα 2τι εστίν έν τοις οδσι 
το ένδεχόμενον (πολλά γάρ Ιπεται αδύνατα τοις άναιρειν αδτό πειρωμένοις, 
και ή ένάργεια δείκνυσιν αδτδ όφεστηχός), καΐ έπΐ τούτοις σαθρδν έπι-
δεΐξαι τον προειρημένον λόγον τδν πάντα άναγκάζειν πειρώμενον χαΐ το ί5 

δ ένδεχόμενον έχβάλλειν των όντων, διά τούτων οδν τέως παραδιδο?>ς 
τά έπόμενα αδύνατο τοις άναιροΰσι το ένδεχόμενον, φησίν ώς ε? τις άξιοιη 
πασαν άντίφασιν χατά πάνΙτα χρόνον δμοίως Ιχειν πρδς τδ διαιρειν τδ 118» 
άληθές xal τδ ψεΰδος χαΐ μή μόνον τάς διαγώνιους, δς χαθόλου ώς καθό-
λου χαλεΐν είωθεν, άφωρισμένως ίχειν άεΐ την μέν έτέραν των προτά-

10 σεων αληθή την δέ έτέραν ψευδή χατά πασαν υλην, άλλα καΐ τάς καθ' 6 
Ικαστα, ψ ήχολούθει τδ έχποδών γινεσθαι τδ ένδεχόμενον, ματαιοπονίαν 
της φύσεως κατηγορήσει βουλευτιχοΰς ήμας ποιησάσης· δήλον γάρ ώς εί 
μηδέν έστιν έφ' ήμίν, μάτην έπιχειρήσομεν βουλεύεσθαι περί των οδκ έν 
τη έξουσί^ τη ημετέρα κειμένων, xal ϋμοιόν τι ποιήσομεν τοις βουλευο- ίο 

15 μένοις πώς S.V άνατείλαι ή μή άνατείλαι ό ήλιος, αλλά μήν το λέγειν 
ώς μάτην ήμας ή φύσις βουλευτικούς έποίησε παντελώς άλογον αδτό τε 
γάρ καθ' αότδ τοΰτο άποδέδειχται γεωμετριχαΐς, φασίν, άνάγχαις ώς οδδέν 16 
μάτην υπο τής φύσεως γίνεται, xal δπδ της έναργείας πάσης αποδείξεως 
μάλλον δμολογεΐται. καΐ αδτοί μέντοι οί πάντα άναγκάζοντες xal τδ 

20 ένδεχόμενον έχποδών ποιοΰντες πάντως δμολογήσουσιν αότήν πάλιν είναι 
τήν φύσιν τήν πάντα, ώς αύτοί φασιν, ώρισμένως xal έξ ανάγκης μάτην so 
δέ οδδέν ποιούσαν· δστε πώς οδ καταγέλαστον τδ λέγειν τήν φύσιν xal 
μηδέν έν τη έξουσί^ τη ήμετέροι χαταλιπειν xal ποιεΐν ήμας βουλευτικοί« 
ώς <5ν οντάς κυρίους τοΰ πρδξαί τινα ή μή πραξαι; εί γάρ λέγοι τις δτι 

25 χρήται τη Siavoiqi ώς δργάνψ πρδς τήν Ικβασιν των πράξεων, άλλ' έχρήν, » 
φήσομεν, δρμαν ήμας αδτόθεν έπΐ τάς πράξεις, έφ' ϋς ή φύσις κατη-
πειγεν, ώσπερ έπΐ των όντως 6πδ φύσεως κινουμένων συμβαίνον όρώμεν 
άνενδοιάστως έπί τά οικεία | τέλη φερομένων, διδ κ at ήμεΐς δταν μιμώ- 119«· 
μεθα τήν φύσιν χατά τέχνην τινά ένεργοΰντες, οδ βουλευόμεθα, εΓπερ 

30 τελείαν και πρόχειρον έχοιμεν τήν γνώσιν τής τέχνης, δπερ άνάγχη δπάρ-
χειν τφ μιμησομένφ τήν φύσιν. 

E? τοίνυν πάντα έξ άνάγχης, ουτε βουλεύεσθαι δέοι άν, φησίν, 6 
ουτε πραγματεύεσθαι , τοΰτ' έστι ταίς άρχαΐς των πράξεων έγχειρεΐν· 

2 α&τά a 3 ένέργεια Α3 3. 4 έπιδ. σαθρδν colloc. Aa 6 άξιοι G 
8. 9 ώς χαθόλου om. Μ 9 είωθεν 6 Αριστοτέλης F 11 <&] αΓς G άχολου-
θεϊ F 12 τήν φύσιν G1 γ<ίρ έβτι Μ 14. 15 βουλομένοις FMa 
15 äv om. AOUa άνατείλαι (utrobique) libri 16 ήμας superscr. G : παντελώς 
om. F ε&λογον F α&τ<$ τε—τούτο (17) om. F τε] xal A 17 άποSit. γάρ F 
φησιν Ma 18 έναργοδς Μ πάσης] μάλλον G 19 μάλλον] πλέον F ώμο-
λόγηται Α: όμολογεϊσθαι ΰ 21 ώρισμ. ante ώς colloc. G 22 xal om. F 
23 χαταλείπειν G βοολευτιχάς F 24 τινα] τι Ma λέγει Ma 25 πράξ.] 
πραγμάτων FG 26 ipctv G1 26. 27 χατέπειγεν Μ 27 ίντως] οδτως AGM& 
ΰπό] άκό AGM 28 άνενίυάοτ. Aa χαΐ om. Μ 29 βουλέμεθα AG ιΓπερ] 
είπεΤν G* 31 μιμηβαμένω FM 33 πράξ.] πραγμάτων F 
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that the contingent was among the things that exist (since many impossible things follow 
for those seeking to deny it, and evidence shows that it exists), and in addition he had to 
show that the aforementioned argument, which tried to make everything necessary and to 
expel the contingent from the things that exist, was unsound. So, teaching thus far in these 
words the impossible things which follow for those who deny the contingent, he says that 
if one should think that every contradiction behaves in the same way in every time with 
respect to dividing the true and false, and that not just the diagonal contradictions, which 
he has been calling 'universal as universal', always have in a definite manner one of their 
sentences true and the other false in every matter, but the singular contradictions as well, 
<an assertion> from which it would follow that the contingent is eliminated, then one 
would be accusing nature of vain toil for having made us capable of deliberation. For it is 
clear that, if nothing is up to us, we shall try in vain to deliberate about what does not lie in 
our power, and we shall do something similar to those who deliberate as to how the sun 
will rise or not rise. Moreover, to say that nature vainly made us capable of deliberation is 
completely illogical: this very thing by itself has been demonstrated 'with geometrical 
necessity', as they say,112 that nothing is done by nature in vain, and it is agreed upon for 
its evidence more than for any proof. Even those who make everything necessary and 
eliminate the contingent will certainly agree that it is nature herself, again, which does 
everything, in their words, 'in a definite manner and of necessity' and nothing in vain. So, 
how can it not be ridiculous to say that nature both has left nothing in our power and 
makes us capable of deliberation, as though we were masters of our doing or not doing 
certain things? For, if one would say that <nature> uses our intelligence as a tool to bring 
about our actions, then, we would reply, it was necessary for us, on the contrary, to be 
driven immediately toward those actions to which nature forced us, just as in the case of 
things which are really moved by nature we see it happen that they are unhesitatingly 
borne to their proper ends. Hence, we too, whenever we imitate nature by acting in 
accordance with some art, do not deliberate, if we indeed have the perfect and ready 
understanding of the art which must necessarily belong to him who would imitate nature. 

<Deliberation; The relation between prophecy and event> 

20. If, then, everything <were> of necessity, 'there would be no need to deliberate,' he 
says, 'or to take trouble,' i.e. to deal with the starting points of our actions. For example, if 
we intend to sail from Egypt to Athens, we need not go down into the harbour, seek a ship, 

112 Cp. Plat. Resp. V 458d5. 
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ofov εί διανοοίμεθα πλεΰσαι έξ Αίγύπτου Άθήναζε , οδ χρή χατελθεΐν είς 
τον λιμένα οδδέ ναΰν ζητήσαι ουδέ τά σκευάρια έμβαλέσθαι· κ«ί γάρ μηδέν ίο 
τούτων πεπραχότων ήμών ανάγκη γενέσθαι ήμάς έν 'Αθήναις, είτα καΐ 
τρόπον, καθ' δν βουλεύεσθαι είώθαμεν, υπογράφων ήμΐν ώ ς έάν μέν 

5 τοδ ί π ο ι ή σ ω μ ε ν , φησίν, εστα ι τ ο δ ί , έάν δέ μ ή τ ο δ ί , οδχ έσται 
τοδί* προκειμένου γάρ φέρε του άπελθειν εις τόνδε τδν τόπον, είς δν 15 
δυνατδν καΐ διά νεώς άπελθειν και ύποζυγίψ χρώμενον, βουλευόμεθα 
πότερος των τρόπων της έκεΐσε άφίξεώΐ έστιν ήμΐν αίρετώτερος, τά έκα-
τέρφ έπόμενα άγαθά ή φαΰλα παρατιθέντες παρ* άλληλα χαί άντισηκοΰντες 

10 άλλήλοις· όποτέρψ γάρ δν αδτών φαίνηται ή μείζον άγαθδν ή ελαττον 20 
κακόν έπόμενον, έχεΤνο μάλλον αίρούμεθα. ούτω δέ καΐ ό ποιητής τδν 
Αχιλλέα φησίν είδέναι δτι μένων μέν έν τη Tpotij xal πολέμων δλιγο-
χρόνιος εσται xal εδχλεής, άναχωρών δέ τοΰ πολέμου χαΐ την έν τη 
πατρίδι διατριβήν αγαπών πολυχρόνιος μεν άκλεής δέ, καΐ προτιμήσαι τήν 25 

15 ευχλειαν τοΰ είς γήρας έλθεΐν. είτα ποίλιν άναμνήσας ήμας της έπιχειρή-
σεως της άναιρεΐν δοχούσης τδ ένδεχόμενον (λέγω δή τοΰ δυο τινών 
προλεγόντων άντίφασιν τδν | Ιτερον ώρισμένως άληθεύειν και δια τοΰτο 119» 
έχβαινειν το υπ' έχείνου λεγόμενον), δπερ άν τις άπερισχέπτως εΤπεν 
έλέγχειν οίόμενος την έπιχείρησιν τψ λέγειν ' αλλ' οδδέν γέγονε τοιούτον 

20 οδδέ προεΐπέ τις περί τοΰ ποα'γματος ώς έκβησομένου, ?να xal άληθεύειν 8 
έχεΤνον συγχωρήσαντες άναγκαίως φώμεν τό πράγμα έκβεβηκέναι', τοΰτο 
θείς διαβάλλει xal δείκνυσιν οδχ όρθώς λεγόμενον· οδ γάρ διά τδ άλη-
θεΰσαι τους πρδ της έχβάσεως τοΰ πράγματος είπόντας αδτδ έκβήσεσθαι 
φήσομεν έχβαινειν τδ πράγμα, άλλ' Ιμπαλιν διά τήν τοΰ πράγματος φυσιν ίο 

25 αληθής ό περί αότοΰ λεγόμενος λόγος· ώς γάρ είρηται και έν Κατηγορίαις, 
εί χαί άντιστρέφουσι ταΰτα πρδς άλληλα, ή τε τοΰ πράγματος φύσις χαί ό 
άληθής περί αδτοΰ λόγος, άλλ' οδχ ό λόγος τψ πράγματι τοΰ είναι αίτιος ίο 
άλλ' ή τοΰ πράγματος υπαρ^ς τοΰ άληθεύειν τον λόγον αίτια· ώστε εί 
μηδέν ελαττον εχει τοΰ πράγματος ή Ιχβασις διά τό μή χατ' ένέργειαν 

30 προειρήσθαι τον έχβήσεσθαι αδτδ άποφαινόμενον λόγον, πάσα ι αί περι 
των ένδεχομένως γινομένων προ της έχβάσεως λεγόμεναι προρρήσεις, είτε ao 
χατ' ένέργειαν είτε χατά δύναμιν, αληθείς έσονται. τούτου δέ ούτως 
έχοντος άναγχαίως έχβέβηχεν ίχαστον αδτών, χαί οδχ ένεδέχετο αδτδ μή 
έχβήναι. 

2 έχβαλ. F 4 ήμΐν om. F 5 φησίν superscr. Α 6 τοδί om. F 
7 νηός Ga 8 πρότερο« τον τρόπον της έχ. άψ. εί Εστίν F Ισται Μ 8. 9 τό 
έχοτέρος G1 9 έπο'μ.] Μμ. F 11 έχεϊνο] έχει Μ 6 ποιητή«] Horn. 1412 
12 τή om. Μ 13 άπά τοΰ πολ. G xal τήν—άχλίής δέ (14)] τήν μέν μακρό-
χρονίβν λάβοι, τήν δέ δέξαν άπολέσαι F 13 τη om. Ο 14 άχλ.] ούκ εύκλεής G 
προτιμήσας F 15 ίιπομνήσ. G 17 τήν άντίφ. F άντίφασιν suppl. Gs 

18 ήνπερ F εϊπεν] είπερ G 19 έλέγχει F οίόμενος τήν έπιχ.] jbrjoiv F 
21 έχεϊνο Α: έχείνψ a συγχωρήσαντος Alfa θώμεν U 23 αδτό suppl. G2 

25 έν Κατηγορίαις] c. 12 ρ. 14 <>14 29 ίχειν Aa 30 αύτψ a 31 προ της 
έχβάσεως om. G 33 αυτών suppl. G2 
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or stow our baggage. In fact, even if we have done none of these things, it is necessary for 
us to arrive in Athens. Next, sketching for us the manner in which we usually deliberate, 
he says 'that if we shall do this, this will happen, but if we do not do this, this will not 
happen.' For, if the intention is, say, to go off to this place here, to which one can go either 
by ship or using a cart, we deliberate as to which of the ways of arriving there is preferable 
for us, comparing and balancing against one another the goods and evils arising from each 
one, since whichever turns out to entail either the greater good or the lesser evil is the one 
we choose. So too does the Poet113 say that Achilles knows that, if he remains at Troy and 
fights, he will be short-lived but famous, while, if he retires from the war and is content to 
spend his time in his fatherland, he will be long-lived but without fame, and that he prefers 
fame to reaching old-age. Then, having reminded us again of the argument which appeared 
to deny the contingent (I mean, of the fact that, of two people foretelling a contradiction, 
one speaks the truth in a definite manner and for this reason what is said by him occurs), 
<Aristotle posits for the sake of argument> what someone would have thoughtlessly said 
believing that he was refuting the argument by saying 'but nothing of the sort happened, 
nor did anyone foretell that the thing would occur, to the effect that we are obliged to say, 
if we have agreed that he speaks truly, that the thing occurred necessarily'; having posited 
this he attacks it and shows that it is not correctly stated. We shall not say that the thing 
occurred because those who said before the outcome of the thing that it woidd occur spoke 
truly, but, on the contrary, it is because of the nature of the thing that the sentence about it 
<is> true. As was also said in the Categories (14bl4), even if these are interconvertible, 
namely the nature of the thing and the true sentence about it, it is not the sentence which is 
the cause of the thing's being, but the existence of the thing which is responsible for the 
sentence being true. Thus, if the occurrence of the thing is no less so for the fact that the 
sentence declaring that it would occur was not actually said in advance, then all prophecies 
of what happens contingently which are said before their outcome, whether actually or 
potentially, will be true. This being so, each of these things occurred necessarily, and it 
was not possible for it not to occur. 

113 Horn. Iliad. 1X412-416. 
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p. 19«7 E ? δή ταΰτα άδυνατα* δρωμεν γάρ δτι ά ρ χ ή Ιβτι τ ω ν » 
έσομένων χαί άπδ τοϋ βουλεόεσθαι χαί άπδ τοΰ πραξαί τ ι , 
χαι δλως δτι Ιστ ιν έν τοις μή del ένεργοΰσι τδ δυνατδν είναι 
και μή δ μ ο ί ω ς · έν οίς άμφω ένδέχεται χαί τδ είναι καΐ τδ μή 

5 ε ίναι , ώστε χαι το γενέσθαι | χαί τδ μή γενέσθαι, χα! πολλά 120' 
ήμΐν δήλα έστιν ούτως ί χ ο ν τ α , οΓον δτι τοΰτο τδ (μάτιον δυνα-
τόν έστι δ ι α τ μ η θ ή ν α ι , χαί οδ διατμηθήσεται άλλ' έμπροσθεν 
χατατριβήσεται . ομοίως δέ χαί τδ μή δ ιατμηθήναι δυνατόν· β 
οδ γάρ δν δ π ή ρ χ ε τδ Ιμπροσθεν αδτδ χατατριβήναι , ε? γε μή 

10 δυνατδν ήν τδ μή δ ιατμηθήναι . ώστε χαί έπΐ των άλλων γενέ-
σεων, δσαι χατά δόναμιν λέγονται τήν τοιαότην. φανερδν οδν 
δτι οδχ απαντα έ£ άνάγχης οδτε Ιστιν οδτε γίνεται , άλλά τά μέν ίο 
όπότερ' Ι τ υ χ ε , χαί οδδέν μάλλον ή χατάφασις ή ή άπόφασις 
ά λ η θ ή ς , τά δέ μάλλον μέν χαί ώς έπΐ τδ πολί) θάτερον, οδ 

15 μήν άλλ' ένδέχεται γενέσθαι χαί θάτερον, θάτερον δέ μή. 

Παραδοος ήμΐν διά των προλαβόντων fiaa Επεται αδύνατα τοις άναι-16 
ροΰσι τδ ένδεχόμενον, δτι τδ μάτην βουλεόεσθαι μάτην έγχειρεΐν δλως 
ταΐς πράξεσι χαί δσα τούτοις έστίν άχόλουθα, οίον τδ μάτην αίτιασθαι 
τινας ώς συμπράττοντας ήμΐν ή άντιπράττοντας, μάτην έπαινεϊν τινας ώς 

20 αγαθούς ή ψέγειν ώς χαχούς, χαι δνόματα χενά είναι τά πολυθρόλλητα ϊο 
ταΰτα, τήν άρετήν χαι τήν χαχίαν (ποΰ γάρ οίον τε ταΰτα χώραν ίχειν, 
μηδενδς δντος έφ' ήμΐν άλλ' έζ ανάγκης ήμών, ώς δ έχείνων λόγος, έπί 
τδ τάδε τινά πράττειν άγομένων; απερ δηλονότι χαι έναργώς άλογα χαί 
τδν δλον των ανθρώπων άρδην ανατρέπει βίον), προτίθεται διά τούτων» 

25 και έπ' εδθείας έξ αδτής τής έναργείας των πραγμάτων έπιδεϊξαι δτι τε 
εστίν έν τοις οδσι τδ ένδεχόμενον χαί έν τισιν έστίν, δτι οδχ έν τοις | 
ά'δίοις άλλ' έν μόνοις τοις έν γενέσει χαί φθορά τδ εΐναι εχουσιν. δτι 120Τ 

μέν οδν τό τε βουλεόεσθαι μεγάλην Ιχει πρδς τάς πράξεις δόναμιν χαι 
πολλά έστιν έφ' ήμΐν των όντων, S οδχ δν έπράχθη μή βουλευσαμένων 

30 ήμών χαί ταΐς δδοϊς τής έχβάσεως αδτών έγχεχειρηχότων, δείχνυσιν άπδ 5 
τοΰ χατά τδ ίμάτιον παραδείγματος, δ έφ' ήμΐν έστιν ή διατεμεΐν ή σώον 
έασαι χαί άδιάτμητον, άχρις äv ή έν χρήσει ον χαί φοροόμενον χατατριβη 
ή χαί άνευ χρήσεως χείμενον δπδ τοΰ χρόνου χατασαπη. δήλον δέ δ τ ι » 

1 δή] δέ F έστιν dpχή colloc. Mab 2 έαομ.] είρη μένων G χαί άπο τοΰ 
βουλ.— μή (15) om. Μ βούλεαδαι Α 3 χαί ίλως δ τ ι — μή (15) om. Ga 
δτι δλως colloc. b 6 δτι om. F τουτί b 9 χατατρ. ι Μ colloc. F 
εί γε — διατμηθήναι (10) suppl. F 2 10 τό om. F διατμηθ. α Μ Α 11 οδν] 
άρα b 14 τό om. F 16 παραδοΰς ήμΐν om. Μ ήμΐν om. F 
τά άδύν. G 17 τό suppl. G 2 19 ήμΐν om. G 21 χώραν ταύτα colloc. Α 
23 <Χπερ] ä ϊ 24 άρδην om. U 25 xal έξ α&της U ένεργ. Ma 
30 έγχειρηχδτων F G 31 ίβτιν suppl. G 3 32. 33 χατατριβείη et κατασαπείη a 
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19a7 What, then, if this is impossible? For we see that what will be has an origin both in 
our deliberation and in our doing something, and in general, that114 in those things which 
are not always actual there is similarly115 the possibility of being and not being; in those 
both are possible, both to be and not to be, and hence both coming to be and not coming 
tobe. It is clear to us that many things are such, e.g. that it is possible for this cloak to be 
cut up, and yet it will not be cut up, but will wear out first. Similarly, that it not be cut up 
is also possible: for it would not have been the case that it would wear out first, unless it 
was possible for it not to be cut up. Hence, this is also the case for all events which are 
spoken of with regard to this kind of possibility. Now, it is clear116 that not everything 
either is or comes to be of necessity, but some things occur however it chances, where the 
affirmative sentence is no more true than the negative sentence, while for other things one 
of the two occurs rather or for the most part, although it is possible as well that the other 
happens and the first does not. 

<It is evident that deliberation is important in actions> 

21. Having taught us in the preceding how many impossible things follow for those who 
deny the contingent—that it is vain to deliberate, vain to deal at all with actions, and 
everything that follows from these, e.g. that it is vain to hold certain people responsible for 
co-operating with us or thwarting us, vain to praise certain people as good or blame them 
as bad, and that these much bandied-about terms, virtue and vice, are empty names (for 
where can they have a place, if nothing is up to us, but we, as they say, are of necessity 
brought to do these particular things, <consequences> which, it is clear, are evidently 
irrational and turn all of human life completely on its head)—he proposes in these words 
and directly from the evidence of the things itself to show both that the contingent is 
among the things that exist and among which things it is <found>, namely, that it is not 
among the eternal things but only among those which have their existence in coming to be 
and passing away. Now, that deliberation has great force with respect to actions and many 
things are up to us which would not have been done had we not deliberated and dealt with 
the means of their occurring, he shows by the example of the cloak, which it is up to us 
either to cut up or leave whole and uncut until it either wears out from use and being worn 
or rots with time, even if it lies unused. It is clear that the same arguments will also apply 

114 καϊ ολως οτι; Minio-Paluello has και οτι όλως ("and that in general"). 
115 ομοίως; Minio-Paluello does not have the adverb. 
116 favepov ouv; Minio-Paluello has φανΐρόν apa. 
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και έπ' άλλων πολλάκις μυρίων οί αδτοί άρμόσουσι λόγοι· ώστε φανερδν 
Ζτ>. πάντων των ουτω γινομένων κοριούς ή μας έποιησεν ή φύσις. απερ 
ένδεικνόμενος δ 'Αριστοτέλης είπεν 8τι α ρ χ ή έστι των έσομένων *αΙ 
ά π δ τοΰ β ο υ λ ε υ ε σ θ α ι καΐ ά π δ τοΰ π ρ δ ξ α ί τ ι , τφ μέν δνόματι τοΰ 15 

5 έ σ ο μ έ ν ο υ έπΙ τοΰ μήπω μεν έχβεβηχότος δυναμένου δέ έχβήναι, εί μή 
τι χωλύσοι, χοινότερον νΰν χρησάμενος, διά δέ τοΰ π ρ α ξ α ί τι δηλών το 
ταΐς άρχαΐς έγχειρήσαι της πράξεως, 8περ πρότερον έχάλει π ρ α γ μ α -
τ ε ό ε σ θ α ι . 

Έ ν τίσι δέ των όντων έχει την όπόστασιν το ένδεχόμενον, συντόμως 20 
10 έδίδαξεν ειπών ?τι έν το ΐ ς μή άεΐ έ νεργοΰσ ι , ταύτδν δ' ειπείν τοις 

ποτέ μέν οδσι ποτέ δέ μή οδσι· ταΰτα γάρ μετάξι) όντα τών τε άεΐ 
όντων xal τών del μή όντων ως μέν ένεργοΰντα 8λως διαφέροι δν τών 
άεΐ μή όντων, ως δέ μή αεί ένεργοΰντα διαφέροι άν τών del όντων τε ίο 
χαΐ ένεργοόντων. ποία δε έστι τά μή del ένεργοΰντα, πάλιν συντόμως 

15 έδίδαξεν ειπών έν οις ά μ φ ω έ ν δ έ χ ε τ α ι xa l τδ ε ί να ι χα'ι τδ μή ε ί ν α ι , 
τοΰτ' εστι τοις έν γενέσει | χαΐ φθορί · ουτε γάρ τών del μή όντων τι 121Γ 

δύναται' ποτε ένεργεΐν (πώς γάρ δ μηδέ την αρχήν τοΰ είναι πέφοχε 
μετέχειν;) ουτε τών αεί όντων τι δύναται ποτε μή ένεργεΐν εί γάρ έστιν 
del όν, δήλον ώς del τέλειόν έστι καΐ ;ήν οδσίαν τήν έαοτοΰ κατά φόσιν 5 

20 έχον (οό γάρ Sv άλλως ήδύνατο είναι άίδιον), τοιοΰτον δέ ον £ξει τινά πάν-
τως οάσιώδη ένέργειαν, καθ' ήν del ένεργεΐν αδτδ άναγκάΐον, ινα μή xal 
όντιναοϋν χρόνον άνενέργητον μένον ματαίαν δεικνύη τήν έαοτοΰ φόσιν 
καΐ αδτδ τηνοίλλως έγκαταλέγηται τοΐς οδσιν. ώστε είκότως τά ποτέ μεν ίο 
όντα ποτέ δέ μή όντα τών όντων έχαρακτήρισεν άπο τοΰ μή αεί ένεργεΐν. 

25 πδσι μέν οδν τοΐς ένδεχομένοις τοΰτο ύπάρχει το δύνασθαι καΐ είναι καΐ 
μή είναι' ώστε καΐ πρδ της έκβάσεως αυτών υπάρξει αυτοΐς το δύνασθαι 15 
καΐ γενέσθαι καΐ μή γενέσθαι, αλλά τά μέν αυτών όμοίως έχει πρός τε 
το είναι xal πρδς το μή είναι, διδ κα'ι προ; το γενέσθαι χα'ι τδ μή γενέσθαι, 
δσα έπι τη προαιρέσει κείται ·η} ήμετέραι xal καλείται όπότερ ' ετ υ χ ε , τά 

30 δέ αποκλίνει μάλλον ή προς τδ είναι καΐ γενέσθαι καΐ λέγεται ώς έπι τδ 20 
πολύ, ή προς τδ μή είναι μηδέ γενέσθαι καΐ λέγεται ώς έπ' ελαττον, απερ 
αμφότερα κοινώς σημήναι βουληθείς είπε τά δέ μάλλον μέν καΐ ώς έπΙ 
τδ πολί) θάτερον , οδ μήν αλλ' έ ν δ έ χ ε τ α ι γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι xal θάτερον , 
θ ά τ ε ρ ο ν δέ μ ή · έχει γάρ τδ μέν οδτως λεγόμενον ώς έπΙ τδ πολί) τήν 26 

1 ol αυτοί — γινομένων (2) in mrg. suppl. A 4 βουλεύσαοθοκ Κ 4. 5 των έσο-
μένων F 5 δέ xal έχβήναι F 6 χωλΰαει a 10 Sit μη (sed μή del.) F 
12 μέν άεΐ ένεργ. a διαφέρει G1 13 μη δντων — τών ίεΐ om. F τε 
om. Μ 16 τι post ποτε (17) colloc. G 17 δύναβ&αι G ένεργεΐν — 
ποτε (18) om. U 18 μετ.] μή Ιχειν G δύναταί τι G ποτε om. F 19 τήν 
(post ούσίαν) om. Α 20 άεΐ 8ν a 21 αύτό ένεργ. colloc. F 22 ante ματ. 
add. xal G1 δείχνυσι G 23 τηνάλλως] τοΐς ίλλοτε άλλως έχουσι G 
τά om. Μ 27 τά] το Α 28 πρός τό suppl. G2 xal το μή γενέιθαι om. Μ 
χαΐ πρός τό μή Α 30 γίνεαθαι F 31 γίνεσθαι AFa: λέγεβθαι Μ 32 χ«1 
om. Α 32. 33. 34 έπΙ πολϋ F 
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to many ten thousands of other cases. Thus, it is obvious that nature made us masters of all 
things which happen in this way. To show this Aristotle said that 'what will be has an 
origin both in our deliberation and in our doing some thing, ' using 'what will be' here in 
a loose way of what has not yet occurred but can occur unless something prevents it, and 
indicating by 'doing something' our dealing with the origins of action, what he previously 
called 'taking trouble'. 

<What is not always actual> 

22. Among which of the existing things the contingent has its existence, he concisely 
taught by saying 'that <it is> in those things which are not always actual,' which is the 
same as saying 'among those which sometimes exist and sometimes do not exist.' Since 
these are intermediate between the things which always exist and those which always do 
not exist, insofar as they are actual they would be completely different from those which 
always do not exist, and insofar as they are not always actual they would differ ftom those 
which are always existent and actual. What sort of things are those which are not always 
actual, he again concisely taught by saying 'in those both are possible, both to be and not 
to be,' i.e. those chaving their existence> in coming to be and passing away. For, neither is 
it possible for anything which always does not exist ever to be actual (for how could 
something <ever be actual>, that according to its nature does not even partake of the 
principle of being?) nor is it possible for anything which always exists ever not to be 
actual; for, if it always exists, it is clear that it is always perfect and its own essence is in 
accordance with nature (it could not otherwise have been eternal) and being such it will 
have an actuality in perfect conformity with its essence, according to which it must always 
be actual, lest, remaining inactive for any time at all, it show its own nature to be vain and 
itself be counted incorrectly among the things that are. Thus, Aristotle was correct to 
characterise those things which sometimes are and sometimes are not by the fact that they 
are not always actual. Now, this holds of all contingents, that they can both be and not be, 
so that even before their occurrence it will hold of them that they can both come to be and 
not come to be. However, some of them have the same relation both to being and to not 
being, and therefore also to coming to be and not coming to be, namely all those which 
depend upon our choice and are called 'however it chances', while others rather incline 
either towards being and coming to be and are called 'for the most part' or towards not 
being and not coming to be and are called 'for the lesser part'. Wanting to indicate both of 
these together he said 'for other things one of the two occurs rather or for the most part, 
although it is possible as well that the other happens and the first does not': for, the very 
thing that is called in this way 'for the most part' has its accomplishment for the most part, 
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μέν Ιχβασιν αδτδ τοΰτο ώς έπΐ Tb πολυ, ένδεχόμενον μέντοι xal τδ μή 
έχβήναι, ε? χαί σπανιώτερον τοΰ έχβήναι, το δέ έ π ' Ιλαττον τδ μέν μή 
έχβαίνειν | ώς έπI το πολί), ένδεχόμενον μέντοι xal τδ έχβαίνειν, εί χαΐ 121» 
σπανιώτερον τοΰ μή έχβαίνειν. έπιτρέπων ο3ν ήμΐν τδ ώς έπΐ τδ πολί» 

5 θάτερον, τοΰ τε είναι δηλονότι xal τοΰ μή είναι, χαί τδ τουτψ άντιχεί-
μενον χαί έπ' ΙΧαττον, 8 χαί αδτδ προσηγόρευσε θάτερον, μεθαρμόζειν ώς 6 
δν έθέλωμεν πρός τε τδ είναι χαί τδ μή είναι, διά των αδτών λεξειδίων 
περιέλαβε τά πλείστον αλλήλων διεστηχότα σημαινόμενα τοΰ ένδεχομένου, 
τό τε έπΐ τδ πολί) xal τδ έπ' Ιλαττον. δήλον δέ 8τι χαί τοις πράγμα- ίο 

10 σιν δμοίως εχουσιν αί περί αδτών αποφάνσεις χατά τδ άληθευειν ή 
ψευδεσθαι. 

ρ. 19»23 Τ δ μεν οδν ε ί ν α ι τδ 3ν 3 τ α ν ή , χ α ί τδ μ ή 3ν μ ή ε ί ν α ι 
δ τ α ν μ ή η , ά ν ά γ χ η · οδ μ έ ν τ ο ι ο υ τ ε τδ δν α π α ν ά ν ά γ χ η ε ί ν α ι 
ουτε τδ μ ή δν ά ν ά γ χ η μ ή ε ί ν α ι · οδ γ α ρ ταδτόν έ σ τ ι ν τδ δν ί π α ν 16 

15 ε ί ν α ι έξ ά ν ά γ χ η ς δ τε έ σ τ ί , χ α ι τδ α π λ ώ ς ε ΐ ν α ι έξ ά ν ά γ χ η ς . 
δ μ ο ί ω ς δέ χ α ί έ π ΐ τοΰ μ ή όντος . χ α ί έπΐ τ η ς α ν τ ι φ ά σ ε ω ς δ 
α δ τ δ ς λ ό γ ο ς · ε ί ν α ι μ έ ν ή μ ή ε ί ν α ι α π α ν ά ν ά γ χ η , χ α ί ε σ ε σ θ α ί 
γε ή μ ή · οδ μ έ ν τ ο ι δ ι ε λ ό ν τ α γε ε ι π ε ί ν θ ά τ ε ρ ο ν ά ν α γ χ α ΐ ο ν . 
λ έ γ ω δέ οίον ά ν ά γ χ η μέν Ι σ ε σ θ α ι ν α υ μ α χ ι α ν α υ ρ ι ο ν ή μ ή so 

•20 £ σ ε σ θ α ι , οδ μ έ ν τ ο ι γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι ν α υ μ α χ ί α ν αυρ ιον ά ν α γ χ α ΐ ο ν οδδέ 
μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι , γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι μ έ ν τ ο ι ή μ ή γ ε ν έ σ θ α ι ά ν α γ χ α ΐ ο ν . ώ σ τ ε 
έ π ε ί ο μ ο ί ω ς ο ί λ ό γ ο ι ά λ η θ ε ΐ ς ώ σ π ε ρ τ ά π ρ ά γ μ α τ α , δήλον δτ ι 
δσα ο δ τ ω ς ε χ ε ι ώ σ τ ε ό π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε ν ε ί ν α ι χ α ί τά έ ν α ν τ ι α έ ν δ έ χ ε - κ 
σ θ α ι , ά ν ά γ χ η ο μ ο ί ω ς ε χ ε ι ν χ α ί τ ή ν ά ν τ ί φ α σ ι ν . δ π ε ρ σ υ μ β α ί ν ε ι 

25 έ π ΐ τ ο ι ς μ ή άε ί οδσ ιν ή μ ή ά ε ΐ μ ή ο υ σ ι · τ ο ύ τ ω ν γ α ρ ά ν ά γ χ η 
μέν θ ά τ ε ρ ο ν μ ό ρ ι ο ν τ η ς ά ν τ ι φ ά σ ε ω ς ά λ η θ έ ς ε ί ν α ι ή ψ ε ΰ δ ο ς , 
οδ μ έ ν τ ο ι | τ ό δ ε ή τ ό δ ε άλλ* δ π ό τ ε ρ ' ε τ υ χ ε , x a l μ ά λ λ ο ν μέν 122* 
ά λ η θ ή τ ή ν έ τ έ ρ α ν , οδ μ έ ν τ ο ι ή δ η ά λ η θ ή ή ψ ε υ δ ή , ώ σ τ ε δήλον 
δ τ ι ο δ χ ά ν ά γ χ η π ά σ η ς χ α τ α φ ά σ ε ω ς χ α ί α π ο φ ά σ ε ω ς τ ω ν ά ν τ ι χ ε ι -

30 μ έ ν ω ν τ ή ν μέν ά λ η θ ή τήν δέ ψ ε υ δ ή ε ί ν α ι · οδ γάρ ώ σ π ε ρ έ π ΐ 5 
τ ω ν ό ν τ ω ν , ο ύ τ ω ς ε χ ε ι x a l έ π ΐ τ ω ν μ ή ό ν τ ω ν μ έ ν δ υ ν α τ ώ ν δέ 

ε ί ν α ι , άλλ ' ώ σ π ε ρ εΤρηται . 

Πρόκειται μέν έν τούτοις αδτδν λοιπδν τον λόγον τδν άναιρεΐν 
δοχοΰντα τδ ένδεχόμενον σαθρδν έπιδεΐξαι xal μηδέν άναγχαΐον συνάγοντα, ίο 

2 έχβαίνειν (pr. 1.) Μ ei] ή Α έχβηναι (alt.) — βπανιώτερον τοΰ (4) om. Μ 
έπ ' om. F 3 ώς—μή έχβαίνειν (4) om. F 4. 9 έπΐ πολί> F 5 τούτων AG 
6 έπ' ϊλ.] έπίδηλον G1 αί>τός GMa 7 έθέλοιμεν AMa πρός το μή είναι χαί 
τό είναι AFa: προς το είναι χαί μή είναι Μ 12 μή δν — εΓρηται (32) om. Μ 
13 οΰ — είρηται (32) om. G μέντοι] μην b 14 άνάγχη om. b ob γάρ — 
είρηται (32) om. a 16 άντιφ. δέ F 18 γε (post διελ.) om. F 20 μέντοι 
Ιββαθαί γε αδριον ναυμ. b 23 είναι cm. b 31 μέν suppl. F2: om. AF1 

δυνατόν A 33 μέν ούν G τόν (post λ<$γον) om. F 34 άναγχ.] έναντίον G 
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it being possible, however, for it also not to occur, even if that is more rare than its 
occurrence; while what is 'for the lesser part' is what 'for the most part' does not occur, it 
being possible, however, for it also to occur, even if that is more rare than its 
non-occurrence. Thus, by allowing us to apply as we see fit the 'one of the two', that 
which is 'for the most part'—evidently concerning being and not being—and its opposite, 
that which is 'for the lesser part', which he also calls 'one of the two', to being and not 
being, Aristotle encompassed in the same words the significations of the 'contingent' 
which differ most from one another, the 'for the most part' and the 'for the lesser part'. It 
is clear that assertions behave in the same way with regard to truth and falsity as do the 
things which they are about. 

19a23 Now, it is necessary that what is, is, when it is, and also that what is not, is not, 
when it is not. However, it is neither necessary that everything which is, is, nor necessary 
that everything which is not, is not: for that everything which is, is of necessity, when it is, 
is not the same as that it simply is of necessity; and similarly with what is not. The same 
account <holds> for the contradiction as well: it is necessary that everything is or is not, 
and will be or will not be. But one cannot, by dividing them, say that one or the other is 
necessary. I mean, for example, it is necessary that either there will be a sea battle 
tomorrow or there will not be; but it is not necessary that a sea battle happen tomorrow 
or <necessary> that one not happen—even though it is necessary that one happen or not 
happen. Thus, since the sentences are true in the way that the things are, it is clear that in 
the case of things which behave in such a way that they exist however it chances and that 
the contraries are <both> possible, it is necessary that the same holds for <the truth of 
>the contradiction <of the sentences> as well. This occurs with things which do not 
always exist or which do not always not exist: with these it is necessary that one <or the 
other> member of the contradiction is true or <in the other case> false - not, however, 
this one or that one, but however it chances—and one must be rather true than the other, 
but not already true or false. Thus, it is clear that it is not necessary that of every 
affirmative and negative sentence, that are opposed to one another, one be true and the 
other false. For, things which do not exist, but are possible,117 do not behave in the same 
way as things which exist; rather, it is as has been stated. 

< 'Absolutely' vs. 'As long as the predicate holds of the subject'> 

23. The intention of these lines is to show that the actual argument which appears to deny 
the contingent is finally unsound and leads to no necessary conclusion. This argument, 

117 ίυνατων ie eTvcu; Minio-Paluello has δυνατών ie είναι ij μτη είναι. 
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προήει δέ οδτος έχ των ήδη έχβεβηχότων άξιων κρίνεσθαι τά ετι μέλλοντα· 
λαβών γάρ ώς εί εστι τι νΰν λευκόν, άνάγκη άληθεύειν τον αδτδ τοΰτο 
λέγοντα περί αδτοΰ δτι έστι λευκόν, χαΐ οδ νΰν μόνον άλλα χα! έν άπαντι 
τω πρόσθεν χρόνφ αληθές ήν προλέγειν δτι Ισται λεοχόν (ώς οδδέν τοΰτο 15 

5 έχείνοο διαφέρον), χαΐ δτι δπερ έν παντι τφ πρόσθεν χρόνφ άληθές ήν 
είπεΐν δτι εσται λευχδν άνάγκη γενέσθαι, συνάγειν ήξίου τδ πάντα έξ άνά-
γκης γίνεσθαι τά γινόμενα. πρδς τοΰτον τοίνον τδν λόγον ένιστάμενος διά ao 
τούτων δ 'Αριστοτέλης πάνυ τεχνικώς, πρίν διελέσθαι τάς ε?ς τον μέλλοντα 
χρόνον γινομένας άποφάνσείς, πως μέν έχουσι τδ έξ άνάγκης άληθεύειν 

10 πώς δέ οδκ έχοοσι, διορίζεται πρότερον περί τών χατά τδν ένεστώτα χρόνον 
γινομένων, καΐ τήν διαφοράν αδτών άπδ της φάσεως τών πραγμάτων 88 
λαμβάνων, έπειδή χρή τδν άληθευοντα λόγον auvejSeiv έξ άνάγχης τφ 
πράγματι περί οδ άποφαίνεται, διττδν είναί φησι τδ άναγκαΐδν, τδ μέν τδ 
άπλώς χαΐ κυρίως λεγόμενον, δπερ έστί | τδ άεΐ υπάρχον τφ δποκειμένφ 122» 

15 ώς οδδέ δφεστάναι χωρίς αυτοϋ δυναμένφ (τοΰ del ήτοι κατά τδν άπειρον 
χρόνον λαμβανομένου ώς έπί τών άιδίων, οΓον δταν λέγωμεν έξ άνάγκης 
κινεΐσθαι τδν ήλιον ή τοΰ τριγώνου τάς γωνίας δυσϊν δρθαΐς ΐσας εΐναι, ή 6 
2ως 8ν υπάρχη τδ όποκείμενον, ώς δταν ε?πωμεν έξ άνάγκης τόδε τδ 
πΰρ θερμδν είναι ή τδν Σωχράτην ζφον εΐναι), τδ δέ οδ τοιούτον άλλα μετά 

20 μέν προσδιορισμού τοΰ εως ί ν ή τδ χατηγοροόμενον δπδ τοΰ λέγοντος 
ούτως αδτδ ίχειν άληθεΰον, άπλώς δέ οδχέτι, ειτε άίδιον είη τδ δποχεί- ίο 
μενον ειτε φθαρτόν τδ γάρ έξ άνάγκης έπιπροσθεΐσθαι δπδ τοΰ νέφοος 
ή της σελήνης τδν ήλιον, ?ως &ν έπιπροσθηται, άληθές, άπλώς δέ οδχέτι, 
και τδ έξ άνάγχης καθέζεσθαί σε ή βαδίζει, £ως άν τι τούτων όπάρχη 16 

25 σοι, άληθές, άπλώς δέ οδκέτι· ουτε γάρ del βαδίζομεν ή καθεζόμεθα, 
ουτε μην 2ως äv τοΰ είναι μετέχωμεν. δ δέ αδτδς λόγος κα! έπί τοΰ έξ 
άνάγκης μή οντος* καΐ γάρ τοΰτο διττόν, τδ μέν άπλώς (οιον τδ μη εΐναι 
την διάμετρον σόμμετρον τη πλευρά ή τδ μή παόεσθαι της κινήσεως τδν 20 
ήλιον ή τδ μή είναι τόδε τδ πΰρ ψοχρόν), τδ δέ ?ως <5ν μή ή τδ κατη-

30 γορουμενον, οίον τδ έξ άνάγχης μή βαδίζειν, δταν μή βαδίζης* οδ γάρ 
άπλώς τοΰτο άληθές, άλλ' 2ως äv μή βαδίζης, έπειδή άδυνατον τδν μή 
βαδίζοντα δτε μή βαδίζει άμα καΐ βαδίζειν. καΐ εχεις έν τούτοις τήν s» 
κατά τάς δλας διαφοράν τών προτάσεων παραδεδομένην· τδ μέν γάρ άπλώς 
δν τδ άναγκαΐον σημαίνει, τδ δ' άπλώς μή δν τδ άδυνατον, τδ δέ έστ' 

1 προείη A F 2 λευχόν νΰν colloc. a 5 διαφέρει F άπαντι a 
6 λευχόν om. F : del. G ουνάγειν— γίνεσ&αι om. Μ τό] τά A: om. a 7 Ιυτάμ. 
Α : άνιστάμ. F 9 άποφάσεις Ma 13 διττόν δέ F το (post μέν) om. AG1 

15 χωρίς α&τοΰ ύφ. (nam. corr.) G 17 της τρυγώνου (sic) F 86ο AFMa ή 
om. Μ 18 2ως] ώς G1 υπάρχει F ές άνάγχης om. G 19 σωχράτη Α 
20 λέγ.] μέλλοντος F 21 αύτό om. G 22 ΰπο νέφους ή ΰπό της σελ. F 24 χαΐ 
τό — οδκέτι (25) om. 11 25 post άπλώς δέ add. ήτοι xupfruc χα) άιδίως a 26 μετέ-
χομεν Α 28 τη πλ. συμ. colloc. F 29 ϊως] ώς a τό (ante χατ.) om. G 
30 βαδίζη F a : βαδίβης G 31 βαδίζης] ββδίζη Fa 32 έν τούτοις om. F 
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however, proceeded by claiming to judge what is still going to be from what has already 
occurred. It assumed that, if something is now pale, one who says just this about it, that it 
is now pale, necessarily speaks truly, and it was true not just now but also in the entire 
preceding time to predict that it would be pale (as though this were no different from the 
other); and because the thing which it was true to say during the entire preceding time, that 
it would be pale, happens necessarily, <the argument» wanted to conclude that everything 
that happens happens of necessity. Hence, refuting this argument here in a very technical 
manner, Aristotle, before analysing the statements which bear on the future, <concerning 
the question» how they do have the <property> of being necessarily true and how they do 
not, first makes a distinction regarding things which happen in the present time. Taking the 
distinction of these <sentences> from the nature of the things, since the true sentence must 
of necessity correspond to the thing about which it is said, he says that there are two kinds 
of 'necessary' <things>: first, that which is absolutely and primarily so called, namely 
what always holds of the subject so that the subject cannot exist without it (the word 
'always' is understood either as in infinite time, as in the case of eternal things, for 
example, whenever we say that 'of necessity' the sun moves or the angles of a triangle are 
equal to two right angles, or as long as the subject exists, as when we say that 'of 
necessity' this fire is hot or Socrates is an animal); second, what is not <absolutely so 
called>, but with the qualification 'as long as that is true which is predicated by the one 
who says that it is so,' and no longer absolutely, no matter whether the subject is eternal or 
perishable. That the sun is of necessity obscured by a cloud or by the moon, as long as it is 
obscured, is true, but it is no longer absolutely <necessary>; and that you of necessity are 
sitting or walking, as long as one of these holds of you, is true, but it is no longer 
absolutely <necessary>: we are neither walking or sitting always, nor even as long as we 
partake of existence. The same point <holds> also in the case of that which of necessity 
does not exist. In fact, this has two kinds as well: first, what is absolutely <necessary> (e.g. 
that the diagonal is not commensurate with the side <of a triangle> or that the sun does not 
cease its motion or that this fire is not cold); second, as long as what is predicated does not 
belong <to the subject» (e.g. that you of necessity are not walking, whenever you are not 
walking: this is not absolutely true, but as long as you are not walking, since it is 
impossible for one who is not walking to be walking at the same time as he is not 
walking). Thus, you have here the distinction of sentences taught according to their matter: 
what absolutely is signifies the necessary; what absolutely is not signifies the impossible; 
and what is as long as the predicate belongs to the subject, and what is not as long as it 
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<ϊν η τδ κα|τηγορουμενον τφ δποκειμένφ 8v καΐ Ιστ' άν μή η μή δν 123' 
το ένδεχόμενον. 

Ταΰτα διελόμενος δ 'Αριστοτέλης παραπλησίως τοις έπί των όντων 
είρημένοις εχειν φησί τδ άναγκαΐον την έν τοΐς λόγοtς άλήθειαν · τους 

5 μέν γάρ αδτών έξ ανάγκης άληθεόειν κατά τδ άπλώς λεγόμενον άναγ- 5 
καΐον, έφ' οΓων δν λέγωνται πραγμάτων, είτε άιδίων είτε φθαρτών είτε 
όντων είτε μή όντων, ώς του» κατά την δλην άντίφασιν προφερομένους, 
οίον δτι Σωκράτης ή βαδίζει ή οδ βαδίζει (τδ γάρ δλον τοΰτο ανάγκη ίο 
είναι αληθές οδ μόνον όντος άλλά καΐ μή οντος Σωκράτους) καΐ δτι τδ 

10 πΰρ ή θερμδν ή οδ θερμόν, εί καΐ συμβαίνει έπί των τοιούτων διά 
τήν τοΰ πράγματος φυσιν θάτερον μόριον της αντιφάσεως άφωρισμένώς 
άληθεόειν, καΐ οδ τήν δλην άντίφασιν μόνον, τους μέν οδν των λόγων 15 
ούτως Ιχειν φησί το έξ άνάγκης άληθεόειν κατά τδ άπλώς άναγκαΐον, 
τους δέ κατά τον Ιτερον τρόπον, £ως δν ύπάρχη ή μή όπάρχη τδ κατη-

15 γορουμενον τφ δποκειμένφ, ώς τδ έξ άνάγκης βαδίζειν ή έξ άνάγκης μή 
βαδίζειν rbv Σωκράτην* ούτως γάρ ανάγκη τδ αληθές εχειν τους λόγους, ϊο 
δπερ φησίν δ Αριστοτέλης, ώς Ιχει φύσεως τά όπ' αδτών σημαινόμενα 
πράγματα, έπεί καΐ είσΐν έξηγηταί των πραγμάτων οί λόγοι καΐ διά τοΰτο 
μιμοϋνται αδτών τήν φύσιν, ώς πρδ του 'Αριστοτέλους δ Πλάτων ήμας 

20 έδίδαξεν. «6 

Άλλά τί ταΰτα φαίης δν προς τδ προκείμενον και πώς διά τούτων 
σαλεύεται δ άναιρεΐν δοκών τδ ένδεχόμενον λόγος; δτι, φήσω, εί μέν πας 
λόγος είχε τδ έξ άνάγκης άληθεόειν κατά τδ άπλώς άναγκαΐον, | είκότως 123» 
έλάμβανον οί άναφοϋντες τδ ένδεχόμενον έκ τοΰ δραν έξ άνάγκης άλη-

25 θεύοντας τους λόγους τους οίκείόυς τη έκβάσει τών πραγμάτων περί τών 
ήδη έκβεβηκότων άποφαινομένους δτι καΐ οί πρδ της έκβάσεως αδτών 6 
διαβεβαιουμενοι έκβήσεσθαι αδτά τδ αληθές έξ άνάγκης εχουσι, καΐ ούτως 
τφ όντι συνέβαινεν άναιρεΐσθαι τδ ένδεχόμενον. έπεί δέ τοΰτο τη μεν 
δλη άντιφάσει, ωσπερ έλέγομεν, δπάρχει, τοΐς δέ μέρεσιν αδτης, έφ' ών 

30 τδ κατηγορουμενον ποτέ μέν υπάρχει τφ δποκειμένφ ποτέ δέ οδχ υπάρ- ίο 
χει, οδκέτι, δήλον δτι οδ συνάγουσιν δπερ προτίθενται· οίον, δπερ αδτός 
φησιν, άνάγκη πάντως αυριον ή γενέσθαι ή μή γενέσθαι ναυμαχίαν, οό 
μέντοι διελόντες καΐ τδ Ιτερον μόνον μόριον της άντιφάσεως είπόντες 
άσφαλώς άποφανουμεθα δτι Ισται πάντως ή οόκ έσται πάντως, δήλον ιβ 

35 άρα δτι άνάγκη τους περί τών ένδεχομένων άποφαινομένους λόγους (δπερ 
έσήμηνε τη άναιρέσει τών άκρων, τοΰ άναγκαίου λέγω καΐ τοΰ αδυνάτου, 
ών τδ μέν έκάλεσεν άεΐ 8 ν τδ δέ άεΐ μή όν) μή πάντως Ιχειν τδ Ιτερον 80 

I τω ϋποχειμένψ om. F 6 λέγονται Θ 10 ή θερμόν έατιν F a αυμβαίνοι Ma 
I I μόριον] μόνον Α 12 μόνω: a 13 ?χει GMa 16 τω otuxpaxet F 
σωχράτη Α {χεις F 1 8 post λόγοι add. δήλον F : διό G 19 post ώς add. 
* a l G 2 δ Πλάτων] Cratyl. c. 3 p. 3 8 5 Β sq. 27 τδ άλ. Ιχ. έξ άν. colloc. Μ : έξ άν. 
τδ άλ. ίχ . a 2 9 έλέγομεν] υ. 7 αδτοΤς F 31 οδχέτι om. Α δτι ώς AMa 
3 2 yj γενέσθαι αδρ. colloc. Α 3 3 μόνον om. A G 3 6 p. 155 ,6 έσήμανε U 
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does not, signifies the contingent. 

<Sentences about the whole contradiction vs. those about its parts> 

24. Having made these distinctions, Aristotle says that the <property of being> necessary 
belongs to the truth in sentences in a manner similar to what he said about existing things. 
For, some sentences are of necessity true in the absolute sense of 'necessary', no matter 
what things they are said of—whether of eternal or perishable, existing or non-existent 
things such as those uttered about the whole of a contradiction, e.g. that Socrates is either 
walking or not walking (for this whole is necessarily true, not only if Socrates exists, but 
even if he does not), or that fire is either hot or not hot, even if it happens in such cases 
that, due to the nature of the thing, just one of the two parts of the contradiction is true in a 
definite manner, and not only the contradiction as a whole. So, he says that among 
sentences, some are necessarily true in the absolute sense of 'necessary', but the others in 
the other sense, i.e. as long as the predicate belongs or does not belong to the subject, such 
as that Socrates of necessity is walking or of necessity is not walking. For, sentences 
necessarily have truth in the same way, which is what Aristotle says, as the things signified 
by them behave according to their nature, since sentences are interpreters of the things and 
for this reason imitate their nature, as Plato taught us118 before Aristotle. 

<The solution of the aporia> 

25. But what, you may ask, has this to do with the present question, and how is the 
argument which appears to deny the contingent shaken by this? It is, I shall reply, that if 
every sentence were of necessity true in the absolute sense of 'necessary', then those who 
deny the contingent, upon seeing that those sentences are necessarily true which, when 
said about things which have already occurred, are in conformity with the outcome of 
those things, would have correctly assumed that also those sentences which affirmed 
before the occurrence of the things that they would occur have truth of necessity, and thus 
it would have actually happened that the contingent was denied. But, since this holds, as 
we said, of the whole contradiction, but not of its parts, in which the predicate sometimes 
holds of the subject and sometimes not, it is clear that they do not reach the conclusion 
they propose. For example, as Aristotle himself says, it is necessary, whatever happens, 
that tomorrow a sea battle take place or not take place, but dividing them and stating only 
one part of the contradiction, we shall not safely announce that it will be so, in any case, or 
it will not be so, in any case. Therefore, it is clearly necessary for sentences said about 
contingent <things> (which he indicated by the elimination of the extremes, i.e. the 
necessary and the impossible, of which he called the one 'what always exists' and the 
other 'what always does not exist') not in every case to have one member of the 
contradiction be true in a definite manner—which was what we were to investigate from 

118 Plat. Crat. 385b. 



126 Part III: Ammonius on Aristotle [155] 

μόριον της άντιφάαεως άφωριαμένως άληθεΰον, δπερ ήν xi έζ αρχής ήμΓν 
εις έπιακεψιν πρόχείμενον, αλλ' ήτοι άμφω δμοίως δεχτικά ψεύδους τε και 
αληθείας, ώς τά περί των δπότερ' Ιτυχεν ένδεχομένων άποφαινόμενα, ή 
το μέν έτερον μάλλον άληθευειν πεφυκάς xb δέ Ιτερον ψευδεαθαι μάλλον, % 

5 ουτε μέντοι xb άληθεδον αεί άληθεΰον ουτε το ψευδόμενον αεί ψευδέμενον, 
8περ έσήμηνε öta τοΰ ου μέντο ι ή δ η ά λ η θ ή ή ψευδή , δήλον δέ 3τι 
έπΐ μέν τοΰ ώς έπΐ xb πολυ | λεγομένου ή κατα'φασίς έατιν ή μάλλον 124' 
αληθής, έπΐ δέ τοΰ ώς έπ' ελαττον ή άπόφααις. 

1 άρχής] άνάγχης F 4 Ιτερον μάλλον iteratum del. Α άληθ. μάλλον colloc. Μ 
5 οδτε (prius)] οδ Μ del ψευδόμενον om. Μ 6 οτι ώς Μ 8 ώς 
om. U 
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the beginning—but either to have both members equally receptive of truth and falsity, as 
what is said about contingents which are however it chances, or to have one member 
which is rather such as to be true and the other rather such as to be false, but not to have 
that which is true be always true nor that which is false be always false, which he indicated 
by 'but not already true or false'. It is clear that, in the case of what is said for the most 
part, it is the affirmative sentence that is rather true, and in the case of what is for the lesser 
part, it is the negative sentence. 





Part V 

Philosophical Commentary 

by Gerhard Seel 

translated from the French by Greg Bayer 





IV. 1 Introduction 

The commentary of Ammonius119 on De Interpretatione is part of a long 
tradition.120 According to available evidence, the following authors wrote 
commentaries on De Interpretatione: Aspasius (lst-2nd century),121 Herminus 
(2nd century AD),122 Galen (129-after 210), Alexander of Aphrodisias (2nd-3rd 
century),123 Porphyry (232-309)—after Porphyry, the commentators are linked to 
the Neoplatonic school—Iamblichus (circa 240-circa 325),124 Syrianus (died about 
437), Proclus (412-485),125 Ammonius (435/45-517/26),126 Boethius (480-525 or 
526),127 Philoponus (about 490-after 570),128 Olympiodorus (495/505-after 565),129 

Elias (2nd half of the 6th century,130 Stephanus 6th-7th century),131 and an 
anonymous commentator (end of the 6th century or beginning of the 7th).132 

Except for the commentaries of Ammonius, Boethius, Stephanus and the 
anonymous commentary, all these works are lost, and only about twenty scholia of 
Olympiodorus' commentary survive.133 Proclus' commentary, a treatise that was a 
main source of inspiration for Ammonius, was probably never published. 

119 Ed. A. Busse, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (hereafter CAG), IV,5, Berlin, 
1897. Our references to the text of Ammonius are given with Busse's pagination. 

120 See also Blank's introduction to the first volume of his translation: D. Blank 1996. 
121 Cp. P. Moraux 1984, 230-5. According to Moraux (p. 231), Aspasius is probably 

the first commentator on De Interpretatione. 
m Cp. P. Moraux 1984, 374-82. The dates of his life are difficult to establish. Moraux 

suggests around 120 to 180/190. 
123 Alexander of Aphrodisias was a student of Herminus. 
124 Iamblichus was a student of Porphyry. 
125 Proclus was a student of Syrianus. 
126 Ammonius was a student of Proclus at Athens before teaching in Alexandria. 
127 Boethius wrote (in Latin) two commentaries on De Interpretatione, of which the 

second is more important: Commentarii in librum Aristotelis Peri Hermeneias. 
128 The Neoplatonic Christian Philoponus was a student of Ammonius at Alexandria. 
129 Olympiodorus was also a student of Ammonius. 

The philosopher Elias, most likely a Christian, was probably a student of 
Olympiodorus. Some scholia from his commentary have been edited by Busse in 
CAG IV,5,1897, p. xxvi-xxviii. 
Stephanus of Alexandria was appointed to a chair in Constantinople in 610 or 
shortly after. Ed. M. Hayduck, CAG XVIII,3,1885. 
L. Taran 1978. The beginning of the commentary is lost. The text of the only 
manuscript (Parisinus Graecus 2064) begins in the middle of a discussion of Int 
16a30. 
They are edited by L. Taran 1978, xxv-xli. 

130 
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The ancient tradition of commentary on the works of Aristotle extended to 
the Byzantines, Syrians, Arabs, and the Latin writers of the Middle Ages134 and 
the Renaissance. The commentary of Ammonius was translated into Latin in the 
thirteenth century by William of Moerbeke.135 

The influence of Ammonius (born between 435 and 445, died between 517 
and 526)136 on the later commentators was immense. He clearly influenced 
Stephanus' and the anonymous commentaries, where the so-called 'Reaper'137 

Argument is found. P. Courcelle considers Ammonius the principal source for 
Boethius.138 Tarän, however, thinks that the two commentaries are independent 
but use common sources, particularly the lost commentary of Porphyry.139 

According to David Blank140 and Richard Sorabji,141 the main sources of 
Ammonius and Boethius are quite different, though they both used Porphyry's 
(now lost) commentary on De Interpretatione. In fact, Boethius declares (In Int. 
ed. sec., 7, 5-9) that he drew as much as possible from Porphyry whereas 
Ammonius according to his own words (In Int. 1, 6-11) worked out what he 
remembered of Proclus' exegesis of De Interpretatione. So Ammonius was very 
much influenced by Proclus and by Syrianus (the predecessor of Proclus)142 while 
Boethius' commentary depends directly on Porphyry. These considerations lead 
us occasionally to turn to the commentaries of Boethius in our discussion of 
Ammonius'. 

Among the commentaries143 of Ammonius, that on De Interpretatione is the 
only one that he himself prepared for publication.144 The other commentaries on 
Aristotle surviving under Ammonius' name are notes on public courses by 
students. Hence their titles declare that they are απο φωνής, i.e. 'from the voice' of 
the master.145 

Ammonius divides the whole of De Interpretatione into four principal 
sections (κεφάλαια), which include the first thirteen chapters of our modem 
editions,146 to which he adds, with some doubt about its authenticity, our chapter 

Cp. J. Isaac 1953. 
Ammonius, Commentaire sur le Peri Hermeneias d'Aristote, traduction de 
Guillaume de Moerbeke, 1961. William's translation is quite literal and we have 
consulted it often. On William's work, see L. Minio-Paluello 1974,434-40. 
Cp. L.G. Westerink 1990, xi-xv. 
Cp. below, on paragraph 5. 
P. Courcelle 1948,264-78. 
Op. cit., p. VII, n. 10. L. Obertello 1981, 155-6 defends a position close to L. 
Tarän's. J. Shiel 1990,349-72, also has this view. 
Cp. D. Blank 1996,1-6. 
Cp. R. Sorabji 1998,17. 
For Ammonius' relation to the other members of the Neoplatonic school see D. 
Blank 1996,1-6. 
Cp. H.D. Saffrey 1989. 
L. Tarän 1981, xv. ff. 
Cp. M. Richard 1950,191-222 and again D. Blank, 1996, 2. 
Cp. in Int. 7,15-8,22. 
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14.147 This division apparently can be traced back to Proclus or to Ammonius 
himself;148 it was adopted by Stephanus,149 by the anonymous commentator and 
also by Probha (Probus) of Antioch,150 a Nestorian writing in Syrian, by al-Farabi 
and Averroes,151 but not by Boethius. The sections, in tum, are divided into 
lemmata that Ammonius in his commentary transcribes in full 'in order to discern 
what is apparently the most accurate edition' (8,28). Thus our customary division 
into 14 chapters, which can probably be traced back to Julius Pacius' 1584 edition 
of the Organon,1SJ is not to be found here—and so Ammonius nowhere speaks of 
a 'Chapter 9'. This does not mean, however, that he was unaware of the thematic 
unity of our chapter 9. Thus, though this part of the text got its denomination 
'chapter 9' much later, we are justified in considering it a unity and devoting our 
commentary exclusively to it. The Aristotelian text of the chapter is divided into 
eight lemmata, which are found in the second principal section of Ammonius. 
This section includes our chapters 7 to 9 with the beginning of chapter 10 
(17a38-19bl9 of Aristotle's text and 86, 26-159,9 in Ammonius' commentary). It 
discusses 'the simplest propositions, and will be about the proposition or assertion 
<consisting> of subject and predicate' (In Int. 8,14-16). The lemmata of chapter 9 
fit neatly into this context. They treat the specific question of whether pairs of 
opposite assertoric sentences can always divide the values 'true' and 'false', or are 
singular assertoric sentences about future contingents (henceforth: SFCS's) an 
exception? Ammonius gives his version of Aristotle's response to this question at 
in Int. 128,21-155,8. This text is the principal focus of our work. 

Ammonius understands133 however that in saying, at the beginning of 
chapter 9, ωσπερ βϊρηται 'as has been said', Aristotle is clearly referring to the 

Cp. in Int. 8,22-23. Most authors attribute to Aristotle a division of the text into five 
parts. But Ammonius argues convincingly that he divided it into four units which 
contain the totality of his doctrine of the simple sentence: (1) the exposition of 
'principles' (definitions of noun, verb, affirmation, negation, sentence and 
contradiction); (2.) the theory of the simplest sentences, i.e. assertoric sentences 
composed of a subject and predicate; (3) the theory of assertoric sentences 
composed of a subject, predicate and the verb 'to be'; (4) the theory of modal 
sentences. Ammonius notes that the last part of Aristotle's treatise (=chapter 14) is 
either not by Aristotle but one of his disciples, or is Aristotle's but is a dialectical 
exercise addressed to his readers (In Int. 251,25-252,8). He ultimately decides this 
alternative in favor of the latter saying that it is worthwhile to give commentary on 
this text, contra Porphyry, on the grounds that it is authentic. 
Cp. L. Tarän 1978, xvii. F.W. Zimmermann 1981, xci, does not exclude the 
possibility that Iamblichus may be the source of this. 
Stephanus (In Int. 63,4 ff..), like the anonymous commentator (L. Tarän 1978, 
115,7ff.), calls chapter 14 'the fifteenth section [τμήμα]'; he even gives it the name 
κΐφάλωον (63,11). He notes that this part of De Interpretation 'is not entirely by 
Aristotle, but has been written in the form of an exercise.' 
Cp. J.G.E. Hoffman 1869, 94 and passim. 
Cp. E. Meyer 1984, 272 and C. Ehrig-Eggert 1989, 292, and 1990,45. 
Cp. H. Weidemann 1994,59. 
Cp. In Int. 128,1. 
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theory of oppositions of assertoric sentences (henceforth: sentences) first sketched 
in chapters 5 and 6 of De Interpretatione and developed at length in chapter 7. In 
fact, according to Ammonius, chapter 9 deals with a special problem that arises 
from this theory: whether the oppositions of singular sentences in the case of 
future contingents behave, concerning their truth values, like the other oppositions 
of singular sentences. Consequently, Ammonius makes use of his commentary on 
these chapters, especially on chapter 7, to discuss the first lemma of chapter 9. For 
this reason, before approaching the commentary on chapter 9, we present a 
summary of the theory of sentence-oppositions and of the logical relations among 
sentences that is developed by Ammonius in his commentary on chapter 7 (In Int. 
86,26-101,9). This will make what Ammonius says on chapter 9 regarding 
oppositions easier to understand. We limit however our commentary to the first 
lemma of this chapter, which contains the core of the theory of oppositions, 
leaving aside the other paragraphs, which offer Ammonius the opportunity to 
discuss more special questions in relation to this theory. 

In our commentary, we will follow the division of Aristotle's text into 
lemmata laid down by Ammonius, and we use the division of Ammonius' text into 
paragraphs adopted by the modern editor A. Busse. As an aid to reading, we 
number the paragraphs conforming to Busse's division, beginning at the start of 
each chapter. 



IV.2 Commentary on Chapter 7,1-17 

Lemma 1 (17a38 - b!2) 

Paragraph 1 

For Ammonius, chapter 7 marks the beginning of the second main part of the 
treatise (το δεύτερον του βιβλίου κεφαλα,ιον, 86,26). He begins his commentary with 
a description of his procedure, proposing three tasks to be accomplished: (a) to 
make clear how a negative sentence is obtained from an affirmative (in fact, it is 
the pair of sentences so formed that is called an 'opposition', ίντίθεσις); (b) to 
establish a classification of sentences that will serve as the basis for a 
classification of oppositions between sentences; (c) to determine which 
oppositions constitute true contradictions and which only have the appearance to 
do so (86,30-87,7). We will follow the same order in our exposition. 

Paragraph 2 

(a) The theory of sentence-opposition is based first of all on the distinction 
between affirmative and negative sentences, a distinction concerning what 
Ammonius calls the 'quality' (τό ποιόν) of sentences. Aristotle mentions this 
distinction at the beginning of chapter 5 (17a8-9), gives a preliminary account of 
it in the same chapter (17a20-l), and returns to it at the beginning of chapter 6 
(17a25-6): a positive sentence is 'an assertion that attributes something to 
something', while a negative sentence is 'an assertion that denies something of 
something'. Thus Aristotle establishes a logico-semantic criterion for 
distinguishing affirmative from negative sentences. There is also, however, a 
purely lexico-grammatical criterion (which concerns the λέξις, 'expression' or 
'wording', of the sentence): a positive sentence is distinguished from a negative 
sentence by the fact that the latter includes a sign of negation that is absent from 
the former. Although this criterion is not mentioned by Aristotle in his definition 
of negative sentence, it plays an important role in his theory, notably in the 
formation of oppositions between sentences. It is thus the source of a certain 
confusion, which gives rise to the series of problems Aristotle attends to in 
chapter 7. 

The fact that there is in Aristotle both a logico-semantic criterion and a 
purely lexical criterion for the qualitative difference in sentences has not escaped 
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Ammonius (80,31-5). But he clearly gives precedence to the latter when he asserts 
that the difference in quality, i.e. between affirmative and negative sentences, 
depends on the distinction in λίξις, 'expression' (72,15-21; 79,15-17). 
Consequently, the formation of the oppositions between sentences in Ammonius 
becomes principally a lexical affair. He informs us a number of times (67,25-7; 
70,4-10; 87,8-10) that a negative sentence can be obtained by adding a sign of 
negation (ίρνητικον μόριον, αποφατικον μόριον, 'the denying particle', 'the 
negative particle') to a positive sentence, or more precisely to its predicate. The 
pairs of sentences Ammonius names αντιθέσεις are obtained in this way. Thus 
these pairs of opposites are not formed by a logico-semantic method, but by a 
lexico-grammatical one. This is the reason why the analysis undertaken in the last 
part of chapter 7 is quite indispensable. If the pairs of opposites had been 
established from logical criteria at the outset, there would be no reason to wonder 
further about the logical relations holding between the members of each pair. 
Ammonius, then, is right to treat Aristotle's pairs of opposites as principally 
lexico-grammatical entities. 

This view, however, requires further precision. When Ammonius, following 
Aristotle, wonders if in the formation of the negative sentence the sign of negation 
must be added to the subject or to the predicate, he justifies his answer on the 
basis of the fact that the predicate has a priority154 over the subject (70,3-10 and 
87,12-13). This priority can only be logico-semantic. Ammonius in fact thinks 
that it is the predicate, and more precisely the copula, that at the same time 
performs both a descriptive and assertive function.155 This is the reason why, in 
order to deny what an affirmative sentence holds, one must add a sign of negation 
to its predicate. 

For the opposition of assertoric sentences according to their λίξις, 
Ammonius uses the term άντίθεσ-ις. An opposition in this sense is a pair of 
sentences having the same terms in the subject and predicate positions, but 
distinguished by the fact that in one sentence a negation sign has been added to 
the predicate. 

Considering chapter 6 of De Interpretatione, one has the impression that for 
Aristotle, unlike Ammonius, the formation of each pair of opposites is, in fact, 
guided by the (logico-semantic) idea that one of its members denies what the 
other affirms. Thus Aristotle states: 

So one should be able to deny all that anyone has affirmed, and to affirm all 
that anyone has denied. Thus it is clear that for every affirmative sentence 
there is a negative sentence opposed [άιτικειμενη] to it, and for every negative 
sentence an affirmative one. And let this be a contradiction [αντίίφαοΊς]: « t h e 
pair o f » an affirmative sentence and a negative sentence that are opposed to 
each other. By 'are opposed' I mean that the sentences affirm and deny the 
same thing of the same thing, but not in a homonymous way, and in 

Cp. το κΰροζ (70,5) and κυριώτερον (87,12). 
Cp. G. Seel's first essay in this volume, 226-227. 
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accordance with all the other conditions that we add to counter sophistical 
difficulties' (Int. 6,17a30-7, our translation). 

It would be a mistake, however, to consider the lines 17a34-7 as a definition of 
what Aristotle means by the term ίντικεΐσβαι. Rather, these lines give the 
restricted sense that the term has in the definition of άντίφασις in the lines 
preceding. Thus one should read in 17a34: Ί mean here (as an exceptional 
case)....' As An. Pr. 2.15, 63b23-30 clearly shows, Aristotle in fact distinguishes 
between the opposition 'according to the λέξις' and the opposition 'according to 
truth'. But on the other hand, he places both contradictions and oppositions 
between contrary sentences under the opposition according to truth. In chapter 7 
of De Interpretatione, Aristotle also distinguishes between two modes of 
opposition: two sentences can be opposed either in a contradictory way 
(αντιφατικούς) or in a contrary way (έναντίως). Thus Int. 6, 17a30-7 must be 
understood as presenting what he means by 'contradiction' and not as a definition 
of the term 'opposition'. 

Paragraph 3 

(b) The second task Ammonius has set for himself is to establish a classification 
(διαίρεσις) of sentences in order to distinguish the different species of opposition. 
Without abandoning the spirit of the Aristotelian distinctions, he seeks to do this 
more systematically than Aristotle by following the general principles of 
classification. He tells us at the beginning of his exposition that because sentences 
have only two terms, the subject and predicate, they can be classified by 
differences of the subject, or by differences of the predicate, or by different types 
of relations between subject and predicate (88,7-12). The classification according 
to subject will lead to the theory of opposition, the distinction by predicate 
permits the sorting of sentences according to their verbal tense, and the difference 
in relations between subject and predicate serves to classify the statements by 
their modal status. 

(1) Ammonius first introduces the classification of sentences according to 
the last criterion. This is not found in Aristotle, either in chapter 7 or in the first 
lemma of chapter 9. But since it will be of paramount importance for the 
commentary Ammonius gives on the latter chapter, we can hardly neglect it. 

Ammonius first tells us there are three possible relations between subject 
and predicate: 

(a) the predicate always belongs to the subject; 
(b) the predicate never belongs to it; 
(c) the predicate sometimes belongs to it and sometimes not (in Int. 

88,7-19). 

Using technical terminology, he tells us that these three relations are called the 
'matters of sentences', the first matter being 'necessary', the second 'impossible', 
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and the third 'contingent'. Sentences can then be distinguished as 'sentences in 
necessary matter', 'in impossible matter' and 'in contingent matter'. 

It should be noted that this is not a classification according to the modalities 
of the sentences themselves, but according to the modal status of the state of 
affairs asserted by the sentences. Ammonius is careful to stress the point: this 
classification is not derived 'from our believing or saying, but from the very 
nature of the things' (88,22-3). Consequently, it is not sentences with modal 
operators that are classified in this way, but plain non-modal sentences. 
Ammonius will use this classification to clarify the way sentences behave with 
regard to their truth values, thus showing himself to be quite original in his 
approach to Aristotle. 

Paragraphs 4-5 

(2) The second classification treated by Ammonius is based on differences in the 
subject, or more precisely differences in the subject's quantity. The division of 
sentences according to this criterion is introduced and explained by Aristotle in 
chapter 7 (Int. 17a38ff.) together with the theory of opposition. Ammonius 
presents Aristotle's distinctions in a different order; he in effect constructs a kind 
of arbor porphyreana of genera and species of sentences, as he successively 
applies three different criteria. 

1. The first criterion concerns the type of term functioning as the subject. 
Terms used as the subject or predicate of a statement are either singular (καθ' 
έκαστα.) or universal (καθόλου) (In Int. 88,30). According to Aristotle, a universal 
term is one that can be predicated of many subjects, while a singular term cannot 
(Int. 7, 17a38-bl). As he clearly stresses in An. Pr. 1.27, 43a25-43, Aristotle is 
convinced—and Int. 7, 17a40 must be interpreted this way—that stricto sensu a 
singular term like 'Kallias' cannot be predicated at all of any other term. 
Ammonius, on the other hand, characterizes singular terms as those that can be 
predicated, but only of single and unique subjects (In Int. 88,35). This is an 
important difference between Ammonius and Aristotle. 

2. A universal term can be predicated of a universal term 'either without 
additional determination (προσδιορισμός) or with additional determination' (89,3). 
The determinations Ammonius is talking about are adjectives expressing an 
indefinite quantity, like πας, ού&βίς, τις, οΰ πας ('all ', 'no', 'some', 'not all') that 
are added to the subject of a sentence. The presence or absence of such adjectives 
in a sentence is the second criterion used by Ammonius in his classification of 
sentences. 

3. The third criterion arises from the differences among these determinating 
signs themselves, since they indicate whether the predicate is affirmed (or denied) 
of the totality of individuals included under the subject, or only of a part of them. 

By the first criterion, sentences are divided into singular (καθ' έκαστα) and 
simply (απλώς) universal. Universal sentences, in turn, are divided according to 
the second criterion into undetermined (απροσδιόριστοι) and determined 
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{προσίιωριο-μένοι). Determined sentences, then, are divided into general (καθόλου) 
and particular (μερικαι) (90,1-4). The term καβάλου here indicates not that the 
subject is a universal term, but rather that the predicate is attributed to all the 
individuals included under the subject, in other words that it is predicated in a 
general way (ώς καθόλου); the adjective μερική on the other hand indicates that the 
predicate is attributed to only a part of the individuals included under the subject, 
or that it is predicated in a particular way (ώς μερικαι) (90,5-10). Thus Ammonius 
obtains the following division: 

sentences 

singular ^ ^ u n i v e r s a l ^ 

undetermined ^determined^ 

general particular 

There are thus four species of sentences: singular, undetermined, general and 
particular. Ammonius concludes that there are just as many species of 
sentence-oppositions (90,5-10): 

1. opposition of singular sentences. 
Ex: Socrates is walking - Socrates is not walking. 

2. opposition of undetermined sentences. 
Ex: Man is walking - man is not walking. 

3. opposition of general sentences. 
Ex: Every man is walking - every man is not walking; 

- no man is walking. 
4. opposition of particular sentences. 

Ex: Some man is walking - some man is not walking; 
- not every man is walking. 

The third and fourth oppositions together form what is called the 'square of 
opposition', which is found first in the Πβρί έρμγνείας of Apuleius of Madaura,156 

although Ammonius and Boethius (ed. pr. 87; ed. sec. 152), probably following 
Porphyry, have given it its definitive form. Replacing sentences given in the 
examples with the letters Α, Ε, I, O, as has been customary since medieval times, 
here is the square as found at in Int. 93,10-18:157 

Cp. D. Londey and C. Johanson 1987,86; J.-M. Flamand 1989,304-307. 
For a history of the square of oppositions, cp. A. Lumpe 1982 and W.L. Gombocz 
1988. 
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We find the same species of sentences in Aristotle (Int. 17bl6-34), who also 
arranges them in four pairs of opposites. But the list of the four pairs is different 
from Ammonius'. In Aristotle the two pairs of sentences on the diagonals (called 
simply 'the diagonals' by Ammonius), which in Ammonius' commentary58 do not 
count as pairs of opposites, are in effect treated as a species of opposites. 
Subcontraries, on the other hand, which in Ammonius are treated as a fourth 
species, are excluded from Aristotle's list. This is because Ammonius strictly 
applies his definition of a pair of opposites which, as we have seen, is based on 
their lexico-grammatical relations, while Aristotle, if we follow Ackrill's 
interpretation (1963,129-30), sets up a list of opposite pairs according to their 
logical relations. He is, however, not very consistent in his procedure including in 
his list the undetermined sentences as contradictorily opposed, even though the 
members of such a pair are sometimes both true, as he himself stresses. 

Contrary to Ackrill, Weidemann 1994,202-3 holds that Aristotle establishes 
his list on purely grammatical grounds. He maintains that the species of opposite 
pairs are constituted according to the rule that 'both members of the pair have the 
same subject and the same predicate and one is affirmative and the other 
negative.' But according to this rule, which is nowhere stated in Aristotle, the 
subcontraries should also be included in Aristotle's list—which is not the case. 
For his interpretation, Weidemann can cite the passage in the Prior Analytics 
(11.15, 63b23-8) in which Aristotle explicitly lists four pairs of opposite sentences 
according to grammatical form (κατα την λεξιν). The subcontraries, which 
Aristotle says are 'opposed only in their expression' [λέξις], are in fact included in 
this list, which only contains sentences of the square of opposition. 

It must be noted, however, that the rule Weidemann ascribes to Aristotle is 
not as strong and logical as that of Ammonius. Ammonius not only requires that 
the subject and predicate of the two sides of a pair be identical and that one be 
affirmative and the other negative, but also that the sign of negation be attached to 
the predicate and the sign of quantification be attached to the subject. If this rule 
is strictly applied, the pairs of opposites ought to be formulated according to the 

It must be noted, however, that in his commentary on chapter 9 (In Int. 129,31-2) 
Ammonius, here following Aristotle, actually includes the diagonals, instead of 
generals and particulars, among the species of sentence-oppositions. 
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list given on page 139 (making sure that only the sentences of the first line figure 
under the headings 3 and 4). One can see immediately that only general and 
particular sentences satisfy this rule, while the diagonals do not have the same 
expression in the subject position. 

Paragraph 6 

(3) It remains to be seen how Ammonius classifies sentences according to 
differences in their predicates. In his procedure, he only takes into consideration 
one aspect of the predicate: the fact that the predicate always cosignifies time. He 
thus gets three species of sentences: those in the past tense, those in the present 
tense, and those in the future tense. This classification is also based on a 
grammatical criterion, although Ammonius sets aside further tense-distinctions 
mentioned by Greek grammarians.159 

It is interesting to note how Ammonius benefits from the results of his 
tripartite classification of sentences for working out the number of species of 
opposition pairs. Counting three species according to the modal division, four 
according to quantity and three according to verbal tense, one arrives at 36 
species of opposition pairs, a figure that doubles if one considers that the subject 
is either determined or undetermined (90,21-91,30). 

Paragraphs 7-17 

(c) The last part of the commentary on the first lemma of chapter 7 (91,4-101,9) is 
devoted to determining the logical relations between sentences, relations that form 
the basis of the different species of opposition and that are partly represented in 
the square of opposition. Two points in the text of Ammonius are important for 
understanding his commentary on chapter 9: 

1. Ammonius already includes what is going to be at stake in chapter 9, in 
the context of themes found in the last part of chapter 7: "Everyone agrees that 
singular sentences are opposed <to each other> in the manner of contradiction 
(although taken in the future tense they give rise to a certain απορία that Aristotle 
goes on to explain and resolve in what follows [ch. 9])" (91,10-13). It is 
particularly interesting that the subject of chapter 9 should be presented here as an 
απορία. As Seel 1993 suggests, following the Stoic conception (which certainly 
influenced Ammonius), an απορία is a set of sentences, each of which is evident at 
first glance, but which together are incompatible. Thus an απορία calls for a 
resolution (λύ<πς) that involves either showing that there is no incompatibility 
between the sentences or proving that at least one of the sentences is false and 
restoring coherence by replacing it with a true one. If according to Ammonius the 

159 Cp. J. Lallot 1989,169-77. 
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subject of chapter 9 amounts to an απορία, we should expect him to point out the 
sentences of the απορία, analyze the proof that these sentences are incompatible, 
and explain how Aristotle goes on to resolve the απορία. 

2. In determining the logical relations among sentences, Ammonius makes 
use of a method of analysis not mentioned in Aristotle, at least not in chapter 7. In 
fact, in order to decide if for a given species of sentence pairs the two sentences 
have different truth values or are true or false together, Ammonius asks how these 
sentences behave in the different modal domains. If, for example, the members of 
a pair are both de facto true in a certain modal domain, he concludes that the 
members of the given species can be true together; but if they are not both true in 
any modal domain, he concludes they are incapable of this. The same method is 
later applied in the commentary on chapter 9, where it proves just as fruitful. 

Let us first see how Ammonius determines the logical relations between the 
different species of sentences that he goes on to distinguish. We must note at the 
outset that, just as Aristotle does, Ammonius disposes only of an incomplete 
technical terminology for designating these relations. Furthermore these terms are 
used ambiguously, sometimes referring to the logical relation, and sometimes to 
the pair of sentences tied by the relation. Further, Ammonius is familiar only with 
the technical terms for the contradiction and contrariety relations, for which he 
also gives a truth-functional definition. The other logical relations are not named, 
but are presented indirectly through the set of truth values that characterize 
them.160 

First we shall analyze how Ammonius defines the relations of contradiction 
and of contrariety : 

(1) To designate the contradiction relation Ammonius uses the following 
terms taken from Aristotle: αντίφαοτις, αντιφατικώς, αντικεΐσβαι, αντιφάναι. But it 
is odd that, unlike Aristotle, who at Int. 17a31-7 introduced the term αντίφασις to 
denote the pair of contradictorily opposite sentences, Ammonius uses this term 
most often to denote the logical relation present in such a pair (though he also 
uses the term with the meaning found in Aristotle). 

In commenting on Int. 17a31-7, Ammonius defines contradiction several 
times (In Int. 81,14-16; 83,3-5; 84,4-6; cp. also 91,18-19). The most complete of 
these definitions is the first. '[Contradiction] is the conflict [μάχη] between an 
affirmative and a negative sentence which always divide the true and false 

H. Weidemann 1944, 205 is wrong in supposing that Ammonius uses the terms 
ΰπεναντίοι and ύπάλληλοι to designate the logical relations of non-exclusive 
disjunction and implication. As can be shown at In Int. 92,21-2 and 24-6, these 
terms indicate 'subcontraries' and 'subalterns' not because of their logical relation, 
but entirely due to their position in the design of the logical square, i.e. due to 
topological considerations. It is, however, interesting to note, that Aristotle already 
used the term 'subcontrary' to designate sentences that can be true together, but 
cannot be false together (cp. GC 1.7 323b2, bl6), though there is no hint that he used 
the topological tool of the square of oppositions. 
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between them, so that if one of them is false the other is true, and vice versa'.161 

One can derive from this definition the following rules: 

T(16) N{(T[Cp] - F[C~p]) · (F[Cp] - T[C~p])} 
T(13) N{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (F[Cp] · T[C~p])} 

T(13) is the formula made explicit at In Int. 121,22-3 where Ammonius, referring 
to the definitions Aristotle gives for contradiction in the Analytics (An. Post. 1.2, 
72al2) and in the Categories (13a37), explains that according to Aristotle 
contradiction is unique among oppositions, because only with contradictories is it 
necessarily the case that one is true and the other false. T(13) logically follows 
from T(16) and from the principle of bivalence, formulated at In Int. 80,24-6, 
saying that a statement is either true or false. Ammonius clearly means by this that 
no other truth value can be assigned to it: 

T(10) N{(T[Cp] >-< F[Cp]) · <T[C~p] >-< F[C~p])} 

T(13) is equivalent to the following law: 

T(l l ) N{(T[Cp] >-< T[C~p]). (F[Cp] >-< F[C~p])} 

T(13) and T(ll) are both confirmed by In Int. 82,26-8 and especially by 
123,15-18. In the latter passage Ammonius is commenting on Int. 17b38-18al2 
and stressing that, according to Aristotle, for each affirmative sentence there is 
only one negative sentence, which is opposed to it as a contradictory. 

The fact that, in his commentary on chapters 6, 7 and 8, Ammonius holds 
T(10), T(ll), T(13) and T(16) is crucially important for understanding what he 
says on chapter 9 of De Interpretation. For one can scarcely see how he could, 
without contradicting himself, assent to these principles and also—in what 
concerns SFCSs—adhere to the traditional interpretation. 

(2) For the contrariety relation Ammonius uses the terms εναντιως 
άντικεΐσθαι, εναντίον ehat. A pair of statements opposed as contraries are 
indicated by the term έναντίαι (προτάσεις) ('contrary sentences'). Unlike 
contradiction this relation is not explicitly defined by Ammonius. At In Int. 
92,3-21, however, he offers an explication of contrary sentences that amounts to 
an implicit definition. In this passage he compares this type of sentence pair to 
pairs of contrary predicates having intermediates. Since it is impossible for two 
predicates of this type to be assigned at the same time to the same subject, but it is 
possible for neither to be assigned, it is likewise impossible that two contrary 
sentences be both true, but it is possible that neither is. This explication amounts 
to a truth-functional definition of the contrariety relation. In effect, it can be 
characterized by the fact that it permits every combination of truth values except 
for both sentences being simultaneously true. 

Our translation differs somewhat from D. Blank's. 
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But let us come back to the third part of Ammonius commentary on the first 
lemma of chapter 7. He opens this part with a description of the task he intends to 
perform (In Int. 91,4-8). This involves answering three questions: 

(1) 'Which sentences among the enumerated oppositions oppose one 
another contradictorily and which do not?' 

(2) 'What <logical> relations do those not opposed contradictorily bear to 
one another?' 

(3) 'Which is the sentence that conflicts contradictorily with each of the 
sentences among the latter. <i.e. the sentences not contradictorily 
opposed to one another>?' 

For his answers, he follows the order of pairs of opposed sentences established 
earlier. 

(1) The pair of singular sentences are contradictorily opposed; everyone is 
convinced of this. (There is, however, a puzzle concerning SFCSs, 
which Aristotle will resolve in chapter 9 (91,10-13)). 

(2) It is difficult to know the answer regarding the undetermineds before 
analyzing the determineds (91,13-17). 

(3) Determined sentences form the logical square already explained. 
Ammonius lists the following relations among the sentences in the 
square: 
(a) The pair of universal sentences taken universally (=general 

sentences) does not form a contradiction, because these 
sentences are both false at once 'in contingent matter' (91,21-3). 
But on the other hand, since they cannot be both true at once, 
Ammonius designates them by the term 'contraries' (92,15-17) 
which here signifies the logical relation. 

(b) The pair of particular sentences are not a contradiction because 
they are both true at once in contingent matter (91,30-2), but 
cannot both be false. Due to their position in the square 'under 
the contraries', Ammonius calls them ύπεναντίαι, 'sub-
contraries'. 

(c) The logical relation between general and particular affirmative 
sentences and between general and particular negative sentences 
(these Ammonius calls υπάλληλοι, 'subalterns') is characterized 
by the fact that 'if one of the general sentences is true, then the 
particular sentence placed under it will be true as well, insofar as 
it is like a part of it and is contained in it' (92,22-4); the same 
could be said of negative sentences as well. Since subaltern 
sentences can be false together, the only distribution of truth 
values that is excluded is the case in which the general sentence 
is true and the particular is false. The subalterns thus form a 
logical relation that can be characterized by the modern term of 
implication. 
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(d) Under (a), (b) and (c), Ammonius has answered the first two 
questions. It remains for him to answer the third, viz. to 
determine which sentences in the logical square form true 
contradictions. For this one doesn't have to look far: 'The 
particular negative sentence is contradictorily opposed to the 
general affirmative sentence, while the particular affirmative 
sentence contradicts the general negative sentence' (92,30-1). 

These answers are confirmed by an analysis of the distribution of truth values in 
different modal 'matters'. In necessary matter the A and I sentences are true and 
the Ε and Ο sentences are false. But in impossible matter the latter are true and 
the former false. Finally, in contingent matter the two particular sentences are 
both true while the two general sentences are false. Thus there is no matter in 
which the sentences located on the diagonal would be true together or false 
together. 

Ammonius postpones the discussion of undetermined sentences until the end 
of his analysis; we can consider it briefly here. This discussion is found in the 
commentary on the fourth lemma (Int. 17b26-37), i.e. at In Int. 110,14-112,29. 
Aristotle affirms here that a pair of opposite undetermined sentences are peculiar 
in that they 'are not contraries' (17b7-8), and that in this type of opposition, which 
here Aristotle for apparently grammatical reasons calls άντ/ψασις, 'it is not always 
the case that one sentence is true and the other false' (17b29-30). 

Contemporary interpretations explain this strange conception by the fact that 
Aristotle considers undetermined sentences as ambiguous signifying (in the 
majority of cases) the same thing as particular sentences, but also (though as an 
exception) the same as general sentences (cp. Ackrill 1963, 129 and Weidemann 
1994, 206). According to them this is the reason why he can say that 
undetermineds do not always divide the true and the false.162 This interpretation, 
however, is unacceptable because neither in the first case, where they can be true 

This contemporary interpretation has prominent ancient precursors going back at 
least to Herminus, the teacher of Alexander of Aphrodisias, and Alexander himself 
(for the latter cp. Ammonius, In Int. 100,19-21). As Boethius, In Int. 11,155,26ff 
(Meiser, editio secunda) explains, Herminus and Alexander used examples like 
'man is rational - man is not rational' to show that in certain cases undetermined 
sentences are equivalent with contrary sentences. Porphyry, however, though 
admitting that this interpretation has "some reason" rejects it for the reason that it is 
not in accordance with Aristotle's text. He follows Aspasius (lst-2nd century A.D.) 
who showed that sometimes the negation of a predicate (e.g. non est sanus) has the 
same meaning as the affirmation of its contrary (e.g. aeger est). Therefore the 
undetermined sentences which use this kind of predicates signify contrary things. 
However, this does not mean that they are contrary sentences. It seems that this line 
of interpretation was taken by Ammonius, Boethius (ibidem ed. sec. 159,26ff; 
160,12ff), Stephanus of Alexandria (6th-7th century A.D.), In Int. 28,23-36 (ed. 
Hayduck) and the Anonymus, In Int. 45,3-46,5 (ed. Tarän). 
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together, nor in the second case, where they can be false together, can it be said 
that they divide the true and the false. 

Further, the passages Weidemann uses to support his interpretation, viz. Int. 
17b34-7, An. Pr. 1.4, 26a29ff., 1.7, 29a27-9, do not show that Aristotle considers 
undetermineds as ambiguous sentences, but rather as equivalent to particulars. 
Aristotle mentions, however, another conception in which the negative 
undetermined would be equivalent to the negative general, but he explicitly 
rejects it (Int. 17b34-7). This is the reason why Aristotle emphasizes that 
undetermineds are not contraries; in effect they are subcontraries. 

Ammonius interprets Aristotle in the same manner we did. Following 
Porphyry (cp. 99,8-100,29), who criticized Alexander's misunderstanding of 
Aristotle's intentions (100,19), he shows in a long passage (111,10-113,11) that 
the conception according to which undetermineds are (or are capable of being) 
equivalent to general sentences, which had been maintained in antiquity, is 
erroneous, and he tries to prove that the conception (held by Aristotle) according 
to which undetermineds are equivalent to particulars is the correct one. But how 
does he explain from this supposition Aristotle's claim that undetermineds do not 
always divide the true and false? Do they ever divide the true and the false? 

The answer Ammonius gives is more convincing than the modern 
interpretation. He uses his customary method of considering the truth of sentences 
in different modal domains. Thus he establishes that in necessary matter and in 
impossible matter opposite undetermineds are both true. This is what Aristotle 
intends to express when he claims that they do not always divide the true and the 
false. According to Ammonius 'not always' means 'not in all the modal matters'. 

Aristotle's introduction of pairs of opposite undetermineds has incited 
vigorous criticism from modern interpreters and commentators (cp. Brandt 1965, 
71, Ackrill 1963, 129 and Weidemann 1994, 206-7). Aristotle is especially 
criticized for using the term kmίφααις ('contradiction') for such a pair and hence 
disregarding the definition he gave for this term in chapter 6. Ammonius in his 
commentary tries to protect Aristotle from all criticism. Regarding the claim that 
Aristotle, in calling the opposition of undetermineds kmίφασις, goes against his 
definition of the term, a claim apparently made in antiquity, Ammonius asserts 
(121,29-34) that this term has two senses: first, a more restricted sense which is 
more in line with the definitions given in the Categories and Analytics, and 
secondly a broader sense meaning 'merely any opposition of affirmative to negative 
sentences which have the same subject and predicate.' One can see that this second 
sense corresponds to the definition of αντΐθεσις ('opposition') according to the λεξις, 
that we have discussed earlier. Thus Ammonius defends Aristotle against those 
accusing him of contradicting himself by stressing that when Aristotle denies that 
every αντίφασης has one side true and the other false, he is referring to the lexical 
sense of the term rather than the logical. This point is important for understanding 
the commentary he gives on the beginning of chapter 9. 



IV.3 Commentary on Chapter 9 

Lemma 1 (18a28-34) 

This first lemma is only six lines long, but Ammonius' commentary on it takes up 
nearly half his text concerning chapter 9. This is due to the fact, already 
mentioned, that in his commentary Ammonius not only wants to present the 
thought of Aristotle, but also intends to introduce views he holds regarding the 
problems treated by the Stagirite. 

The commentary on the first lemma includes no fewer than twelve 
paragraphs. The structure of the text is as follows. In paragraphs 1 and 2, 
Ammonius stresses the link between chapter 9 of De Interpretatione and earlier 
chapters, especially chapter 7, which includes the theory outlining the division of 
sentence-oppositions that is presupposed in chapter 9. 

The commentary specifically devoted to the first lemma is found in 
paragraph 3. In paragraph 4, Ammonius explains the importance of the question 
discussed in the lemma for all philosophy and particularly for moral philosophy. 

The object of paragraphs 5-11 is to explain and refute two arguments for 
universal necessitarianism. These arguments are not found in Aristotle's text and 
relate to it only in a general way. 

In paragraph 12, Ammonius returns to the text of Aristotle and restates the 
commentary given in paragraph 3 in the light of the conclusions of paragraphs 
5-11. This may reveal the original division of Ammonius lectures into 'θεωρία' 
and 'λεξις', paragraph 12 corresponding to the 'λίξις' i.e. explanation of the text 
of Aristotle.163 

Before explaining in detail how Ammonius understands the first lines of 
chapter 9, we will sketch the interpretation of Aristotle's text that prevails today. 
This will throw the singularity of Ammonius's procedure into greater relief. 

Most current interpretations (cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 225-6, J. Ackrill 
1963, 133) treat the formulation of the fundamental logical principle in 
7«/.18a28-9 as ambiguous: Aristotle either means that necessarily for two 
contradictory sentences one is true and the other false— 

T(13) N{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (F[Cp] · T[C~p])}, 
T( l l ) N{(T[Cp] >-< T[C~p]) · (F[Cp] >-< F[C~p])} 

—or that each must be true or false, i.e. that each necessarily possesses one of two 
truth values: 

163 Cp. D. Blank 1996, 2. 
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T(10) N{(T[Cp] >-< F[Cp]) · (T[C~p] >-< F[C~p])}. 

The standard interpretation (cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 226, J. Ackrill 1963, 
136, D. Frede 1970, 9-12) gives preference to the latter interpretation arguing as 
follows: Aristotle says at 18a28-9 that the principle in question is valid for all 
sentences concerning the present and past. He then (18a29-33) turns to a review 
of the different sorts of sentences falling under this class, i.e. the universal, the 
singular and the undetermined sentences, and determines for each sort of pairs of 
opposites whether the two sentences divide the true and the false. He says that 
universals (he must mean along each diagonal) and singulars always have one 
sentence true and the other false, while for undetermineds this is not necessarily 
so. Consequently, the principle stated at 18a28-9 cannot be the same as the 
principle formulated in 18a29-33, the first being valid for all assertoric sentences 
and the last only for universal and singular sentences. Therefore 18a28-9 must be 
referring to T(10), while 18a29-33 contains T(13) or T( l l ) . As a result, the 
principle whose validity Aristotle denies for SFCSs at 18a33 must also be T(10). 
Thus the standard interpretation finds its first confirmation in a reading of the first 
passage of chapter 9. This reading, however, has been called into question by the 
supporters of the non-standard interpretation (cp. G. Fine 1984, 38-40, 46 note 
44, L. Judson 1988, 9-10), which hold that the two passages refer exactly to the 
same principle, i.e. to T( l l ) or T(13). Therefore this must be the principle stated 
at 18a28-9, whose validity Aristotle denies at 18a33 for SFCSs. 

Concerning this controversy it must be noted, however, that according to 
classical propositional logic T(10) and T( l l ) are equivalent because negation is 
defined as an operator that changes the truth value of a proposition from true to 
false and from false to true. It is only due to the unfortunate subsumption of the 
pair of undetermined opposites under the genus αντιφάσεις, 'contradictories', 
which as we've seen is done for purely lexical reasons, that Aristotle can deny that 
T ( l l ) is valid for all αντιφάσεις. But this does not mean that he denies the validity 
of T ( l l ) for all άντιφάσεις formed according to the principle that one sentence 
affirms what the other denies. Thus it seems to us impossible to end the 
controversy between the standard and non-standard interpretations solely on the 
basis of the first passage of chapter 9. 

In this context, it is interesting to point out that Ammonius considers—he 
stresses this as early as the first paragraph—that the problem of chapter 9 is to 
determine whether the pair of opposite SFCSs divide the truth values, as principle 
T( l l ) intends. Principle T(10), on the contrary, is not even mentioned. To this 
extent, already here he shows himself close to the non-standard interpretation. 

Paragraph 1 

This paragraph serves as a preparation for what follows. It is divided into two 
parts. 
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(a) (128,21-30). In this passage Ammonius establishes the link between the 
main topic of chapter 9 and what Aristotle has explained in chapter 7. He explains 
correctly that Aristotle introduces here a division of sentences according to time 
which is a consequence of the fact that the verb signifies time, and a division of 
sentences according to differences in subject. (For details of this theory see our 
interpretation of Ammonius' commentary on chapter 7 above.) 

(b) (128,30-129,4). Ammonius at first takes up the list of species of pairs of 
opposite sentences found in Aristotle {Int. 18a29-33), such as the two diagonals, 
the pair of undetermineds and the pair of singular sentences. This has nothing to 
do with the list of four species of oppositions he himself established in his 
commentary on chapter 7 (cp. 90,5-10 and our commentary on this, p. 139) 
applying strictly lexico-grammatical criteria, but is the list of pairs of opposites 
that, according to Aristotle, constitute αντιφάσεις, 'contradictories'. The term 
ίντίβεσις 'opposition' therefore means in this context 'contradictory opposition' 
and not as usually 'grammatical opposition'. It may be disturbing that Ammonius 
includes in his list the undetermineds as well despite the fact that he has 
recognized in his commentary on chapter 7 that they carry the name αντιφάσεις 
only for grammatical reasons. But he certainly does so in order to accord with 
Aristotle's text. 

Next he specifies in which of the four species of oppositions time plays an 
important role, viz. in determining whether the sentences in each opposition 
divide the truth values (one true, the other false). Ammonius attributes to Aristotle 
the claim that, in regard to the division of truth values, the first three species 
always behave in the same way—regardless of time. The only case for which time 
makes a difference is the case of singular sentences. But contrary to what 
Ammonius says, this claim is not explicitly stated in Aristotle's text. Nor does it 
square with Aristotle's procedure in the passage in which the species of 
oppositions are quite secondary, whereas the contrast between the present or past 
(bil μεν, 18a28) and the future (em ie, 18a33) plays a pivotal role. It must be 
admitted, however, that the claim attributed to Aristotle is not foreign to what he 
says; on the contrary, it is its logical consequence. 

Paragraph 2 

Paragraph 2 outlines the behavior of 'diagonal' sentences and the opposition of 
undetermineds regarding the division of truth values. For this Ammonius uses the 
same method used in his commentary on chapter 7: he first determines the truth or 
falsity of these sentences in different modal matters to see whether the opposites 
can be true or false together or if they always divide the truth values. As far as the 
results of this analysis are concerned, Ammonius repeats what he said in his 
commentary on chapter 7. The only difference is that he strives to show that, in 
the three time dimensions, the three species of oppositions behave in the same 
way, and hence there is no reason to analyze them according to differences in 
time. Thus it is interesting to point out that he shows this—though 
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hypothetically—even for the case where the negative undetermined sentence does 
not signify the same thing as the negative particular, but is equivalent to the 
negative general—a hypothesis that, nevertheless, he rejected in his commentary 
on chapter 7. 

Paragraph 3 

The subject of this paragraph is the behavior of pairs of opposing singular 
sentences with respect to the division of truth values. For determining this 
behavior, Ammonius uses, as before, the distinction in modal matters. 

Ammonius stresses this at the beginning of the paragraph (130,1-11) 
because the opposition of singular sentences behaves differently in different 
times, unlike the three species of oppositions treated in paragraph 2. This proves 
true, however, only for the contingent matter, not for the necessary or impossible. 
In the latter two, the opposition of singular sentences behaves like the diagonals, 
i.e. they divide the true and the false regardless of the time to which they refer, 
and—as Ammonius stresses—in a 'definite' (ωρισμ,ένα>ς) way. This expression, 
here encountered for the first time in Ammonius' text, we will be returning to 
later. 

In contingent matter, the singular sentences behave in the same fashion, but 
only when they are about the present or past. The interesting case is the 
opposition of singular sentences regarding a future and contingent state of affairs. 
Ammonius develops Aristotle's claim on the subject saying that these sentences 
also divide the true and the false, but in a different way. For the latter he later will 
use the technical term 'in an infinite way' (αορίστως). This is the meaning he gives 
to Aristotle's phrase at 18a33-4: επί ie των Kaff' 'έκαστα και μελλόντων ούχ ομοίως 
'But in the case of future singulars it is not the same', in allusion to the passage 
(among others) at 19a29-b4 at the end of chapter 9. 

The meaning of the expression by which Ammonius denies the 'definite 
division of true and false' (iiaipeΐν ώρισμένως το αληθές και το φεΰίος) is not clear. 
It can be interpreted in accordance with either the standard or non-standard 
interpretation. By the former, an SFCS does not possess a truth value until the 
realization of the event it is about, and the term αορίστως means that the truth 
value it will receive is not determinate before this moment. If, on the contrary, one 
follows the non-standard interpretation, the term αορίστως means that an SFCS can 
possibly have a truth value opposite to what it de facto possesses. Under this 
hypothesis an SFCS is, at the moment of its enunciation, already true or false, but 
in a contingent way.1" 

The text of paragraph 3 has been cited by defenders of the standard 
interpretation to show that Ammonius holds this line (D. Frede 1985, 45 note 26; 

For these distinctions, cp. the essay in this volume '"In a Definite Way True". On 
the modalization of Truth-Values in Ammonius', where G. Seel tries to show that it 
is unlikely that Ammonius would be a supporter of the standard interpretation. 
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H. Weidemann 1993, 303; R. Gaskin 1995, 156-58). But—as G. Seel shows in 
the essay cited (cp. pp.241-242)—this paragraph does not offer a sufficient basis 
for such an interpretation. 

What stands out most clearly in paragraph 3 is Ammonius' claim that 
Aristotle maintains that SFCSs divide their truth values, but in a different way 
than present or past singular statements (130,20-3). But the explication of this 
Ammonius gives later is compatible with the non-standard interpretation as well 
as the standard. 

1. Ammonius says that before the moment the event the SFCS's are 
concerned with is actually realized, one cannot say in a determinate way which of 
the two sentences will be true and which will be false. Thus there are two 
possibilities for the distribution of truth values. But this does not necessarily mean 
that the SFCS's do not have truth values before the occurrence of the event. 
Ammonius only speaks of the ignorance of the speaker regarding the attribution of 
these values, an ignorance that can be explained by the fact that no SFCS 
possesses its truth value in a necessary way.165 

2. The future αλγθεύσει/ψεύσεται, 'will be true/will be false', could be 
interpreted as a way of indicating the fact that no SFCS has a truth value at the 
moment of its enunciation, but acquires it only at the (still future) moment of the 
actualization of the state of affairs it is about. In fact, Richard Sorabji (1998, 11) 
considers this the only 'source of support' for the standard interpretation. But it is 
also possible that what we have here—e.g. at 130,15 and 17—is merely a 
rhetorical use of the future tense166 that has no temporal connotation, as we find at 
130,15 and 17 as well. 

3. Finally, Ammonius' claim that before the occurrence of the event both its 
actualization and its non-actualization are possible is also compatible with both 
interpretations. For according to the non-standard interpretation, the fact that one 
of the two sentences is true and that the predicted event will be actualized does 
not away with the fact that another outcome of the process going on in the world 
is equally possible. Therefore the decision between the standard and the 
non-standard interpretation must be based on better reasons. 

Paragraph 4 

In this paragraph, Ammonius shows the importance of the issue of future 
contingents for all the philosophical disciplines, viz. ethics, physics, logic and 
metaphysics. 

R. Gaskin 1995, 157 argues that the sense of this passage cannot be merely 
epistemic. The argument he gives, i.e. that Ammonius has no interest in offering an 
epistemic reading of Int. 9, is, however, not very convincing. 
This use is found e.g. in Plato, Resp. II 376c. Cp. also R. Gaskin 1995,157 note 50. 
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Paragraph 5 

At the beginning of the paragraph, Ammonius announces the exposition and 
resolution of two arguments for necessitarianism. These are a) the 'Reaper' 
Argument which he analyses in the present paragraph and b) the argument from 
divine knowledge which occupies the paragraphs 6 to 10. Ammonius 
characterises the first as 'based on the meaning of words' and the latter as 'more 
based on the nature of the things'. Neither argument is found in Aristotle.167 This 
shows how much the commentary on Aristotle's text is a welcome opportunity to 
Ammonius to deal with necessitarianism quite generally and to offer an overall 
refutation of the arguments for necessitarianism found in Aristotle's text or 
elsewhere.168 

The 'Reaper' Argument169 (along with the arguments reported by Aristotle in 
Int. 9 and the 'Master' Argument) is one of the famous demonstrations of 
necessitarianism developed in ancient philosophy, probably among the school of 
Dialecticians.170 It is in our text that one finds its most complete and probably also 
most authentic version. The two other sources of the text are (a) the commentary 
of Stephanus of Alexandria on Int. (Stephani in librum Aristotelis de 
Interpretation commentarium, ed. Hayduck, Berlin 1885, 34,34-35,10); and (b) 
the commentary of an anonymous Neoplatonist (Anonymi commentarius in 
Aristotelis de Interpretatione, ed. L. Taran under the title Anonymous 
commentary on Aristotle's De Interpretatione [codex parisinus graecus 2064], 
Meisenheim am Glan 1978, 54,8-55,5 FDS 1253). Cicero, De Fato 21 very likely 
contains indirect testimony of the Reaper Argument since the reasoning there that 
'preoccupied Epicurus' corresponds to the version given by Stephanus. 

Ammonius presents the argument as an απορία. (131,20),171 others place it in 
the class of sophisms (σοφίσματα,).112 As said in our Introduction, for Hellenistic 
philosophers an απορία is a set of sentences, each evidently true by itself, but 
incompatible together. A sophism, on the other hand, is an apparently sound 
argument that has as its conclusion a sentence whose contradiction is evident.173 

For the Dialecticians and the Stoics, απορίαι and sophisms were the subject of an 

J. Vuillemin 1984, 157, note 11—wrongly—considers Ammonius' characterisation 
as referring to the two arguments for necessitarianism found in Aristotle. 
Therefore R. Sorabji 1998, 3—rightly—calls Ammonius' commentary 'a treatise on 
determinism'. 
A detailed analysis of the argument is found in G. Seel 1993. 
Cp. A Long and D. Sedley 1987,234: 'The mowing argument, a clearly deterministic 
argument, issuing from Diodorus' dialectical school, which they apparently treated as 
a companion piece to the Master Argument... .' Cp. also G. Seel 1993. 
In his opusculum 'Σ,υμ,πόσιον η Ααπίθαι' Lucian mentions the 'reaper' together with 
the 'horned' and the 'sorites' as exemples of an απορία (Symposium 23 [vol.1 p.153 
MacLeod]; FDS 1208). 
Cp. Diogenes Laertius, 7.44. 
Concerning the Stoic definitions of απορία and sophism, and their relation, cp. G. 
Seel 1993, who explains why the 'Reaper' was placed in these two classes. 
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endeavor they called λύσις, 'solution,' which involved, in the case of απορία, 
showing that one of the conflicting sentences is false and, in the case of sophism, 
discovering the error made in deducing the false conclusion. In following this 
tradition, Ammonius strives to highlight the error made in the Reaper Argument 
and to show that the conclusion's contrary must be accepted. Nevertheless, he is 
wrong to consider this problem so easily solved (131,32). For one thing, such an 
easy solution contrasts sharply with the reputation the argument had in Antiquity, 
a reputation best illustrated by the story told by Diogenes Laertius (VII,25; FDS 
107), that, in order to learn this argument from a certain dialectician, Zeno was 
ready to pay him double the price he was charging. It would be unwise, therefore, 
to underestimate the force of the argument by presenting it as a paralogism whose 
falsity is blindingly obvious.174 

The argument is a two stage chain of syllogisms: (1) The first stage is found 
in the lines 131,25-31. It has the form of a syllogism involving two major 
premises P(I) and P(II) constructed in parallel (131,25-7), a minor premise P(III) 
introduced by an άλλα μ.<ην, 'but in fact... ' (131,27-8), and a conclusion C(I) 
(131,28). The lines 131,28-31 give an explication of the resulting transition from 
premises to conclusion. (2) The conclusion of the first stage then forms the minor 
premise of the second stage, whose major premise is found in 131,31, and whose 
conclusion C(II) is reached in 131,31-2. 

The interpretation we give of the argument calls for the following remarks: 
(a) Ammonius' reasoning concerns a concrete example, viz. a peasant 

beginning to sow in the spring who is in a state of uncertainty as to whether he 
will reap in the autumn. The example is well chosen because it is in such a case 
that the hypothesis at issue, i.e. that a future event is contingent, is most likely 
true. If, then, one succeeds in proving the necessity of the future event even in this 
case, then a fortiori the contingency of any future event is refuted. Thus the 
argument about the reaper turns out to be a proof for universal necessitarianism, 
and it has always rightly been considered as such. 

(b) Modern modal and temporal logic17S customarily uses double temporal 
indexation, one index bearing on the modal operator, the other on the state of 
affairs in question. This clarification enables one to avoid the ambiguities that 
often confuse the discussion of determinism. The ancients, however, despite the 
fact they were not unaware of these distinctions, were unable to make use of this 
technique in formulating modal statements, and were generally content to use 
finite verbs (like ενδέχεται, 'it is possible...') with an infinitive, or nominal 
expressions (like ανάγκη, 'it is necessary...') with an infinitive, or adverbial 
expressions (like ίναγκαίως, 'necessarily'). Thus the use of these expressions by 

In R. Sorabji's reconstruction (1998,4-5) the argument appears to be a plain fallacy 
resulting from the ambiguity of the term 'τάχα', though that ambiguity is not easy to 
discover. 
Cp. N. Rescher and A. Urquhart 1971; C.E. Hughes and MJ. Cresswell 1968; A.N. 
Prior 1957 and 1967. For the application of this pr ocedure in the interpretation of 
Aristotle's theory of modalities see G. Seel 1982a, 190-256. 
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Ammonius does not allow us to know with certainty to which period of time or 
moment the modal operator and the state of affairs are meant to be related. This 
requires us to consider several possible interpretations each time they are used. 

(c) One peculiarity of the argument is that to indicate modal operators two 
expressions are used that are rarely found in the context of modal theory, the 
adverbs τάχα and -πάντως. Interpreting these two words poses a problem. 
According to Liddell & Scott, the adverb τάχα is used 'to express any sort of 
contingency from probability to bare possibility'. According to this explanation, 
the word τάχα with a finite verb can be considered equivalent to the finite form of 
ενϋχεσβαι with an infinitive. If the adverb τάχα expresses contingency, the 
opposite adverb πάντως can only indicate the necessity of the given event. There 
is, however, still another possibility for interpreting these two adverbs. As 
confirmed in a passage of Sextus Empiricus (P. I 194-5), the adverb τάχα serves 
to express the uncertainty (subjective or objective) as to the realization of a future 
state of affairs (ibid. 195). Consequently the opposite word (πάντως) expresses 
(subjective or objective) certainty concerning this event. If the context in which 
Ammonius uses these words is considered, one realizes that the first interpretation 
would render the Reaper Argument unimportant and its articulation in two stages 
useless since the argument's conclusion would be trivial and already reached at 
the end of the first stage. This is why we hold the second interpretation, taking the 
adverb τάχα as an expression of the objective state of indecision176 about the issue 
of a process, and the adverb -πάντως as an expression of the opposite state, i.e. 
where the issue is decided no matter what else happens.177 

First Stage 

From what we said above about the character of aporias and sophisms, it is clear 
that the premises of the argument should be formulated in such a way that, though 
they are untrue, they could be mistaken for true sentences. Let us first consider the 
two parallel premises P(I) and P(II), which are found in lines 131,25-7. 

Cp. M. Mignucci in this volume, 264ff. 
R. Sorabji 1998, 4-5 gives a different interpretation of the meaning of τάχα and 
πάντως. He thinks that both terms are ambiguous. The former can be used either to 
make a 'guarded statement' about a future event, or to state a present possibility. 
Consequently, the latter either serves to state something without any guard or 
expresses the necessity of an event. According to R. Sorabji the author of the 
argument takes advantage of this ambiguity to pass from the denial of a guarded 
statement to the affirmation of necessity. According to our interpretation, however, 
the argument does not simply exploit an ambiguity of the terms it uses, but is a 
serious proof of determinism and necessitarianism. R. Gaskin 1995, 353-54 also 
tries to determine the meaning of the terms involved in the 'Reaper'-Argument 
concentrating, though, his task on the meaning of πάντως. He thinks that it either 
'simply reinforces' the future statement, without modalising it, or records the 
necessity of the future event. However, he avoids deciding this alternative. 
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By our interpretation,178 P(I) says: 'If you are going to reap, it is not 
undecided whether you will reap or won't reap; it is decided that you will reap.' 
P(II) says: 'If you are not going to reap, it is not undecided whether you will reap 
or won't reap; it is decided that you won't reap.' Here our interpretation of τάχα 
and πάντως proves convincing. By the semantics we are adopting, it prima facie 
seems unacceptable to use at the same time and with the same subject the 
indicative alone and the indicative with τάχα. Now, the antecedens of P(I) poses 
the hypothesis that someone is going to reap. Under this hypothesis, one cannot 
say it is undecided whether he will reap or not, but one is obliged to say it is 
decided that he will reap. A similar account applies to P(II). The two premises 
thus are deemed analytically true as a function of the semantics of the expressions 
used. If, on the other hand, τάχα and -πάντως were assumed to indicate 
contingency and necessity, P(I) and P(II) would be very strong synthetic 
affirmations, which adversaries of determinism would be little disposed to accept. 

The problem mentioned in (b) still remains to be solved. In fact, we don't 
know whether the expression 'you are going to reap' must be read as (i) 'it is now 
a fact that you will be reaping at a given future moment'; or (ii) 'it will be a fact at 
a given moment in the future that you are reaping at that very moment in the 
future.' In the first case, the premise P(I) is read thus:175 

Our interpretation differs from the (neutral!) translation given in our presentation of 
the text. 
In our formalization, ' tn ' indicates the present moment, ' t f indicates a certain 
instant in the future. The symbol ' r ' represents the state of affairs 'you are reaping'. 
Consequently, the expressions 'C tnCtfT ) UtnCtff , etc. do not represent propositions 
in the modern sense, but rather statements, which in their logical properties resemble 
the αξιώματα of the Stoics. Thus the symbols for logical connectives represent not 
so much modern connectives as those of Stoic logic. We use the following 
expressions in the senses indicated: 

CmCtfT: it is now a fact that you will be reaping at the future moment tf 
CtfCtir: it will be a fact at the future moment tf that you will be reaping at the 

moment tf 
UmCur: it is now undecided whether you will be reaping at the future moment 

tf 
UtfCtff: it will be undecided at the future moment tf whether you will be 

reaping at the moment tf 
DtnCtir: it is now decided that you will be reaping at the future moment tf 
DtfCtff: it will be decided at future moment t that you will be reaping at the 

moment tf 
KnCtff: it is now possible but not necessary (contingent) that you will be 

reaping at the future moment tf 
KtfCtfT: it will be possible but not necessary (contingent) that you will be 

reaping at the future moment tf 
NmCtir: it is now necessary that you will be reaping at the future moment tf 
NtfCtfr: it will be necessary at the future moment tf that you will be reaping at 

moment tf. 
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P(Ia) CtnCt, r-[-.(UttCtf r · U*C* ~r) · DBCtf r]180 

With the other reading, we obtain: 

P(Ib) CtfCtfr-»[->(UtfCtf r · UtfG, ~r) · DaC* r] 

The text itself does not permit us to decide between these. But if we 
consider the point of the argument, everything favors the first possibility. For with 
the reading (lb), the premise I is surely true analytically, but it is difficult to see 
how any deterministic consequences flow from it. Moreover, with this reading, it 
is difficult to understand why the author would have chosen the future tense 
instead of the present. With reading (la), on the other hand, this choice is perfectly 
understandable: it is only about future events that one can reasonably ask whether 
or not their realization has already been decided at the present moment. Regarding 
this question, then, the first premise says that, if the future realization of the event 
is already a fact, the decision about its future realization now has already 
occurred. This claim, as we shall see again, has deterministic consequences. 
Moreover, there are semantic reasons that urge to accept it. This is why we prefer 
the reading P(Ia). 

The same reasons are valid for the second premise, which we formulate 
thus: 

P(IIa) CfcCtf ~r->[->(Ua,Ctf r · ϋ Λ ~r) · DtoCtf ~r] 

The third premise presents the same difficulties with regard to the temporal index. 
Here also we see two possible readings: 

P(IIIa) N(CtaCtfr>-<CtnCtf~r)or 
P(IIIb) N(CtfCtf r >-< Q Q -r) 

But arguments similar to those that led us to choose P(Ia) and P(IIa) favor P(IIIa). 
To be sure, P(IIIb) is not to be confused with QCtf r >-< ->C«Ctf r, which is a law of 
propositional logic and thus analytically true. But it is equivalent to this. 
Consequently, P(IIIb) is analytically true. It presents, however, a claim that is too 
weak to rest a demonstration of determinism on it. P(IIIa), on the other hand, is 
neither equivalent to OnGf r >-< ->Ct„Ctf r nor can it be deduced from this tautology. 
Furthermore it contains a principle that is strong enough to give, along with P(Ia) 
and P(IIa) as supplementary premises, consequences that are deterministic. This is 
why we prefer P(IIIa). Moreover it is sufficiently evident at first glance to figure 
in an απορία. Among the ancients, Aristotle—always according to the standard 
interpretation—and Epicurus181 seem to be the only ones to have refuted it. 
Ammonius and the anonymous commentator have undoubtedly accepted it 
because they did not question it in their refutation of the 'Reaper' Argument. On 

The text also admits of the following reading for P(Ia): CmĈ r—• [-• UmCaf · ->UmCtr-r 
• DmCtfr] P(Ia) can also be changed into a conjunction of two implications: CmCrf-» 
-"(UmCtfT · UuCtf-r). · CaCrf—DaCtf 
Cp. Cicero, De Fato 21. 
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the other hand, it is not out of the question that a confusion between P(IIIa) and 
P(IIIb) may have favored the acceptance of P(IIIa). 

After interpreting the premises in accordance with the first reading, it would 
be inconsistent to interpret the conclusion according to the second. As a result, we 
formulate it thus: 

C(I) ->(UtnCtf r · UinCtf -r) 

The first stage of the demonstration, then, can be seen to have the following 
structure: 

p - q r - q 
ρ Vr 
q 

This type of argument is relatively common in ancient literature. M. Frede 1974, 
182 mentions the following passages in Sextus: P. II 186; Μ. VIII 281-4; 292-6; 
466-9; IX 205-6. A concise explanation for the deductive strength of this type of 
reasoning is also found in Sextus. He says (P. II 186-7) that dogmatics use the 
following reasoning: 'That which follows from two contradictory statements is not 
only true, but necessarily true.' 

Ammonius, too, seems to have felt the need to explain the structure of the 
argument. In fact, he gives it a very enigmatic justification (131,28-31). He seems 
to presuppose a kind of logical space, in which the undecided state of affairs is to 
be found somewhere. Next, using the premisses of the argument, he successively 
narrows this space until there no longer remains any place for what is undecided. 
The logical space he starts from is defined by P(IIIa). Thus the undecidedness of 
the event must be compatible with one of the alternatives CmCtf r >-< CmOf ~r. But 
P(Ia) and P(IIa) preclude its compatibility with either of these, so the mode of 
undecidedness has no place any more. 

One can also show that the argument is correct by following the procedure 
the Stoics called ανάλυσις, i.e. its reduction to Stoic indemonstrables. This has 
been done in regard to its general form by M. Frede 1974, 187. Thus the formal 
validity of the first stage of the 'Reaper' Argument cannot be doubted. 

Second stage 

The conclusion of the first stage, namely, the claim that it is now already decided 
whether or not you will be reaping, is not identical to the conclusion the author 
wants to lead us to, namely, the claim that there is no contingent event. To pass 
from one to the other, a supplementary principle is needed that establishes the 
logical relation between undecidedness and contingency. This principle is 
formulated in the brief remark (131,31) that it was the word 'perhaps' that 
introduced contingency. 
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The meaning of this remark is far from clear. We see three possibilities for 
interpreting it: 

P(IVa) (UtnCtf r · UuCtf ~r) ~ (K,„Ctf r · KaQ, -r) 
P(IVb) (U,„Ctf r · UteCtf -r) - (K^Gf r · K^Cs ~r) 
P(IVc) (UtnOf r · UtoC„ ~r) «- ( I ^ Q r · K^Q, ~r) 

P(IVb) affirms that undecidedness regarding the realization of an event 
presupposes the contingency of the event. This claim is no doubt true because if a 
future event is necessary, it is no longer open whether or not it will be realized. 
But this reading has the disadvantage of not permitting the deduction of the 
necessitarian position. In fact, the negation of the antecedent of an implication 
does not entail the negation of the consequent. Thus from C(I) and P(IVb) we will 
not obtain the conclusion, expressed in 131,31-2, that the contingency of the 
future event is eliminated. 

The reading according to P(IVc), on the other hand, allows this conclusion 
to be reached quite readily in accordance with the Stoic method of the second 
indemonstrable. But P(IVc) has not the plausibility of P(IVb). In fact, P(IVc) says 
that the future event is contingent only if its realization is not yet decided. If this 
were true, a future contingent event would lose its contingency at the moment its 
realization is decided. This, however, is difficult to accept because it denies that 
there are any contingent facts.182 

We find ourselves, therefore, facing the following dilemma: either we hold 
to P(IVb) and hence deem the Reaper Argument fallacious despite its reputation 
in Antiquity, or else we accept P(IVc) as the sense intended in the remark at 
131,31; but in this case the argument rests on a very strong assumption. Since in 
his refutation, Ammonius seems to accept P(IVc),183 we hold this as the correct 
interpretation. With this hypothesis, we obtain the following polysyllogism as the 
interpretation of the Reaper Argument reported by Ammonius: 

First stage: 
P(Ia) CtoCtf r - [ - • (UA r · LLQf ~r) · DaQf r] 
P(IIa) CtaCtf~r-»[-.(UtaCtfr*UtI1Ctf~r)*DtaCtf~r] 
P(IIIa) N(CtnCtf r >-< C^C* ~r) 
C(i) --(UtDCtf r · UtnCtf ~r) 

Second stage: 
P(IVc) (UtnCtf r · UaiCtf ~r) <- (KmCtf r · KmCtf ~r) 
C(I) ->(UuCtf r · UaCtf ~r) 
q i i ) ->(KmCtf r · KaCtf ~r) 

It seems that Aristotle and Ammonius maintained this claim or a claim that comes 
very close to it. For both accepted the principle of necessity of facts, F(04). 
However, they distinguish conditioned necessity according to F(04) and 
unconditioned necessity. In the sense of the latter there are unnecessary facts. Cp. 
Ammonius, In Int 153,32-155,8. 
Cp. our commentary on chapter 9, paragraph 17 below pp.186-189. 
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In our interpretation, the argument of the reaper is confirmed formally correct. 
The first stage of the argument already is a proof of determinism according 

to the definition of this term given in our Introduction (cp. p.19 above). 
Therefore, as I have argued elsewhere,1®4 it is not excluded that the original 
version consisted of the first step alone. In fact, both Diodorus Cronus and the 
Stoics could have accepted the first step while they had semantic reasons to reject 
the second. So, the second step could have been added to the first by people who 
wanted to show that the Stoics could not escape necessitarianism given their 
deterministic convictions. 

Refutation 

The only way to refute a formally correct argument is to raise doubts about the 
truth at least of one of its premises. However, this is not what Ammonius actually 
does. Instead of refuting one of the premises of his adversaries he attacks their 
position directly, arguing first that it rests on a petitio principii and second that it 
is inconsistent. 

Ammonius takes P(Ia) as starting point of his argument (131,33-4). He then 
sets up a complete disjunction with regard to the antecedent of this implication. 
The fact of reaping in the future is either a contingent fact or a necessary fact. 
This gives: 

A(PV) QnCtf - (NmCtfT >-< Κ«Or)185 

This disjunction allows Ammonius to catch his opponents in a dilemma both of 
whose alternatives (NfflCtfT and K^C^r) present, according to him, consequences 
unfavourable to their position. If they agree to the second alternative, they are 
accepting right from the beginning the anti-necessitarian position, that there are 
contingent facts. His adversaries, then, must choose the first. To this move 
Ammonius addresses a double criticism: First he reproaches his adversaries for 
committing a petitio principii (132,2-3) in doing so, second he argues that this 
thesis is incompatible with P(IIIa) (132,3-6). Let us evaluate these objections one 
after the other. 

1. By urging his adversaries to reformulate their first premise specifying the 
mode of the future event Ammonius follows a strategy that will prove effective for 
the solution of Aristotle's απορία as well (cp. pp.l87f. below). In the present 
context this move allows him to avoid any decision whether to accept or reject the 
first premise and to push his adversaries to commit a petitio principii. The 
necessitarians, however, could answer this by sticking to their first premise and in 
turn asking Ammonius whether he accepts or rejects it. Consequently, they are not 
obliged to present their thesis as something one has to accept without argument as 

Cp. G. Seel 1993. 
It is clear that one could also formulate an analogous proposition for the second 
premise. 
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Ammonius claims, rather they may insist that they deduced this position in due 
form. In fact,—as Richard Sorabji rightly remarks (1998,5)—the author of the 
argument instead of simply assuming his thesis gives an argument that is supposed 
to prove his point. This argument, however, does not simply exploit an ambiguity 
of the term 'τάχα ', as Sorabji thinks,—in this case it would be a fallacy right 
from the beginning—it rather deduces this conclusion from the premises 
presumed in our reconstruction. Therefore Ammonius takes his task as too easy, 
by neglecting to criticise these premises. 

Nevertheless it is revealing to ask which premise he would probably have 
objected to, had he tried to refute the argument in the normal way. As he certainly 
accepted P(IIIa) the only premises he could raise doubts about are P(Ia) and 
P(IIa) on the one hand and P(IVc) on the other. As we can see in his refutation of 
the second necessitarian argument reported by Aristotle (cp. In Int. 149,9-11 and 
our commentary on In Int 9, 145,9-19, pp.l85ff. below), Ammonius denies that 
sentences affirming that a future contingent event will certainly (πάντως) occur 
tell the truth. The same point results from the last paragraph of his commentary on 
chapter 9 (cp. 154,34). We therefore have good reasons to think that he would 
have rejected P(Ia) and P(IIa). On the other hand, the very same passages let us 
surmise that he was prepared to accept that decided events are necessary events 
(cp. again 145,9-12 and 154,3-20 and our commentary p.186 and pp.203f.). This 
means that he would have to accept P(IVc).186 

2. For Ammonius it was not enough to accuse his opponents of committing a 
petitio principii. He further tried to show that the conclusion of the argument is 
plainly false and that its adherents must accept the contrary. To succeed in this, he 
maintains that if one accepts the necessity of the event, one is no longer 
authorized to use P(IIIa) (132,3-6). He seems convinced that the necessity of an 
event precludes the disjunction between its realization and the realization of its 
contradictory: NtaCtf r ->• ->(Co,Ctf r >-< CmCtf ~r). 

In our opinion, Ammonius' claim rests on an ambiguity in the expression 
'you will reap or you will not reap'. In everyday language, this expression very 
often amounts to 'perhaps you will reap, perhaps you will not reap' which, as we 
have seen, describes a state of indecision as to the realization of the future event. 
Taken this way, the expression is incompatible with the necessity of the fact in 
question. But if the 'or' in the expression is interpreted as a connective in 
propositional logic, the expression means either 'only one of both: you will reap 
or you will not reap' (exclusive 'or') or ' at least one of both: you will reap or you 
will not reap' (non-exclusive 'or'). Taken in one of these senses, the expression 
'you will reap or you will not reap' is perfectly compatible with the necessity that 
you will reap. 

To judge Ammonius' reproach, we must decide which meaning the author of 
the 'Reaper' Argument has probably given to the expression 'or' in the second 

In G. Seel 1993, 316 I conjectured that Ammonius would have rejected P(IVc), but 
not P(Ia) and P(IIa). However, I do not think any more that this is correct. 
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premise. Now the everyday sense of the expression can be rejected. In fact, only 
an exclusive 'or' allows us to obtain the desired result by means of P(IIIa). Nor is 
it possible that the author would have allowed any ambiguity to hang over the 
meaning of 'or', as R. Sorabji (1998,5) seems to admit. If, as we have 
conjectured,187 the Reaper Argument was fashioned by a Dialectician, the 
possibility its creator had not mastered the use of propositional connectives can 
virtually be eliminated. The Dialecticians are known as the fathers of 
propositional logic.188 It is perhaps revealing that in P(IIIa) (131,28) we have an 
ήτοι... <η ... ('either...or...', with -ήτοι as a mild emphatic), an expression 
Chrysippus had reserved for stating an exclusive disjunction in the technical 
sense, while Ammonius uses in his refutation (132,6) an 13 ... 
('either...or...'), which can easily be interpreted in the everyday sense. Further, it 
is surprising that Ammonius should have turned to such an argument, in view of 
the fact that he seems to have known the truth-functional definition of disjunction 
(cp. In An. Pr. 9,4; 68,30). 

Thus Ammonius has not, as he supposes, refuted the argument of the reaper. 
He has neither shown that the necessitarian assumes his thesis by petitio principii 
nor demonstrated that it is incompatible with one of the premises of his argument. 
He has, however, introduced a strategy that allows him both to escape the cogs of 
his adversary's argument and to catch him in a dilemma in turn, in case he 
accepted this strategy. Of course, as well as Ammonius is under no constraint to 
accept the premises of the Reaper Argument, the author of the latter is not obliged 
to accept Ammonius' counter-strategy. This means that there is a deadlock in the 
debate. This at least Ammonius has achieved. 

Paragraphs 6-10 

This long passage is entirely devoted to the exposition and refutation of the 
argument for necessitarianism based on the knowledge of the gods. The size of 
this exposition shows the complexity and importance of this argument. It is 
probably Stoic in origin.189 The passage is divided thus: (a) exposition and 
explication of the argument (paragraphs 6-8); (b) refutation of the argument 
(paragraphs 9-11). 

(a) The structure of the argument is as follows: 

Cp. G. Seel 1993. 
Cp. T. Ebert 1991. 
Cp. the evidence from the anonymous commentary on De Interpretatione, L. Tarän, 
op. cit. p. 54, 8-11, and particularly Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato, 30, 200. 
12ff. Cp. also Calcidius, In Tim., ch. 169. The form given here is however later, 
because it presupposes the distinction between definite and indefinite 
foreknowledge we find in Iamblichus. R. Sharpies drew my attention to this point. 
See also Richard Sorabji 1998,5. 
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(1) The starting point is the complete disjunction of the three following 
propositions: 

A: The gods know contingent events in a definite manner. 
B: The gods do not know all contingent events. 
C: The gods know contingent events in the way that men know them, i.e. 

in an indefinite manner.190 

Thus we get: A v B v C . 
(2) Then we proceed through a meandering argument to a reduction to the absurd 
o f 'B ' and 'C ' (132,21). 
(3) Finally the truth of Ά ' is inferred from the impossibility of 'B' and 'C', by 
tollendo ponens (134,2). 
(4) This conclusion from the first syllogism is treated as a premise in a second 
argument whose conclusion is the thesis of universal necessitarianism. To reach it, 
a supplementary premise is needed according to which the definite knowledge of 
presumably contingent events implies their necessity: 

This premise is stated and defended in the passage at 135,1-7. The argument 
advanced for this claim consists in showing that supposing an event known by the 
gods does not come about implies the gods are deceived about this event, which 
contradicts A (cp. 135,7). 
(5) From A and this second premise, one could directly infer universal 
necessitarianism. But the author of the argument has chosen to turn once again to 
a demonstration through tollendo ponens. For this he sets up the following 
disjunction: either all events come about necessarily and corresponding to divine 
knowledge, or not all events are known by the gods. This disjunction results from 
the argument for the claim that divine knowledge implies necessitarianism. Since 
the first half of the disjunction results in the contingent being done away with, the 
impossibility of the second half, which has been demonstrated in the first 
syllogism, is sufficient for proving universal necessitarianism. 

(b) The refutation of the argument occupies paragraphs 9-11. As Ammonius 
notes (135,4), it is borrowed from Iamblichus. To refute the conclusion of a 
demonstration, there are two alternatives: one can either deny that the reasoning 
was correct, or question the material truth of the premises used. Since Ammonius 
apparently considers the reasoning of the second proof correct, it remains for him 
to call into question one of the premises. As we shall see in detail, the premise he 
attacks says that the definite knowledge of events possessed by the gods implies 
universal necessitarianism, i.e. A->(pXCp-*NCp). 

To refute this claim, Ammonius begins with distinctions commonly accepted 
in Neoplatonism, between different levels of knowing and different levels of 
things known.191 Regarding these levels, he distinguishes three possible cases: (i) 
the level of knowing is superior to the level of the known; (ii) the level of 

As 133,29 and 133,16 show, Ammonius means by 'indefinite knowledge' 
conjectural knowledge. Cp. R. Sorabji 1998,5. 
Among the Neoplatonists Plotinus and Porphyry seem to ignore this distinction; the 
first to have used it was Iamblichus. Cp. R. Sorabji 1998, 5 note 13. 
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knowing is equal to the level of the known; (iii) the level of the knowing is 
inferior to the level of the known. The introduction and explication of these cases 
occupies paragraph 9. 

In paragraph 10 (136,1-137,11), Ammonius refutes the claim itself. As a 
first step, he applies the theory of levels of knowing/known to the case of divine 
knowledge of contingents, saying (136,11-2) that this is an instance of (i). On this 
basis, Ammonius infers that contingent states of affairs have an indefinite nature 
and can thus come to be the case or not, while the gods know them in a definite 
way. If this is conceded, one must accept Ammonius' conclusion: the fact the 
gods know in a definite way the things we call contingent does not imply that 
those things are actualized necessarily. 

With this result, the goal of the demonstration is reached. Nevertheless, 
Ammonius gives an additional argument based on a principle held by Aristotle as 
well. According to this principle, the statement affirming a fact is true because the 
fact is actualized, but the fact does not owe its actualization to the truth of the 
statement (cp. 149,25-8). By the same token, the definite knowledge the gods 
have of an event is not the cause of its necessary actualization; on the contrary, the 
gods know an event because it is actualized (cp. 136,27-30). But how can the 
gods have a definite knowledge of an indefinite event? Ammonius has an 
explanation for this that is quite satisfactory. In time, there exists a limit beyond 
which the event loses its indefinite character. In effect, when the instant to which 
the event is tied has become the present instant, the formerly open question of 
whether the event will be actualized or not is decided, as the ontological law of 
non-contradiction plainly demands. Since the gods have a non-temporal 
knowledge of what happens at every instant, they know all at once both that the 
actualization of the event is indefinite until its instant becomes the present instant 
and that then its actualization is definite. Thus they have definite knowledge of the 
former indefinite event having become definite. 

Ammonius tries to render the theory of definite knowledge of the indefinite 
more plausible by noting that man can also, in particular cases, have a definite 
knowledge of an indefinite fact. But the example he gives shows that this is only 
possible when the fact is no longer indefinite in the strict sense of the word but 
made definite by anterior causes. The movement of a sphere on a plane can be 
contingent in the omnitemporal sense of the term, but once the plane is inclined 
the movement becomes inevitable and can hence be known in a definite way. 
Ammonius, then, seems to allow that facts tied to a precise instant can change 
their modalities. He accepts the following formula: 

There are states of affairs ρ and moments t', t" and t '" such that it is 
contingent at t' that ρ is the case at t'", but necessary at t" that ρ is the case 
at t'". 
3p3t'3t"3t"'[t'< t"< t '" - (K,C,-p · Ν, ·Op)] 

The analogy of this example with divine knowledge, however, is precarious 
because we have a definite knowledge of the contingent only when the contingent 
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is no longer indefinite, whereas the gods have this knowledge in a timeless 
manner.192 

In summary paragraph 10 contains three important claims: 

1. The definite character of the knowing does not imply the definite 
character of the known. 

2. The indefinite character of the known does not entail the indefinite 
character of the knowing. 

3. The states of affairs which are contingent (in the omnitemporal sense 
of the term) can change their temporal modal status. 

Taken together, these three claims are sufficient to refute the second argument for 
necessitarianism. 

What are the conclusions to be drawn from Ammonius' arguments in 
paragraphs 9-12 concerning the question of whether an SFCS possesses a truth 
value? Three levels must be distinguished in Ammonius' discussion: 

1. The level of knowledge that gods or men have of events. 
2. The level of statements through which this knowledge is articulated (at 

least) by humans. 
3. The level of states of affairs the statements are about and which are the 

objects of the knowledge. 

In the paragraphs we have analyzed, Ammonius does not speak of sentences or 
their truth values, but only of levels 1 and 3. Further, it is very doubtful that divine 
knowledge exists in the form of sentences or statements, because Ammonius, 
following the Platonic tradition, characterizes it as 'one, determinate and 
immutable' (In Int. 135,3). In any case divine knowledge does not exist in the 
form of past, present or future tense sentences, because the gods know 'divisible 
(μεριάτά) things indivisibly (αμερίστως) and without extension (α&ιαστάτως), as 
well as multiplied (πεπληθυσμά/α) things by a single act (ενοειίώς), temporal 
(εγχρονα) things eternally (αιωνίως), and generated (γεννητά) things ungeneratedly 
(άγεννήτως)' (136,15-7). Thus we cannot move immediately from the description 
of divine knowledge to attributing truth values to SFCSs. It is, however, possible 
to surmise such a conclusion from a consideration of the relation between the first 
and third levels. The gods knowing in an atemporal and determinate way a 
contingent event that for humans is a future event presupposes that that event is a 
fact. For it is due to its status as a fact that the gods can know it. Thus Ammonius 
emphasizes: 'But since, having a contingent and ambiguous nature, they [events] 
will have an end (πέρας) which will in any case (πάντως) be either so or so, it is 
necessary that the gods know how they will occur' (136,27-30). Although 
Ammonius uses future tense here saying 'how they will occur', this is not to say 
that he believes the gods use this type of sentence: he is simply translating divine 
knowledge into human language. But at any rate, the fact he considers that 

For the history of this idea see R. Sorabji 1998,6-7. 
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temporal and uncertain human statements correspond to atemporal and certain 
divine knowledge concerning the same fact allows us to draw from Ammonius' 
claims a conclusion regarding the former. If what the gods know is an event 
which, from our perspective, is situated in the future such that, from our 
perspective, there is a present fact about a future event, the human statement 
predicting this event will not be deprived of a truth value, unless one holds that 
only an event that is simultaneous with the statement can function as its 
'truthmaker'. But this is not Ammonius' position (cp. Seel's essay in this volume, 
pp.238ff.). Thus, regarding the three levels, we have the following situation: 

1. On the level of knowledge, there is: 
(a) a divine knowledge that is atemporal and definite (the gods know 
the outcome of a course of events), but does not take the form of a 
sentence, and 
(b) a human knowledge that is temporal and indefinite, i.e. only 
conjectural (we do not know for sure which outcome the course of 
events has, nor do we know for sure which of two SFCSs is true). 

2. On the level of sentences, we have two contradictory SFCSs, each of 
which has a truth value. The statement correctly predicting the event is true, 
the other false. This truth-value, however, is only an indefinite one, because 
the predicted event is contingent. 
3. On the level of facts there is a fact about a contingent event tied to a 
precise moment which is, from the human perspective, situated in the future. 
This fact is from the human perspective an 'indefinite' fact about a future 
event and from the divine perspective a 'definite' fact (137,1) about a 
temporally ordered event. 

Paragraph 11 

Paragraph 11 is devoted to the exposition of two arguments against 
necessitarianism. The first is presented as a twofold response to an anonymous 
objection to Ammonius' claim that the gods know contingent events in a definite 
way. According to Ammonius, some have tried to refute this claim by noting the 
ambiguity of oracles.193 To this Syrianus, whose authority Ammonius cites here, 
would make two objections: (1) that whatever can be said about oracles would not 
be valid for divine knowledge itself (137,16-7) and (2) that by rendering the 
oracles ambiguous the gods involve our intelligence and treat us as self-movers, 
which in itself excludes determinism (137,20-5). 

Cp. Alexander, De Fato 29, 200,4-12 (Bruns), who gives an example of such 
ambiguity; though the case Alexander is referring to concerns prophecies 
deliberately left vague to avoid that people hearing them will do the opposite. I owe 
this precision to R. Sharpies. 
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The second argument is a refutation of necessitarianism Ammonius carries 
out by raising a dilemma. Since it concerns an enthymeme that is not clearly 
expressed, we first suggest a reconstruction. 

Ammonius considers a particular kind of event: the act of forming or stating 
an opinion about necessitarianism. Let us call this kind of event (OD). He first 
distinguishes two species of this kind of event: 

(Ν) χ affirms at moment y that all events are necessary (ότι πάντα 
ήνάγκασται, 137,26-7). 

(L) χ affirms at moment y that many events are in our power (ότι πολλά 
errtv έφ' >ημΐν, 137,29-30). 

As we shall see, for Ammonius (L) implies the more general claim that there are 
contingent events. This contradicts the claim found in (N). Since Ammonius 
intends to refute the latter, it would have been more consequent for him to 
describe the event opposed to (N) as the affirmation of the contradictory claim. 
This would be the event (C): 

(C) χ affirms at moment y that there are some contingent events. 

Ammonius then asks which of the following two claims is made by the adherents 
of necessitarianism, implying that necessitarians have only two alternatives: 

Claim (I) Events of type (N) are necessary. 
Claim (II) Events of type (OD) are in our power. 

Since Ammonius clearly wants to construct a dilemma, and since it is essential for 
this type of argument that the disjunction it depends on be complete, he could 
have formulated the alternatives better by precluding any third possibility from 
the start. He should have been careful to ensure that the subjects be identical and 
the predicates contradictory, as in these two pairs of claims: 

(Γ) (OD) events are necessary. 
(II') (OD) events are contingent. 
(I" ) (N) events are necessary. 
(II") (N) events are contingent. 

Ammonius' choice of pair (I)-(II) instead of the latter two pairs can be explained, 
however, by the following convictions that one can assume he holds: 

(a) Events of type (OD) all possess the same modality, whatever the 
contents of the given opinion. 

(b) An event of type (OD) is contingent if and only if its actualization is in 
our power. 

In effect, if these claims are correct, the defect in the formulation of the 
alternatives, which we have criticized, has no negative consequences for the 
construction of the dilemma. 

Next, Ammonius can show (137,28-30) that both possibilities (I) and (II) 
present problems for the necessitarians. If they maintain claim (II), they accept a 
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particular case of what necessitarianism denies in general and thus contradict 
themselves. If, on the other hand, they were to hold claim (I), they cannot explain 
how some can hold the opposite of necessitarianism, i.e. how events of type (L) 
are possible. Since there are in fact such events, the necessitarian is defeated in 
the case of the second possibility as well. 

One may doubt, however, whether Ammonius' argument truly reaches its 
goal. While the conclusion drawn from the second leg of the dilemma is quite 
clear, it is difficult to see why the necessitarians could not explain type (L) events 
as necessary events on the same footing as type (N) events. Obviously for this 
reason Ammonius adds (137,30-2) an argument that purports to reduce to 
absurdity any such explanation. If the events of type (L) were necessary, it would 
be because of nature's necessary chain of cause and effect that we would be 
compelled to deny our acts were products of nature and to attribute them wrongly 
to ourselves. Ammonius regards this as preposterous. He is assuming that nature 
pursues her own ends without doing anything contrary to them, a claim that was 
widespread in antiquity194 and which Ammonius explicitly states in our text at 
138,5-6. 

It must be asked, however, whether it is truly a consequence of the 
necessitarian position that nature contradicts herself. The Stoics could raise two 
objections: (1) Whoever asserts that our actions are in our power, i.e. who 
produces an (L) event, is not compelled to deny that they are necessities due to 
fate. In fact, the Stoics argue that an action can be entirely in our power (έφ' <ημΊν) 
and at the same time be an effect of the causal chain (of fate). To do this, they 
give a weak meaning to the phrase 'in our power' and they regard fate as the 
causal chain that in fact determines interior events (e.g. assent to a theoretical or 
practical axiom) as well as exterior. In fact, for an action to be considered within 
our power it is enough, according to them, to exclude the case either of an exterior 
cause preventing us from accomplishing it, or of it being accomplished without 
our intervention. Its being accomplished with our deliberate cooperation does not 
preclude the possibility that the internal cause triggering it (our assent to a 
practical axiom) is itself the effect of a prior cause (our character) that is 
necessary.195 Thus, in producing by necessity both (N) events and (L) events, 
nature would not produce neither contradictory nor false opinions. (2) But even if 
the opinions formed in (L) events were false, nature would not necessarily act 

That nature does nothing in vain can be found in Plato, Tim. 33d; it is one of the 
principles of Aristotelian physics. Cp., for example, PA 2.13, 658a8; 3.1, 661b23; 
4.12,694al5; DeAnima 3.7 431a31,432b21-23, 434a31-32. See A. Mansion 1945, 
234, n. 26. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato 11,179, 24-26 (Bruns), notes that it 
was accepted by nearly all philosophers (the Epicureans would be an exception). 
Alexander already connects the principle with the problem of deliberation. This 
principle was adopted by all Neoplatonists as well. For references in Proclus and 
other Neoplatonists cp. the note in A.-P. Segonds (1985/86) vol. 2,383 n.2 and 226. 
For the Stoic conception of 'that which depends on us' and its relation to the 
concept of fate see S. Bobzien 1998a, 276-314. 
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against her own ends by producing them. For the erroneous opinions held by some 
that their actions are in their power could cause their decision to bring about 
certain ends and thus cause the actions leading to these ends that nature could not 
attain in any other way. Therefore by producing false opinions in us nature could 
perfectly well be promoting her own ends. If this is true, it would not be absurd 
for nature, acting by necessity, to bring about false opinions as one of its ways of 
actualizing the totality of events. To the latter objection Ammonius could 
answer—as he actually does in paragraph 19, 148, 22ff—that in this case to 
promote her ends nature has at her disposal better means than deliberation and 
choice, namely natural impulse. So, by producing (L) events she would do 
something in vain.196 

Paragraph 12 

In the last paragraph concerning the first lemma, Ammonius resumes the 
commentary proper on this passage of Aristotle. It is mostly a restatement of what 
he said in paragraphs 1-3 and particularly paragraph 3. In paragraph 12, however, 
Ammonius follows Aristotle's text more closely.197 

It is interesting to see what, if anything, paragraph 12 contributes that is 
new. We emphasize the following points: 

(1) Ammonius says again that, according to Aristotle, (a) the pairs of 
sentences on the diagonals divide the truth values (one statement true, one false) 
(138,15-9) and (b) they do so in a definite manner when they are past or present. 
He adds that this indicates that either the affirmative sentence is true and the 
negative is false or the reverse (138,21-2). 

(2) Ammonius stresses once again that the division of the truth-values is 
indefinite when the sentences are future and in contingent matter (139,13-5). 

(3) Regarding the meaning of the 'in a definite/indefinite way' distinction, 
we learn nothing new. He says once again that one cannot know, before the end of 
a process, which of the two types of possible events will be actualized when the 
sentences about such an event divide truth values in an indefinite way. This is 
compatible with the standard interpretation as well as with the non-standard (see 
Seel's essay in this volume, 241f.). 

(4) The only truly new item is the interpretation Ammonius gives the term 
μέλλον in Aristotle's text. Ammonius holds that here, as in GC (2.11, 337b3-7), 
Aristotle uses the term μέλλον, as opposed to έσ-όμενον, to mean 'what can either 
occur or not occur', while έσ-όμενον means 'what will occur, whatever happens' 
(139,2-6). Now, as Talanga (1968a, 82) has shown, it is doubtful that Aristotle 
uses the term μέλλαν in Int. in the sense introduced in GC. But even if Ammonius 

Cp. our commentary on paragraph 19, p.l93f. 
This is a remainder of the oral lecture format, in which there is a division between 
the explication of the doctrine (θεωρία.) and the interpretation of the words (λίξις) 
(cp. D. Blank 1996, Introduction, p. 3, note 17) 
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wrongly bases his argument on Aristotle's terminology, his claim that chapter 9 is 
concerned with the distribution of truth values in SFCSs remains true. 

Lemma 2 (18a34-9) 

The second lemma contains the beginning of the 'proof' for necessitarianism 
reported by Aristotle. According to Ammonius, this proof is divided into two 
steps: (a) The first is from 18a34 to 18b9. This step contains two lemmata (2 and 
3) in accordance with the principles we will explain below, (b) The second step 
(18b9-25) Ammonius also divides into two lemmata (4 and 5). He thinks that each 
of the two steps contains a proof for necessitarianism, but he considers the second 
more convincing than the first. 

Most contemporary interpretations divide Aristotle's text in the same way as 
Ammonius. The only one proposing a different division is Weidemann's (1994, 
240), who understands the passage at 18a34-b4 as an argument preparing the way 
for the two actual proofs (more properly speaking) for necessitarianism. 
According to him, these proofs are found at 18b5-9 and 18b9-16. 

It is clear that Aristotle does not take the necessitarian argument at face 
value, but reports it in order to refute it. Ammonius understands this well, 
showing more discernment than many interpreters, ancient and modern.198 

It has not been clearly established, however, precisely what constitutes the 
argument and what the refutation. To evaluate Ammonius' reconstruction of the 
argument, we must compare it to the standard interpretation. For this, it will be 
useful first of all to sketch out the general lines of the latter. 

Aristotle's argument on the standard interpretation 

After denying at 18a33-4 the validity of principles T(10) and T(13) for SFCSs, it 
says, Aristotle tries to prove their nonvalidity by a reductio ad absurdum. To do 
this, he tries to show (at 18a34-bl6) that the universal validity of these principles 
has necessitarian consequences. These consequences are established through a 
bridge principle that, in the form of an implication, links necessitarianism to these 
two principles. According to the standard interpretation Aristotle states this 
fundamental bridge principle in lines 18a34-5. Experts in the standard 
interpretation do not agree on the interpretation of these lines (see below). But the 
reading that is closest to Aristotle's text199 is clearly the following, which 
apparently has been adopted by Ackrill as well: 

Cicero, for example portrays Aristotle as a determinist (cp. De Fato 39 and R. 
Sharpies' commentary (1991,186)). 
We must, however, take into consideration the variant readings of the text that has 
come down to us. 



170 Part IV: Philosophical Commentary 

C(31) If every sentence is either true or false, every state of affairs is either 
necessary or impossible 
{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])}-» (NCp >-< NC-p).200 

Regarding the demonstration of this claim, the standard interpretation holds that 
Aristotle deduces it from principle T(ll)/T(13) (stated at 18a35-7 for future 
sentences), principle C(01) (stated negatively by Aristotle at 18b2-3) and 
principle T(10) (stated at 18bll-13). 

C(01) Necessarily: The sentence 'It is the case that p' is true if and only if it 
is the case that ρ 
N{(T[Cp] ~ Cp) · (T[(C~p] - C~p) · (F[Cp] - -Cp) · (F[C-p] - -C~p)} 

Aristotle's argument according to Ammonius 

In order to understand Ammonius' commentary, it is of the greatest importance to 
see that, unlike the standard interpretation, he does not begin with the assumption 
that principles T(10) and T(ll)/T(13) have necessitarian consequences for 
Aristotle. What does have necessitarian consequences according to him is the 
stronger version of the two principles: 

T(9) Necessarily every proposition is either in a definite way true or in a 
definite way false (Principle of definite bivalence) 
N{Td[Cp] >-< Fd[Cp]) · (Td[C~p]) >-< Fd[C~p])} 

and: 

T(15) Necessarily in any contradiction, one side is determinately true and 
the other is determinately false: 
N{(T„[Cp] · F<i[C~p]) >-< (Td[C~p] · Fd[Cp])}. 

In order to deduce necessitarian consequences from these principles, Ammonius 
uses a bridge principle different from C(31) that he believes is found at 18a34-5. 
As we shall see, this principle is C(03) which is a feebler version of C(01): 

q03) N{(T[Cp] - Cp) . (T[C~p] - C-p) · (F[Cp] - -Cp) · (F[C~p] - -C-p)}. 

Cp. D. Frede 1970,13-17; 1985, 37ff., J.L. Ackrül 1963,135 and F. von Kutschera 
1986, 212. To render this formulation symbolically, we use a symbolism different 
from these authors'. It is clear that Aristotle's text permits a weaker interpretation of 
the consequent in which the necessity is not divided, viz. N[Cp >-< C-p]. But since 
this reading does not allow the deduction of necessitarianism, it is understandable 
that Ackrill and Frede set it aside. The only one among those holding the standard 
interpretation to give to the thesis a weaker meaning is H. Weidemann (1954, 
230-3). He understands ανάγκη ('necessary') at 18a35 to have the sense of 
necessitas consequentiae and reads: N[(T[Cp] >-< F[Cp] ) · (T[C~p] >-< F[C~p]) - • 
(Cp >-< C-p)]. 
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Moreover, for the deduction of necessitarianism Ammonius depends on the 
semantics of the predicates 'definitely true' and 'definitely false'.201 

If Ammonius were right on this point, Aristotle, in order to escape 
necessitarianism, would have no need to reject the universal validity of principles 
T(10) and T(ll)/T(13); it would be sufficient to attack their definite versions, 
T(9) and T(15). 

Thus it is quite natural that the interpretation Ammonius gives lemmata 2-7 
starts from the hypothesis that the reductio ad absurdum deployed here is aimed 
at the latter two principles. We find the first confirmation of this in the 
commentary on lemma 2, which we analyze now. 

Paragraph 13 

The commentary on the second lemma takes up only one paragraph. As we shall 
see once again, Ammonius does not stay within the strict bounds of either lemma 
2 or 3, using in his commentary on lemma 2 principles found only in lemma 3. He 
in fact believes lemma 3 to be a confirmation of the demonstration in lemma 2 
and he holds that lemma 2 contains the first complete version of the proof for 
necessitarianism. As we have seen, this belief is not compatible with the standard 
interpretation,202 which instead holds that the first version of the proof does not 
reach its end until 18b5-9. On the other hand, Ammonius reconstructs a complete 
argument for necessitarianism in his commentary on lemma 2. 

To do this he proceeds in the following way: 
1. He first tries to find in the lemma principles from which the necessitarian 

claim can be demonstrated. First, he succeeds in identifying the principle of 
implication of facts by the truth of sentences that express them, C(03) 
(139,29-30), and the principle of the division of truth values which he here calls 
'principle of contradiction', T(l l) (139,32-140,1). 

2. He next explains the proof that, according to him, Aristotle gives for the 
latter principle (140,1-11). 

3. Since Ammonius is convinced that only the definite version of the 
principle of division of truth values, T(15), permits the demonstration of 
necessitarianism, he conjectures that Aristotle must be intending this version in 
his formulation of the principle, though Aristotle himself never mentions definite 
truth values (140,11-13). 

4. Next (140,13-21) he tries to defend this conjecture by demonstrating that 
necessitarianism actually follows from the definite version of this principle. 

Let us consider these points in detail: 
1. The first difficulty with Ammonius' commentary results from his reading 

of lines 18a34-5. Taken literally, this passage indicates principle C(31), if ανίγκ-η 

For a clarification of these semantics cp. G. Seel's second article in the present 
volume. 
Cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 240. 
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('necessity') is taken distributively, or principle C(32), if one chooses 
non-distributed necessity, or principle C(34), if it is assumed that ανάγκη only 
express necessitas consequentiaem: 

C(31) {(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])} - (NCp >-< NC~p) 
C(32) {(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])} - N(Cp >-< C~p), 
C(34) N({(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (T[C~p] · F[Cp])} - (Cp >-< C~p)). 

But, surprisingly enough, Ammonius is reading (if we consider only paragraph 
13) in these lines either principle C(03), or principle C(21): 

C(03) N{(T[Cp] -> Cp) · (T[C~p] - C~p) · (F[Cp) - -Op) · ( η θ ρ ] - -C-p)}. 
C(21) (T[Cp] - NCp) · (T[C~p] - NC~p) · (F[Cp] - · (F[C~p] -

N-C~p). 

This reading does not correspond with what Aristotle's text literally says and, 
worse, gives it a stronger meaning than what is actually expressed, since C(03) is 
stronger than C(34) and C(21) is stronger than C(31). 

D. Frede 1970,17 and H. Weidemann 1994,231, however, have argued that 
the meaning of 18a34-5 is not meant to be limited to C(31) or C(32) or C(34) but 
that the context suggests that Aristotle wants to establish a relation between the 
truth value of a sentence and the modality of the fact it states. As to the alternative 
between C(03) and C(21), Frede defends the latter while Weidemann chooses the 
former. 

Oddly enough, both opponents cite Ammonius to justify their readings of 
Aristotle. Thus D. Frede 1985, 43 thinks the passage 139,29-32 must be read with 
the meaning of C(21), while Weidemann holds that Ammonius clearly is 
intending to state C(03). He acknowledges, however, that Ammonius does not 
clearly distinguish between C(03) and C(21) so that he attributes to C(03) the 
consequences that in reality only follow from C(21). 

In our opinion, neither interpreter correctly grasps Ammonius' program 
here. Weidemann is right when he holds that the text (not only at 139,21-32 but 
also at 140,17-20, where the principle is stated a second time)204 speaks clearly in 
favor of C(03) over C(21). He is wrong, however, in believing that Ammonius 
needs C(21) in order to draw the necessitarian conclusions he reaches in the 
second part of the paragraph. In fact, as we will see in (4), Ammonius' conception 
of the difference between definite and indefinite truth values allows him to reach 
necessitarian conclusions on the basis of principles C(03) and T(15) as well. 
Besides, if Ammonius accepted C(21) as a reading of 18a34-5, his distinction 
between a definite and indefinite division of truth values would not allow him to 
avoid necessitarianism, because according to C(21) the mere truth of a sentence 
implies the necessity of the fact it states. To be sure, our analysis presupposes our 
way of interpreting this distinction and is no longer useful if one accepts the 

For these possibilities, cp. D. Frede 1970, 17; 1985, 43 and H. Weidemann 1994, 
229-31. 
Cp. also 140,32-4; 141,8-10; 146,18-19. 
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standard interpretation. But there are good reasons we have drawn upon, outside 
of the context of chapter 9, to reject the standard interpretation on this point. For 
all these reasons we retain C(03) as the precise formulation of the principle 
Ammonius believes can be read in Aristotle at 18a34-5. 

Our interpretation of the second principle extracted by Ammonius, i.e. the 
principle of the division of truth values,205 itself requires an explanation and 
justification regarding several unsettled points. Ammonius formulates this 
principle, first of all, with neutral truth values in faithfully adopting the 
expressions used by Aristotle. Taken literally, then, the text contains: 

T(13) N{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (F[Cp] · T[C~p])} 

In 140,13, however, Ammonius holds that Aristotle must be implying in his 
formulation of this principle that the truth values here are all definite values. Thus 
according to Ammonius, the principle that must be presupposed in the proof for 
necessitarianism is in fact: 

T(15) N{(Td[Cp] · Fd[C~p]) >-< (Td[C~p] · Fd[Cp])}. 

It is in effect the confusion between T(13), which is an entirely anodyne principle, 
and the strong principle T(15) that according to Ammonius accounts for the 
degree of persuasion the argument yields. In Ammonius' text the latter is 
formulated and proved only for SFCSs. But since for the other types of sentences 
it is valid anyway, we can formulate it in a universal way, as in T(15). 

The second point needing clarification is Ammonius' use of the expression 
αξίωμα, της αντιφάσεως, 'axiom of contradiction,' to indicate this principle. 
According to today's use, the principle of contradiction (better: of non-
contradiction) says that two statements that contradict each other cannot be true 
together: 

T(05) ->P(T[Cp] · T[C~p]). 

The principle of division of truth values, on the other hand, is written thus: 

T(13) N{(T[Cp] · F[C~p]) >-< (F[Cp] · T[C~p])}. 

The two formulas are not equivalent, the former being compatible with the 
co-falsity of [Cp] and [C~p]. But one must not forget that those in the Neoplatonic 
school had the habit of using the expression αξίωμα της αντιφάσεως to designate 
the conjunction of the principle of non-contradiction and the principle of the 
excluded middle, T(04). This conjunction is written: 

T(12) ->P(T[Cp] · T[C~p]) · iP(F[Cp] · F[C~p]). 

Now this conjunction is equivalent to the principle of the division of truth values, 
unless there is the possibility—which the standard interpretation allows—that a 

That one can speak of definite truth values, and not only a definite division of truth 
values seems clear from 141,18-23 and 31-34. 
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sentence might neither be true nor false, but neutral. We have already seen that 
Ammonius does not accept this possibility. 

The fact that Ammonius in 140,3-4, apparently to define the expression 
αξίωμα της αντιφάσεως, uses the formula 

N(T[Cp]>-<T[C~p]) 

presents a problem only at first sight, because this formula, when completed by 

N(F[Cp]>-<F[C~p]) 

(thus giving T(ll)), is equivalent to the principle of division of truth values. 
Ammonius' choice of this formula rather than his habitual formula is also 
explained by his care to stay close to the reading of Aristotle's text. In fact, this is 
the formula we find in Aristotle's text at 18a36-7 and at 18b7. 

2. Like Aristotle, Ammonius limits the discussion of the principle of the 
division of truth values to the case of SFCSs, which, as has been seen, is the only 
case where the application of this principle is problematic. According to 
Ammonius, one can prove that this principle is valid for these sentences as well by 
showing that in a contradictory pair of such sentences both can neither be true at 
once nor false at once. That is, Ammonius understands Aristotle to be deducing 
this principle from the principles of non-contradiction and excluded middle. He 
recognizes, however, that only half the argument is found in lemma 2, viz. the 
claim that, unlike undetermineds, the pairs of SFCS contradictories cannot be true 
together, whereas the claim that they cannot be false together arises only later in 
Aristotle's text (at 18bl7-25). But this does not seem to concern Ammonius. 

Ammonius endeavors to reconstruct the demonstration of the first of these 
claims, which he believes he can find in Aristotle's text. This demonstration is a 
sort of reductio ad absurdum of the contradictorily opposed claim. It depends on 
the principle of the implication of a fact by the truth of the sentence affirming it, 
C(03). If a pair of SFCSs could be true together, it would follow, due to C(03), 
that one state of affairs, e.g. that Socrates is bathing, and the contradictorily 
opposed state would be the case at the same time. Thus 

F(ll) N(Cp >-< C~p) 

would be denied. To avoid this absurdity, we must accept that both SFCSs cannot 
be true together (cp. 140,8-10 and the analogous argument at 146,8-17). 

Thus Ammonius uses F(ll) in his reconstruction of the argument. He seems, 
however, not to have realized that this principle is found in the lines 18a38-9. 
Unlike most contemporary interpreters (cp. Weidemann 1994, 233; Ackrill 1963, 
135), he interprets these lines as an expression of the claim to be proven itself, i.e. 
that in the case of future contingents, the truth of an affirmation and its negation 
do not occur at the same time. Ammonius says the same thing in the parallel 
passage 145,31-146,2, a passage that also shows (cp. 145,29-31) that he assumes 
that the authors of the necessitarian argument wrongly consider the argument 
raised at 18a35-39 to be a proof not of the principle of plain division of truth 
values, but rather of the principle of definite division of truth values. 
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It should be stressed that Ammonius never mentions that Aristotle at 
18b37-38 introduces as a thesis of his adversaries the claim that each affirmation 
and each negation is either true or false. Aristotle clearly considers this a 
prerequisite and one of the premises of their demonstration of the principle of the 
division of truth values. For, if the first claim did not hold, i.e. if sentences could 
be neutral (neither true nor false), the demonstration would not be successful. The 
standard interpretation holding that Aristotle recognized a third truth value is 
based on this observation.206 Ammonius, however, does not consider the 
possibility of a neutral truth-value. This is why 18b37-8 does not attract his 
attention. 

3. Taken literally, <fai<n, 'he says', at 140,13 indicates that Aristotle 
attributes to the necessitarians the claim that the contradictory pairs of SFCSs do 
not divide their truth values in an indefinite way, but in a definite one. Actually, 
the term ώρισμενως, 'definitely', is nowhere found in Aristotle's text. We do not 
think this has escaped Ammonius' attention. This is why in adopting an 
interpretation that tries to save the coherence of the text (by the 'principle of 
charity') we have translated φτμτι as 'he means' rather than 'he says'. Ammonius 
tries to show (έηιία'ξομεν) that the authors of the argument assume a definite 
division of truth values. As we shall see, he does this at 141,18-25 in explicitly 
giving a demonstration of this claim. 

4. To demonstrate that in fact a definite division of truth values has 
necessitarian consequences, Ammonius bases his reasoning on a concrete example 
of a pair of SFCSs. He begins with the supposition that of two soothsayers 
predicting the future of a sick person, one says he will recover, the other that he 
will not. The argumentation, which in its structure resembles the Reaper 
Argument, is as follows (g = the sick person recovers): 

lines premises/conclusion by which principle 

(1) (140,16-17) N{(Td[Cg] · Fd[C~g]) >-< 

(Fd[qg]-Td[c-g])} 

T(15) 

(2) (140,17-20) 

a) (Td[Cg]-NCg) · Cr<[C~g]-NC~g) C(22) 

b) N O g «· -iPCg M(l l ) 

(3) (140,20-1) NCg >-< ->PCg T(15), C(22), 
M(12), M(13) 

(4) (140,21) -KCg M(12), M(13) 

Cp. J. Lukasiewicz 1930 and 1973; see also N. Kretzmann 1998,24-25. 
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The simplest way to explain the second premise is to understand it as a 
consequence of the principle C(22). That is what we did in our reconstruction. 

C(22) (Td[Cp] - NCp) · (Td[C~p] - NC~p) · (F„[Cp] - N-Cp) · 
(Fd[C~p] - N->C~p). 

It is curious, however, that Ammonius never mentions this principle in his text. To 
be sure, C(22) is a law that is true analytically if our hypothesis on the semantics 
of the expressions 'definitely true' and 'definitely false' is accurate. Thus 
Ammonius could think he could dispense with stating it explicitly. On the other 
hand we must take into account the fact that Ammonius does not at all dispense 
with justifying his second premise. But instead of establishing it on the basis of 
C(22), he justifies it (140,18-9) by means of C(03). This requires an explanation, 
because C(03) on first glance does not seem strong enough to serve as the grounds 
for the second premise. 

How can a demonstration of the second premise be reconstructed on the 
basis of C(03)? It could be supposed that Ammonius accepted the following 
principle: 

M(14) (T[Cp] - Cp) - (NT[Cp] - NCp). 

M(14) allows us to pass from C(03) to a modalized principle of correspondence: 

C(24) (NT[Cp] - NCp) · (NT[C~p] - NC~p) · (NF[Cp] - N-Cp) · 
(NF[C~p] - N-.C~p). 

Now the semantics of the expressions 'definitely true' and 'definitely false' have 
as a consequence the following equivalencies.207 

(Td[Cp] ~ NT[Cp]) · (F„[Cp] - NF[Cp]). 

Ammonius can then substitute 'it is necessarily true that the sick person recovers' 
for 'it is definitely true that the sick person recovers'. This substitution permits the 
use of C(24) in the deduction of the necessity of the recovering or of the not 
recovering. Since C(24) is, by M(14), a consequence of C(03), Ammonius is not 
wrong to cite the latter principle to justify his second premise. 

Lemma 3 (18a39-b9) 

According to the unanimous opinion of modern interpreters, Aristotle completes 
the first argument for necessitarianism in the third lemma. Ammonius, however, 
maintains that this argument has already been concluded in lemma 2 and, as a 
result, he sees in the third lemma only a confirmation and explication of what has 
already been proved. 

Cp. G. Seel's second article in this volume, 243-245. 
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The commentary on the third lemma takes up paragraphs 14 and IS. 
Paragraph 14 comments on Aristotle's text up to 18b4, paragraph 15 comments 
on the conclusion drawn at 18b5-9 and gives in its second part an explication of 
the different sorts of contingent. 

Paragraph 14 

In this paragraph Ammonius explains how Aristotle deduces 'as if from a 
syllogism' (cp. 141,18: axrnep έκ σνλλογισμ.οΰ) the principle of correspondence 
and the principle of the definite division of truth values, which form the basis of 
the first proof for necessitarianism, sketched in the previous paragraph. 

Paragraph 14 is divided into three parts: 
(1). First, Ammonius comments on lines 18a39-b3 (140,32-147,17). He sees 

there (a) a confirmation, supported by examples, of the principle of the 
implication of facts by the truth of sentences and (b) its complementary principle, 
the principle of implication of the truth of sentences by the facts; thus he obtains 
from both the principle of correspondence in its entirety. 

(2). Next (141,18-25) Ammonius interprets lines 18b4-5. According to him, 
they include a deduction of the principle of the definite division of truth values 
from the principle of correspondence. 

(3). Finally (141,25-30), Ammonius returns to 18b2-3, which he understands 
as a formulation of the principle of correspondence for the case of false sentences, 
which has not been discussed earlier. 

Regarding (1): Weidemann (1994, 236)—like Ammonius—sees in lines 
18a39-b2 a confirmation of what has been shown before. But unlike Ammonius, 
he identifies this as the principle of non-contradiction and the principle of 
excluded middle which, according to him, are demonstrated from the principle of 
correspondence. In this interpretation, Weidemann assumes that the ει' ('if') in line 
a39 refers back to the ei in a34 and that ή' ('or') is a non-exclusive 'or' in a39 and 
an exclusive 'or' in the two following lines. But Ammonius' reading, which 
stipulates that it is the principle of correspondence that is being confirmed in these 
lines, has the ή' indicate an exclusive 'or' in all the occurrences, and further 
assumes that the ei in a39 refers to a35. This reading follows Aristotle's text more 
closely than Weidemann's, as well as avoiding the improbable assumption that the 
'or' is non-exclusive in a39. 

Ammonius distinguishes two partial principles which together constitute the 
principle of correspondence. He says (140,32-4) that Aristotle first demonstrates 
the principle of the implication of facts by the truth of the sentences, and then 
(141,6-8) he adds the principle of the implication of the truth of the sentences by 
the facts, thus obtaining the complete principle of correspondence. These two 
principles can be formulated thus: 

C(03) N{(T[Q>] - Cp) · (T[C~p] - C~p) · (F[Q>] - -<*) · (F[C~p] - -Op)} 

and 
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C(04) N{(Cp - T[Cp]) · (C~p - T[C~p]) · (-Cp - F[Cp]) · (-C~p -
F[C~p])} 

Versions of the first partial principle that are apparently quite different are found 
in the text of this paragraph, just as in the preceding paragraph. At 140,32-4, it is 
formulated without any modal operator; at 141,4-6, where it is supported by the 
cloak example, ανάγκη ('it is necessary that') is added before the consequent of 
the conditional sentence. And finally at 141,8-10, where Ammonius presents the 
principle of correspondence in its entirety (i.e. the conjunction of the two partial 
principles), he places the modal operator before the conditional sentence. 

It is clear, however, that the three formulations can only be referring to a 
single principle and that this can only be C(03), for the following reasons: 

(i). Ammonius (140,32) leaves no doubt that the first partial principle is 
identical to the first principle treated in the preceding paragraph, viz. C(03). 

(ii). It is very probable that the version chosen at 141,8-10 for the 
formulation of the complete principle of correspondence expresses best 
Ammonius' intended meaning. 

(iii). The ίνάγκ<η at 141,4-6 poses no problem for this interpretation 
because, as we have already seen, even placed before the consequent, it can quite 
easily express necessitas consequentiae—both in Ammonius or Aristotle (for the 
latter, cp. again Weidemann 1994,230-1,235). 

(iv). Only under this assumption can we understand how Ammonius could at 
140,32-4 do without a modal operator for expressing the same principle. 

Thus we hold C(03) as the best formalization of the first partial principle. 
As for the second partial principle, we find no explicit formulation in the 

text. Ammonius merely remarks (141,6-8) that the first partial principle is 
convertible. Consequently, the second principle, which results from this 
conversion, will correspond to our C(04). The joining together of the two 
principles, an abridged version of which is given at 141,8-10, must then be 
formalized in the following fashion: 

C(01) N{(T[Cp] ~ Cp) · (T[C~p] <- C~p) · (F[Cp] <- -Cp) · 
(F([C~p] - -C~p)} 

It is difficult to understand, however, to what extent Aristotle's argument in this 
passage is like a syllogistic deduction, as Ammonius maintains. 

It is interesting to see that Ammonius considers the fact Aristotle uses the 
past ('was') in 18b2 worthy of comment. He thinks that here Aristotle is trying 
to say that facts imply the truth of affirmative sentences not only in cases where 
fact and statement are simultaneous but also where the statement precedes the fact 
(141,10-17). This gives the principle: 

C(13) (t'Xt"Xp){(t" < t' · Q p · [Ct'P]r) - T,-[Ctp]} 

Ammonius thinks that this principle will play a role in the second proof for 
necessitarianism. Among contemporary interpreters, only Donini 1989, 6 note 15 
agrees with Ammonius. Weidemann 1994, 237, on the other hand, holds that the 
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imperfect ήν has nothing to do with the second proof but serves here simply to 
refer back to an item already mentioned. Though the text does not permit us to 
decide between the two interpretations we find Ammonius' conjecture quite 
convincing. 

The deduction that Ammonius sketches at 141,18-25 is of the greatest 
interest. It is probably in these lines that he fulfills the promise given at 140,13 of 
showing that the argument for necessitarianism depends on the tacit assumption 
that SFCSs divide truth values in a definite way (one definitely true, one definitely 
false). In fact, he reaffirms this claim at 141,20 in remarking that the authors of 
this argument rightly imply definite truth values—rightly because he believes that 
one can prove that their argument actually requires it. This proof is sketched by 
Ammonius in the lines that follow. 

T(15), then, is the claim to prove. Like the proof of T(13) sketched at 140, 
4-13, the demonstration for this uses the principle of division of facts, F( l l ) . But 
this time the demonstration does not proceed by a reduction to the absurd. F ( l l ) 
serves as a premise from which the claim to be proven can be directly deduced. 
To do this Ammonius introduces a second premise containing a very strong 
principle of correspondence, namely C(02), which appears here for the first time 
in Ammonius' text. The demonstration has the following structure: 

lines premises/conclusions by which principle 

141, 20-21 N(Cp >-< C~p) F<11) 

141,21-23 (Cp -»Td[Cp]) · (C~p -*• Td[C~p]) C(02) 

intermediate con-
clusion (unstated) 

N(Td[Cp]) >-< Td[C~p]) T(14) 

141,24-25 
N{(T«i[Cp] · Fd[C~p]) >-< Td[C~p]) 
• Fd[Cp])} 

T(15) 

If on the other hand one adopts the standard interpretation, the demonstration 
given by Ammonius will be read in the following way: 

lines premises/conclusions by which principle 

141,20-1 N(Cp >-< C~p) F( l l ) 

141,21-3 (Cp -»T[Cp]) · ( O p T[Op] ) C(04) 

intermediate con-
clusion (unstated) 

N(T[Cp])>-<T[Op]) T ( l l ) 

141,24-5 
N{(T[Cp] .F[Op])>-<(T[Op]) · 
F[Cp])} 

T(13) 
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By this interpretation, the proof given at 141,20-5 leads to the same result as the 
proof sketched at 140,4-13. If it were correct, it would be difficult to understand 
why Ammonius announced at 140,13 a supplementary demonstration of the fact 
that SFCSs divide their truth values in a definite way. This clearly speaks against 
the standard interpretation. 

But the non-standard interpretation has its own difficulties. It must explain 
how Ammonius can impute to necessitarians a principle as strong as C(02). To do 
this, it must be noted that Ammonius considers the fact in question as a present 
fact about which a predication has been made in the past. Therefore the principle 
of the necessity of facts T(03) applies to it. Consequently necessitarians have been 
able to consider a given situation not only as a fact, but as a necessary fact. By 
C(23) such a fact has the implication that the sentence predicating it is true in a 
definite manner. Thus necessitarians are able to substitute C(02) for C(23). The 
only objection that could be raised is that the necessity of facts principle F(03) 
does not figure in the immediate context and will not be introduced (and refuted!) 
until paragraph 17 (cp. 145,9-12), when the second necessitarianism-argument is 
refuted. In fact, Ammonius considers the second argument a sharper and clearer 
means of demonstrating what paragraph 14 had already concluded, namely, the 
principle of the definite division of truth values, T(15) (cp. 144,9-14). This close 
affinity of the two arguments is further underscored by the fact that Ammonius 
does not give a refutation of the first argument, as if he considered the refutation 
of the second as also applicable to the first. But, as we will show in Ammonius' 
reconstruction of the second argument, even though in the argument itself 
principle F(03) is not made explicit either, he regards it as the indispensable basis 
on which the entire demonstration depends and which thus must be called into 
question if the demonstration is to be refuted (cp. 145,9-12 and 152,33-153, 7). It 
is very likely, then, that Ammonius is reasoning along the same lines as regards 
the first argument. Thus, although he finds nothing wrong with C(23), he does not 
accept C(02). He will accuse the necessitarians, then, of wrongly substituting the 
latter for C(23) on the basis of F(03). 

Paragraph 15 

The text that Ammonius comments on in this paragraph (lines 18b5-9) contains 
the conclusion of the first necessitarianism argument. He interprets this conclusion 
as expressing the claim that the contingent is to be done away with (141,34-5). 
Interestingly, Ammonius emphasizes that this conclusion follows immediately 
(αύτόθεν) from the validity of the principle of the definite division of truth values 
T(15) for SFCSs. This is accurate only if the non-standard interpretation is 
adopted, because according to this C(25) is an analytically true law. The standard 
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interpretation, on the contrary, will have difficulty explaining this αΰτόθεν because 
necessitarianism cannot be deduced from principle T(13) alone.208 

The rest of the paragraph (beginning at 142,1) contains an explanation of the 
different sorts of contingent. The appearance in Aristotle's text of the phrases άπο 
τύχης, "by chance," and όπότερ' ετυχεν, "however it chances" serves as an 
opportunity to expound this kind of events in a systematic way based on the 
Neoplatonic doctrine of levels of being. In fact, following the conclusion that 
contingency is to be denied, Aristotle introduces two types of contingents, namely 
άπο τύχης and όπότερ' ετυχεν (18b5-6). These two expressions are often used as 
synonyms by Aristotle (cp. An. Pr. 1.13, 32bl2-13, bl7) but, as Weidemann 
1994,143-44 has shown, in De Interpretatione 9 the latter refers to events with an 
equal probability of occurrence and non-occurrence, while the former refers to 
contingent events that occur due only to an exceptional constellation of causal 
factors. 

Ammonius proposes a complete, and much more complicated, division of 
the contingent according to frequency of events and also according to their 
causes. Under the first heading, he distinguishes (a) what happens for the most 
part, (b) what happens for the lesser part, and (c) what happens with equal 
frequency (142,1-5).209 To be sure, this distinction is not found in the lemma being 
commented on, but does correspond to the sort of conception Aristotle develops 
in the Topics (2.6, 112bl-15). Then Ammonius subdivides these types of 
contingents according to their cause. The contingent happening most often is 
caused either by nature or by art (142,5-13). The more rarely occurring contingent 
is caused either by chance (κατά τύχην) or by spontaneity (άπο ταύτομάτου) 
(142,13-143,1). Events άπο τύχης are positive events happening despite one's 
expectation or intention, because of a happy constellation of causes. Events άπο 
ταύτομάτου, on the other hand, happen due to a constellation of causes in nature, 
i.e. apart from human action. The contingent that happens just as frequently as not 
depends on a single sort of cause, human choice (143,1-3). The theory of different 
causes of the contingent explained here by Ammonius does not correspond in 
every aspect to the Aristotelian conception (cp. again H. Weidemann 1994, 
243-244). 

Ammonius adds that the latter type of contingent, i.e. the one which does as 
frequently occur as not occur, is called όπότepov έτυχε (143,3-6). According to 
Weidemann's analysis (1954, 243), in De Interpretatione Aristotle uses this 
expression to mean the same thing. On the contrary Ammonius thinks that 
Aristotle uses it for all contingents—and he criticizes him for doing so, since 
όπότepov ετυχε is, according to Ammonius, only the 'core' of the contingent 
(143,20-2). 

Weidemann 1994, 245-6 rightly stresses that this division of the contingent 
into subclasses would not fit in the context of chapter 9 if a simple statistical 

See also R. Sorabji 1998,11. 
For the three-fold division of the contingent cp. P. Donini 1989, 65-70 and S. 
Bobzien 1998c, 150. 
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classification were all that mattered. But as we shall soon see, Ammonius, like 
Aristotle, is convinced that statistical classification of event types has implications 
for the modality (probability) of the singular event that belongs to one of these 
classes. 

Lemma 4 (18W-16) 

This lemma contains the second argument for necessitarianism. Ammonius 
understands that here Aristotle gives a clearer version of the demonstration and 
proceeds in a more elaborate manner (144,13-4). The editor's division of the 
commentary into two paragraphs corresponds to its internal structure: in the first, 
Ammonius explicates Aristotle's text; in the second, he gives his own refutation 
of the argument for necessitarianism. 

Paragraph 16 

Let us first determine how the second argument differs from the first and then see 
to what extent Ammonius recognizes this difference. In view of the great diversity 
of interpretations for the second argument (cp. Weidemann 1994, 248-63), we 
must limit ourselves to presenting our own opinion: 

1. First of all, the second argument differs from the first in that the principle 
of the division of truth values, so important in the first argument, is absent in the 
second. 

2. Further, in the second two new principles are found that are absent in the 
first argument. These are: 

(a) the principle of the retrogradation of truth formulated at 18b9-ll: 
q i 3 ) (t')(t"Xp){(t'< t" · Q'P · [Op],·) - T,[Ctp]} 

and 

(b) the principle of simultaneity of the truth of statement and the 
corresponding fact, which appears at 18bll-13: 

q i l ) (t'Xt"Xp){(t" < t' . T,[C,p]) - C,C,p}. 

Our claim, which stipulates that 18bll-13 contains the principle C(ll), 
requires a justification since interpreters are much divided on the issue.210 The 
following arguments support our claim: 

1. It accounts for the fact that the argument reported by Aristotle contains 
four steps. In fact, according to our interpretation, each of these four steps 
contains an indispensable new item for the argument, while by the standard 

The problem is how to interpret the ούχ οΐόν -re in lines 12 and 13. Mostly the 
expression is given a modal meaning ('impossible'). The expression can, however, 
have a non-modal meaning as well (cp. Iiddell-Scott). 
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interpretation, the third step is only a reformulation of the result obtained in the 
second. 

2. According to Aristotle (cp. Int. 19a23-6) the two necessitarianism 
arguments depend on a misguided use of the principle of the necessity of facts and 
not, as some interpreters have claimed (cp. G. Anscombe 1968, 19; S. Haack 
1974, 77-9; G. Fine 1984, 23, 36-8; M. Lowe 1980, 55-62), on the principle of 
the implication of the necessity of the fact by the truth of the sentence stating it. 
But C(ll) does allow the application of the principle of the necessity of facts, the 
validity of which is normally limited strictly to present or past facts, to future facts 
as well. Thus a reconstruction of the second argument is possible that avoids 
having to fault its authors for mistakes as serious as confusing necessitas 
consequentiae with necessitas consequentis. 

The role that the principle of retrogradation of truth plays in the second 
argument is just as controversial among interpreters (cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 
250-61). In our opinion, this role is as follows. For each future event, one can 
imagine an infinite series of statements predicting it. Each statement is itself an 
event taking place in a different period of time. 

times of statements 

Now according to the principle of the division of truth values each element of this 
series is either true or false. But this division does not allow us to conclude that all 
the members of the series carry the same truth value. Thus in the series of 
sentences the possibility of both true and false ones is not precluded. If this were 
the case, it could be deduced by means of the principles used by Aristotle that the 
given event is necessary at one moment and impossible at another moment. Such a 
situation is clearly troublesome. To be sure, there would be no instant prior to the 
event at which it would be a future contingent event, which accords with 
necessitarianism. But the fact the same event is sometimes necessary and 
sometimes impossible is at odds with it. One could certainly prove that the very 
concepts of necessity and impossibility preclude such a case. But the principle of 
retrogradation of truth solves the problem in a very simple way since it ensures 
that all the sentences in the series have the same truth value, and consequently that 
the event that is actualized is at every instant in its 'past' a necessary future event 
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—this due to the principle that the truth of the sentence entails the necessity of the 
corresponding event (cp. D. Frede 1985,55). 

On this basis, we can reconstruct the second argument for determinism in 
this way: Let η be the state of affairs 'a white child is born', t be the present 
instant, t' = t„ and t" < t'. Then we can formulate the argument in the following 
way: 

Steps Claims obtained by which principle 

Ct-n beginning claim 
1st (t"XT,[C,n]) 0(13) 
2nd (t")(-C,-C,n) C(11),C(12) 
3rd ( t "X-Pr-C r -Qn) F(14),F(16) 
4th (t'XNrCrG-n) M(ll) 

There is no problem in writing (t"XN rQn) for (t")(N,-CrC,n). 
Let us now see to what extent Ammonius understands the subtlety of the 

argument reported by Aristotle. It must first of all be emphasized that he explicitly 
states that the first argument lacks clarity and that therefore Aristotle tries in a 
second proof to deduce the same conclusion more clearly from a new starting 
point (144,9-14). But it is doubtful that he fully understood the difference between 
the two arguments. 

1. Ammonius does not see that the principle of the definite division of truth 
values no longer plays any role in the second argument. On the contrary, he holds 
that just as in the first argument this principle is the principal goal of the 
deduction, and when it is reached the rejection of the contingent immediately 
follows (144,9-12). 

2. In the other part of the paragraph (beginning at 144,14) Ammonius 
closely follows Aristotle's text. He notes here that the goal of the demonstration is 
actually the claim that everything is necessary. This difference in the identification 
of the goal of the deduction is explained by the fact, already shown in numerous 
places, that Ammonius allows his own thinking to interfere with his commentary 
on Aristotle's text. 

3. Regarding the principle of retrogradation of truth, Ammonius sees with 
great clarity that what is established by this principle is the truth of an infinite 
series of statements each different from the others and not, as Hintikka believes 
(1973,147-178 and particularly 166, note 26), the omnitemporal truth of a single 
statement.211 He also notes that this principle presents the new element introduced 
in the discussion (cp. 144,14). But it is highly doubtful that he understands the 
true import of this new element. When he explains at 144,19-21 the reason the 
truth of a past statement makes the predicted event necessary, he does not refer to 
an infinite series of statements, but rather seems to have in mind just one. Thus it 
appears that for Ammonius what is new in the second argument is not the 

Cp. G. Seel's second article in this volume, 237-239. 
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introduction of an infinite series of past statements, but rather the introduction of 
past statements. Thus he reconstructs the second argument as if it were perfectly 
parallel to the first, only that now the principle of correspondence is applied to 
past statements. 

4. For the same reasons Ammonius does not call into service C(ll) in his 
reconstruction. In fact, he considers the expression οϋχ οΤόν τε to mean 
'impossible' (144,26-7) and hence is content with just three steps rather than four. 
Thus the difference between the second and third steps, so important in our 
reconstruction, completely disappears. Ammonius does not use in his 
reconstruction the principle of the necessity of facts either, but grounds the 
demonstration directly on principle C(21), thus adhering to the dominant line of 
interpretation, some modern versions of which we have mentioned above. He 
does not explain how the authors of the argument justify C(21), but his general 
line of interpretation lets us conjecture that he believes they have wrongly 
substituted principle C(21) for the correct and anodyne C(22) supposing that 
'being true' is the same as 'being definitely true'. 

5. Finally if one asks what grounds Ammonius has for holding (at 144,9-11) 
that the second argument amounts to a demonstration of the principle of the 
definite division of truth values, it is difficult to know how to respond. Unlike in 
the passage at 143,17-26 (cp. above pp. 180f.), in paragraph 16 the word 
ώρι<τμ£νως, 'definitely', does not appear anywhere in the argument as 
reconstructed by Ammonius. Thus to respond to this question, we have only the 
two following options. Either Ammonius regards the second necessitarianism 
argument as identical to the argument sketched at 143,20-5, or he considers the 
demonstration to be indirect, assuming that the argument used is valid only if all 
the truth values are definite. Because it seems the more plausible, we hold to the 
latter option. 

Paragraph 17 

In this brief paragraph, Ammonius presents his refutation of the second 
necessitarianism argument, which (as we shall see) has repercussions for the first 
argument as well. The text is of great importance since the method Ammonius 
uses to criticize this argument permits us for the first time to decide on solid 
grounds whether he adheres to the standard interpretation. 

Ammonius first of all makes two negative statements (145,9-12), thus 
denying the validity of two principles which he apparently considers decisive for 
the validity of the second proof. In the formulation of the first principle he uses 
the adverb πάντως, 'in any case', which when placed before the predicate 
indicates either that the given state of affairs is a settled fact or that it is a 
necessary fact (cp. our discussion above on the semantics of this expression in our 
commentary on paragraph 5). In our reconstruction of the 'Reaper' Argument, we 
opted for the first meaning. For the same reasons we accept this interpretation in 
the present context too. 
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If πάντως means 'settled' or 'decided', the first principle whose validity 
Ammonius denies means this: 

C(40) If a state of affairs is now actualized or has already been 
actualized, the prediction made before the instant of its 
actualization saying that it is decided (at the moment of its being 
stated) that this state of affairs will be the case at the later 
moment - this statement is true. Or: 
( f ) 0" ) (P) {(t"< t ' · Q'P · [D,"Q'P]t") - Tt"[Dt"Q'p]} 

Ammonius justifies his rejection of this principle (cp. yap in 145,11) by denying 
the validity of another principle (145,11-12). This second principle is a variation 
of the principle of the necessity of facts. 

F(03) If ρ is the case at t ' , at any time before t ' it was necessary for ρ to 
occur at t ' . 
(t'Xt"Xp){(t" < t ' · Ct-p) - NrQ.p} 

He must understand that the non-validity of F(03) is a reason for the non-validity 
of C(40). This implication, however, needs an explanation. If a fact is necessary 
the sentence stating its necessity is true, according to the principle of 
correspondence. Therefore, if a present fact implies its prior necessity, it also 
implies the truth of the sentence stating that it will necessarily be the case and vice 
versa. So F(03) is equivalent with the following principle. 

C(41) If a state of affairs is now actualized or has already been 
actualized, the prediction statement made before the instant of its 
actualization, saying that it is necessary (at the moment of its 
being stated) that this state of affairs will be the case at the later 
moment, is true. Or: 
(t')(t"Xp){(t" < t' · Q'P · [Nt"C,'p]t") - T,"[Nt"Ct'p]} 

Now, let us, for a moment, have a look back to the Reaper Argument (cp. above 
p.158). There we argued that Ammonius could have accepted P(IVc). 

P(IVc) (UfcCtfT · Ut„Ctf ~ r) <- (K^Crf · KaCW - r) 

On the basis of the premises of the Reaper Argument P(IVc) is equivalent with the 
following principle. 

(DtoGfp ->• NtnCtfp) · (DmCtf ~p-NtnCtf ~ p) 

This, in turn, amounts to the following general principle. 

M(5) (t'Xt"Xp)({(t" < t' • Dt-Ct'p) - Nt Ct'P} 

Using M(5) one can easily show that C(40) implies C(41). Therefore, if the 
non-validity of F(03) implies the non-validity of C(41), it also implies the 
non-validity of C(40). We see from this that Ammonius' justification is perfectly 
sound and consistent with his treatment of the Reaper Argument. 



IV.3 Commentary on Chapter 9 187 

However, neither C(40) nor F(03) played an explicit role in Ammonius' 
reconstruction of the second necessitarianism argument. Therefore we have to 
explain why he believes that their negation undermines that argument. In the 
argument one deduces from a present fact through intermediate steps the past 
necessity of that fact. Now, if that conclusion is correctly deduced, the present 
actuality of any state of affairs implies the prior necessity of its future realization. 
That is exactly what F(03) affirms. So, by denying F(03) Ammonius in fact doubts 
the correctness of the second argument. Ammonius is convinced (he says that at 
145,18-9) that Aristotle is going to take the same step showing that the 
necessitarians are not allowed to substitute the false principle F(03) to a principle 
resembling it, namely F(04), which he considers valid.212 

F(04) (t'Xt"Xp){(t" > t' · Ct'p) - NrG'p} 

Given the logical relation between F(03) and C(40), denying F(03) and denying 
C(40) is finally the same move, i.e. doubting the validity of the second argument 
in its totality. So, why did Ammonius introduce the rather complex principle 
C(40), which contains a modalized sentence, at all? The answer will be given 
when we now analyze Ammonius' way of refuting the argument. 

So far Ammonius has only doubted the validity of the second argument, but 
has not given an argument that demonstrates the negation of its conclusion. He 
tries to do this in lines 145,12-6. Ammonius uses a tactic he has already employed 
in his refutation of the 'Reaper' Argument (cp. above, pp.l59f.). He substitutes 
for the neutral SFCS, which was the object of the controversy in the preceding 
paragraph, an alternative of modal sentences. Whoever uses the neutral sentence 
(c) 'he will be born a pale child' is deliberately leaving it in the dark whether he 
really means (a) 'he will necessarily be bom a pale child' or (b) 'he will 
contingently be born a pale child.' Assuming the instant of the statement t" occurs 
before the instant of the actualization of the event t', we can write: 

(a) C, G η · NrCVn 
(b) C,C,n · Κ , Ο η 
(c) G G n 

To be sure, sentence (c) must be stated along with one of the two others; both are 
compatible with it. But if (a) is true, (c) is definitely true, and if (b) is true, (c) is 
true in a indefinite way. The neutrality of (c) does not allow this difference to 
appear. Because of this, necessitarians can avoid to specify the way sentences of 
type (c) possess their truth-values and tacitly suppose that all truth-values are 
definite ones. This, again, allows them to substitute principle C(21) for the correct 
principle C(22) and use the former in order to deduce the necessity of the fact 
from the truth of the sentence predicting the fact. This means that they obtain their 
conclusion surreptitiously, covering up the fact they commit apetitio principii. By 
obliging them to choose between (a) and (b), Ammonius makes the petitio 

Aristotle in fact makes this claim at 19a23ff. 
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principii obvious. Of course, the determinists can still stick to their position, but 
they cannot pretend to have proved it. 

Ammonius, on the other hand, insists that 'the birth of a pale child' is 
actually a contingent event. Thus, according to him, (b) is true and (a) is false 
(145,12-4). But he makes no effort to prove that. He might think he does not need 
to, as long as the necessitarians have no proof of the contrary either. But if he is 
right, C(40) and F(03) are false and the second argument loses its foundation. 

At the end of the paragraph (145,16-9), Ammonius clarifies the 
epistemological foundations of statements (a) and (b). He requires, in effect, that 
the validity of type (a) statements not be decided on the basis of an event that has 
already occurred, but by deciding before it has happened whether it is going to 
happen by necessity. In fact, once the event has occurred, type (a) statements are 
no longer in danger of being shown false. Before the end of the process that 
produces the event, on the other hand, type (a) statements can be falsified because 
the type of event, if it is contingent, could still not occur. This is why in this case 
one only dares to make a type (a) statement if there are reasons to believe the type 
of event will necessarily occur. These reasons can only be the knowledge that the 
causes of the future type of event already exist at the moment the statement is 
made and the knowledge of the causal tie linking these causes and the type of 
event (regarding this, cp. 137,Iff and our commentary on paragraph 10 on p.163 
above). 

It is interesting to compare Ammonius' refutation of the second 
necessitarianism argument to his refutation of the Reaper Argument. As we 
already emphasized both refutations use the same method, consisting of 
modalizing plain sentences and of showing that not only one but two different 
modalizations are possible of which only one has necessitarian consequences. In 
the case of the Reaper Argument Ammonius explicitly argues that the 
necessitarians by choosing the modalization convenient to their purpose would 
commit a petitio principii. As we have seen, in the present case the same blame is 
implicit in Ammonius' argument. It is important to note also that in his refutation 
of the second necessitarian argument Ammonius denies explicitly the first two 
premises of the Reaper Argument and he seems to admit that these premises in 
fact have necessitarian consequences. So we find in this paragraph an indirect 
confirmation of our reconstruction of the Reaper Argument given above. 

The positions defended by Ammonius in this paragraph permit us to 
determine whether or not he holds the standard interpretation. Two points are 
relevant to this. 

1. If Ammonius accepted the standard interpretation, in order to criticize the 
second argument, he would call into question the validity of the correspondence 
principle for SFCSs. But he does no such thing. On the contrary, the strategy he 
pursues in paragraph 17 precisely corresponds with what one would expect if he 
was a supporter of the non-standard interpretation. 

2. Moreover, paragraph 17 contains a clear proof that Ammonius attributes 
truth values to SFCSs. An example is devised in which the event predicted in 
sentence (c) is a present contingent fact. It is time and not prior necessitating 
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causes that has put it into being (cp. 145,11-2). In our opinion, this means that in 
order to explain this fact, one must appeal to the ontological principle of 
non-contradiction which requires that at every present moment only one of two 
contradictory states of affairs can, and exactly one must, be the case. Now 
Ammonius stresses that statement (b), affirming that the fact is going to take place 
contingently, is true (145,13-4 and 15-6).213 This seems to exclude Ammonius' 
denying a truth value to statement (c), which predicts the same event but without 
specifying its modality. If (b) is true, (c) is as well because (b) implies (c). 

3. Unfortunately Ammonius in the paragraph does not explicitly discuss the 
specific manner in which sentences (a), (b) and (c) possess their truth-values. 
According to our interpretation, the simple truth of (a) entails the definite truth of 
(c) and the simple truth of (b) has the consequence that (c) is true in an indefinite 
way. But despite the fact Ammonius used these distinctions throughout his 
restatements of the first and second necessitarianism arguments, in his refutation 
of the latter, this distinction no longer appears. One must wait till the following 
paragraph for its reappearance. 

Lemma 5 (18bl6-25) 

Paragraph 18 

In this lemma Aristotle returns to a question raised in the second lemma (cp. 
above, p.174), the question of whether SFCSs can be false together and if not, 
why not. This is why J. Ackrill 1963,137 and D. Frede 1970, 86 suspect that the 
passage was wrongly placed here and should be relocated to the passage 
18a34-b4. H. Weidemann 1994, 268 objects to this proposal because it would 
seriously muddle the argument which, among other things, presupposes the result 
obtained at 18b5-16. 

Regarding the goal of the argument, interpreters are not in agreement either. 
Ackrill loc. cit. thinks that Aristotle is intending to refute for the first time the 
claim that two contradictory SFCSs can be false together. And he accuses him of 
committing a petitio principii in this demonstration. But to support him against 
this charge, Weidemann (1994, 264-5) suggests that the goal of the demonstration 
is only to show that, even if the two statements could be false together, it would 
still lead to determinist consequences. But according to Ackrill this point is 
pursued in a second argument. 

Ammonius also locates the passage in the context of the second lemma. But 
unlike modern interpreters, he does not think for a moment that it could be 
misplaced, because he doesn't think it odd or unusual to return later to a question 
left unanswered. 

One cannot cite in support of the opposite claim the future akifieua«, 'will speak the 
truth', at 145,13. This has only rhetorical value, as ήληβευε in 145,15 confirms, and 
we should not be tempted to follow this false path. 
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Concerning the goal of the argument, he holds (as does Ackrill) that 
Aristotle first of all intends to prove that SFCS contradictories cannot be false 
together, and that he shows in a second argument that even if this were correct, it 
would not permit an escape from necessitarianism (cp. 146,5-6). 

The beginning of the paragraph confirms what we have said concerning 
paragraph 13. Ammonius is convinced that Aristotle presupposes definite truth 
values in the demonstration he gives for the principle of division of truth-values. 
Ammonius, then, understands lines 18a35-9 as a faulty demonstration of the 
principle of the definite division of truth values. He had already declared in 
paragraph 13 that this demonstration was incomplete and was to be completed 
later. He finds this completion, correctly, in the fifth lemma. According to him, 
SFCS contradictories are either true together or false together or they divide truth 
values. In order to prove the last, the other two possibilities must be excluded. 
The possibility of being true together has already been rejected in the second 
lemma. The possibility of SFCS contradictories being false together remains to be 
refuted. 

To do this, Aristotle (according to Ammonius) advances three arguments: 

1. This hypothesis is incompatible with the principle of non-contradiction 
(146,11-3). 

2. The hypothesis has the consequence that the state of affairs the SFCS 
describes will at the same time be the case and not be the case 
(145,13-5). 

3. This in turn implies the necessity that the given state of affairs will be 
the case and not be the case (146,15-6). 

Thus it is by a reduction to the absurd that the hypothesis of co-falsity of SFCSs is 
refuted (146,16-7). At the same time it is shown that, even if the hypothesis were 
valid, one could not escape necessitarianism, as the third argument proves. 

Concerning 1: Ammonius' claim that the co-falsity of SFCSs does away 
with the 'principle of contradiction' is accurate, if this expression is understood in 
a Neoplatonic way to refer to both the principle of non-contradiction and the 
principle of excluded middle.214 It should be noted, however, that Ammonius is 
mistaken when he maintains that Aristotle advances this argument. In fact, 
Aristotle does not mention the principle of contradiction. At most, it could be said 

Syrianus, In Aristotelis Metaphysica commentaria, CAG VI. 1, 18,6, commenting on 
Metaph. III 996b24 ff explains that the ancients (παρά τοις πρεσβυτέρας) held two 
things concerning the principle of contradiction: first that the contradictory 
sentences can never both be wrong about anything and second that it is impossible 
that both are true at the same time. He adds that in his own day the expression is 
used in both ways and that he and the members of his school think that the second is 
simply true whereas the first is valid with qualification (it is not valid of the highest 
entity). See also Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum libros commentaria, CAG IX, 
21,25-29; 240,13-20; X, 985,17-20; 1021,3-4, and Ammonius' own paragraph 13, 
139,32-140,4. 
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that he uses it, which in fact earns him the accusation of petitio principii. 
Ammonius' interpretation avoids this criticism. 

Concerning 2: Ammonius stresses that Aristotle, to derive the conclusion 
that a state of affairs will at the same time be the case and not be the case, uses the 
principle introduced in the second lemma that the truth of the sentences implies 
the actualization of the predicted events (146,17-9), i.e. principle C(ll). 

Concerning 3: Actually, in lines 22-29 Ammonius attributes to Aristotle a 
deduction whose conclusion he states at 25-26, quoting from Aristotle's text 
(18b22-3): 'But if it will neither be nor not be tomorrow, there would be no 
<event of the kind> "however it chances'". Ammonius interprets this as meaning 
that the hypothesis that anything is contingent must be denied if two contradictory 
sentences can be false together. The reason why one must renounce this 
hypothesis is—according to Ammonius—that the co-falsity of two contradictory 
sentences implies that the same thing at the same time both of necessity occurs 
and of necessity does not occur (15-16). The two premises which Ammonius says 
lead to this conclusion are described by him somewhat ambiguously. Our 
interpretation is that the first principle mentioned (τούτφ τφ θβωρηματι 146,24) is 
the one which follows from the example given in 21-22 and which—according to 
Ammonius—is not stated by Aristotle, i.e. the principle that from false sentences 
the non-existence of the thing stated follows (24); and that the second principle, 
which is described as the principle 'left out' (25) is the one which Aristotle left 
out when he discussed the possibility of two contradictory sentences being true 
together (18a34-b4), i.e. the theorem which says that they can be false together, 
which is actually at stake in the present paragraph and which Ammonius said 
(140,10-1) Aristotle would add later. 

Ammonius does not explain to us exactly how he thinks Aristotle derives the 
conclusion that the notion of the contingent is to be done away with. He could get 
it either through principle C(22), assuming definite truth values, or directly from 
the second argument through the principle of the necessity of facts, F(03). 
Aristotle's text is unclear on this. Weidemann (1994, 268) thinks that both the Sei 
in b21 and the Seoi in b24 (both = 'it is necessary that...') indicate necessitas 
consequents. Thus Aristotle would use principle C(12) to reach this conclusion. 
But it is equally possible that the two terms indicate necessitas consequentiae. In 
this case, the decisive step would be found in lines 18b22-5. The contingency of 
the event assumes it might actually take place or might not. But if the event 
neither has nor has not taken place, there is no contingency. 

Lemma 6 (18b26-19a6) 

In this lemma Aristotle passes from the exposition of the necessitarianism 
argument to reasons for rejecting it. He points out absurd consequences of the 
argument, mentions the uselessness of deliberation and individual initiative if 
necessitarianism were true, and returns to the theme of the retrogradation of truth. 
The lemma is commented on in paragraphs 19 and 20. 
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Paragraph 19 

Weidemann 1994, 269 maintains that the absurd consequences Aristotle talks 
about at 18b26 are not those mentioned at 18b25 (that a sea battle must at the 
same time happen and not happen) but are those following when one applies the 
principle of the division of truth values to SFCSs and doing so concludes to the 
nonexistence of the contingent (cp. also Ackrill 1963,137). 

Ammonius' opinion on this point is not perfectly clear. On the one hand, he 
seems to recognize (as does Ackrill) that the absurdity involved here is that of 
denying contingency (147,22-5), the absurdity of which Aristotle has not yet 
demonstrated. Demonstrating this absurdity, then, would be one of the objects of 
this passage. But on the other hand, Ammonius says (147,25-8) that Aristotle adds 
certain further consequences which he calls 'absurdities' even though he has not 
yet demonstrated their absurdity. These consequences must include the fact that 
necessitarianism renders human initiative superfluous. 

Ammonius also considers an absurdity the entire argument that leads to the 
denial of contingency (147,30), and he thinks that Aristotle refutes this argument 
in two ways: 

(a) by demonstrating the impossibility, i.e. the unacceptability, of what 
follows from it; 

(b) by demonstrating that the premises it is grounded on are false. 

Thus he attributes to Aristotle's text a structure conforming to the two methods 
Neoplatonists used to refute an argument, i.e. h/στασις 'objection' and 
άντιπαράστασ-ις 'counter-objection, rejoinder'. If you follow the first you do not 
accept the argument at all, but refuse to agree to its premises. If you apply the 
second you accept the premises of the argument and then show that they are not 
able to demolish your thesis or else have inacceptable consequences (cp. 
Ammonius In Cat. 52,22-53,5). 

The last task is, according to Ammonius, accomplished in the present 
lemma; the first 'a little later', he says, i.e. in the eighth and final lemma (cp. 
152,23ff.). 

In characterizing the logical structure of the last type of refutation, 
Ammonius seems to be attributing to Aristotle an argument patterned after the 
second indemonstrable of the Stoics, viz. modus tollendo tollens (cp. Sextus 
Empiricus, Μ. VIII, 225), which has as premises (a) a conditional statement ρ -» q, 
(b) the negation of the consequent of this conditional and, as a conclusion, the 
negation of the antecedent. If, from the affirmation that SFCSs divide their truth 
values in a determinate way, the claim follows that everything happens by 
necessity (an implication Ammonius considers sound), and if the evidence (cp. 
ενάργεια 148,3) confirms the negation of this claim, i.e. that there are contingent 
events, then one can deduce the negation of the claim that SFCSs divide their 
truth values in a definite way. 

In the second part of the paragraph (148,5ff.), Ammonius interprets the 
actual argument used by Aristotle to reach this conclusion. Nevertheless, as he 
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often does, he fails to stick to the letter of Aristotle's text, constructing his own 
argument based on Aristotle's. In lines 18Ö31-3, Aristotle says simply that the 
necessity of events renders our deliberations and our strivings useless. This seems 
to be a precursor of the argument called αργός λόγος ('lazy argument'), which was 
made later for refuting Stoic fatalism (cp. Cicero, De Fato 29).215 Ammonius, on 
the other hand, strengthens this argument by introducing the theorem 'nature does 
nothing in vain' into it. 

In paragraph 20 (149,1-3) Ammonius gives an example of the type of 
argument used by Aristotle which shows that he considers it quite similar to the 
Lazy Argument: 'If we intend to sail from Egypt to Athens, we need not go down 
into the harbor, seek a ship, or stow our baggage. In fact, even if we have done 
none of these things, it is necessary for us to arrive in Athens.' We know from 
Cicero, De Fato 30 that Chrysippus brilliantly showed the failure of such an 
argument through his theory of confatalia: if it had been determined by fatum that 
someone would go to Athens, it was also determined that earlier he would have 
gone searching for a boat, etc. 

The argument developed by Ammonius from the Lazy Argument, however, 
is not so easily defeated because of the introduction of an additional principle that 
strengthens it. It involves the principle, already used in paragraph 11 (cp. p.167 
above), that nature does nothing in vain.216 Aristotle affirms this principle 
elsewhere (cp. the preceding note), but does not mention it at all in our present 
context. For Ammonius, the force of this principle rests on two facts: its validity is 
beyond doubt (148,16-18) and the determinists (surely the Stoics above all) must 
accept it (148,19-22). 

The introduction of this principle permits Ammonius to incorporate 
Aristotle's argument into an argument that is more complex and stronger: nature 
has made us capable of deliberation but, as the Lazy Argument shows, this ability 
is useless because, according to the determinists, this same nature 'has left nothing 
in our power'. Thus nature would be doing something in vain (cp. 148,22-4). 

It is interesting that after this argument, Ammonius mentions a 
counter-argument which resembles Chrysippus' counter to the Lazy Argument.217 

Someone could reply that nature uses our capacity to deliberate (διάνοια,) as a tool 
for realizing various states of affairs (if we read with FG πραγμάτων)218 

(148,24-5). In other words, it is not in vain that she gave us the ability to 
deliberate because she uses it to realize the ends she pursues by means of our 
actions. If this objection were valid, it would defeat Ammonius' argument. So he 

On the question of determining whether the argument used by Aristotle is identical in its 
structure to the Lazy Argument, cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 271-2. Cp. also S. Bobzien 
1998a, 182ff. Alexander, De Fato 11,178,8-180,2 (Bruns) develops a similar argument 
Above, n.194. 
For the Lazy Argument and Chrysippus' counter cp. again S. Bobzien 1998a, 182ff. 
In our translation we follow Busse who reads πράξεων. Thus we translate: 'to bring 
about our actions' instead of 'to bring about states of affairs', but this difference 
does not affect the overall meaning of the counter-argument. 
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attempts to show (148,25-8) that the assumption it is based on is false. The 
argument is as follows: if nature had wanted to use our practical intelligence to 
realize her own ends, she would have had to do it in such a way that we would 
ourselves be disposed toward the actions we have been assigned, as is the case for 
creatures actually impelled by nature. To this one can add that, instead of giving 
us such an impulse, nature gave us the ability to deliberate with the result that we 
are in charge of whether a given action is done or not. Thus nature risks having 
something occur that she doesn't intend.219 Consequently, Ammonius can maintain 
that, given the hypothesis of determinism, nature has done something in vain in 
giving us the ability to deliberate. 

He tries to support the claim that nature does not use deliberation, by 
claiming that when we imitate the production of nature in the arts, we no longer 
proceed by deliberation. This is of course a dubious point, but it seems to have 
been accepted by some ancient philosophers. 

Is Ammonius' response convincing? In our opinion, this depends entirely on 
one's conception of the deliberation capacity. If it is conceived as Ammonius 
does, as in effect the freedom to act or not to act, his argument is sound. If, 
however, one conceives of it as the Stoics do, as a capacity whose effects are 
determined by prior causes, nature certainly can make use of such a capacity to 
attain her own ends. 

Paragraph 20 

Ammonius comments here on two items treated in the second part of the lemma: 
(a) the claim that necessitarianism renders our deliberation useless 
(148,32-149,15), and (b) the question of whether a statement effectively 
predicting an event is required for the validity of the argument for the necessity of 
the predicted event (149,15-34). 

(a) The uselessness of deliberation has already been discussed in the 
preceding paragraph. Ammonius presents here two types of deliberation, one 
concerned with means, the end being fixed (deliberation on the means of getting 
to a given destination), the other concerned with the end itself (Achilles deciding 
between glory and longevity, cp. Iliad 9, 412-16). It is worth noting that 
Ammonius proposes as a criterion for making this choice the degree of value of 
the end in question. 

(b) The passage 18b36-19al, which Ammonius comments on at 149,15-34, 
is currently considered as a parenthetical remark (H. Weidemann 1994, 272). 
Ammonius restates it as a possible objection to the second necessitarianism 
argument, which is succinctly reformulated in lines 18b33-6. In fact, one could 

This, however, presupposes that deliberation is concerned with ends and not only 
with means. Though it seems that Aristotle himself limited it to the latter (cp. EN, III, 
1113b2-5; VI, 1142b28-33) in the Hellenistic period this limitation is not observed 
any more. 
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object that the predictions on which the argument is based have never been made 
and therefore the necessity of the corresponding event does not follow. Ammonius 
rightly understands that Aristotle's remark at 18b36-37 counters this objection. In 
fact, Aristotle argues that an actual prediction is not necessary. For the argument 
to be valid, all is needed is a true sentence. Whether it is enunciated or not does 
not make any difference in this regard (18b37-38). According to Aristotle, the 
claim that an actual enunciation is necessary depends on a conclusion wrongly 
derived from the rule that a fact and the true sentence affirming it imply each 
other. It cannot be inferred from this rule that the true sentence is the cause of the 
event it predicts. Ammonius perfectly understands Aristotle's point, he is right to 
refer to Cat. 12,14b8-23, where Aristotle makes this point clear: a true statement 
is in no way the cause of the existence of something, but its existence is the cause 
of the fact the statement is true. According to Ammonius, this is why the 
necessitarianism argument does not presuppose the enunciation of the prediction. 

Given Ammonius' conception of the αποφαντικός λόγος as a speech event 
(cp. Seel's article in this volume pp.218ff.) this claim, however, is not without 
problems in his case. For, strictly speaking, for Ammonius there are no 
truth-bearers that are not enunciated and consequently no predictions that are not 
uttered. Accordingly Ammonius speaks of 'prophecies which are said' (149,31) in 
his concluding statement. However, how can he nevertheless agree with Aristotle 
that it makes no difference whether they are enunciated or not? Ammonius 
resolves the problem by distinguishing two modalities of these speech-acts. He 
renders Aristotle's claim specifying that the argument holds, whether the 
prophecies are said actually or (only) potentially (149,31-32). So the entities he 
speaks about are still speech events, but by distinguishing actual and potential 
events he can reach the same conclusion as Aristotle. 

Weidemann 1994, 272 holds that at Int. 18b36-19al Aristotle is stressing 
the fact that the truth of a sentence in the future tense depends on the present 
existence of causes which make the occurrence of the predicted event necessary; 
to support this he cites Metaph. VI 3. One may doubt that what Aristotle says in 
this chapter actually supports this claim. But, however this may be, Ammonius 
never mentions such prior causes in the context of his theory of truth. In fact, if 
and only if one starts from the assumption that the truth-makers of future 
sentences are the causes given at the same instant as their enunciation, 
Weidemann's interpretation is valid. But, as we shall see, (cp. below pp.239f.) 
Ammonius does not hold this hypothesis. 

Lemma 7 (19a7-22) 

The structure of Aristotle's text is as follows. It consists of a conditional 
proposition whose antecedent is formulated at 19a7 (ei ταΰτα αδύνατα, 'if this 
is impossible...') and the consequent appears at 19al8 (φανερον ουν [apa Arist.], 
'Now, it is clear that...'). The long passage (19a7-18) beginning with ορωμεν yip, 
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'For we see t h a t . . . i s meant to support the claim of the antecedent (cp. H. Bonitz 
1969,135 ff.; H. Weidemann 1994,274). 

Ammonius devotes two paragraphs to this lemma. In the first, he reaffirms 
Aristotle's claim that there are contingent things and gives examples of this. In the 
second, he gives a Neoplatonic explication of the three types of things Aristotle 
distinguishes, necessary things, impossible things and contingent things. 

Paragraph 21 

The reductio argument that Aristotle attempts requires that the consequences of 
the claim to be refuted be impossible. Aristotle shows this impossibility by listing 
a number of facts that contradict these consequences. Although Ammonius 
understands perfectly the structure of Aristotle's argument, he seems to be in error 
regarding passages where Aristotle sets out the various stages in the 
demonstration. Thus he claims (150,16-7) that Aristotle has already proved the 
impossibility of these consequences. But as yap, 'for,' at 19a7 makes clear, 
Aristotle in this passage is concerned with demonstrating this very impossibility. 
It is interesting to note that Ammonius adds a series of actions not mentioned by 
Aristotle that would be impossible or 'in vain' if necessitarianism were true: 
praising, blaming, practising virtue or vice. 

Paragraph 22 

This paragraph is devoted to the classification of different types of entities (states 
of affairs). Following Aristotle, Ammonius distinguishes entities that always exist, 
entities that never exist, and those that sometimes exist and sometimes not. He 
assigns to the first type of entities the mode of necessity, the second impossibility, 
the third contingency. Ammonius explains why an eternal being exists necessarily: 
always perfect, such a being has all the qualities belonging to its essence. 
According to him, it follows that such a being cannot not exist. The lack of 
perfection of contingent beings explains why they are subject to generation and 
corruption. This explanation conforms to Aristotelian theory. 

Aristotle affirms that the generation of contingent beings is itself contingent 
(19all). This claim is very important: it establishes a link between two types of 
modalities, namely, the modalities tied to the totality of moments (omnitemporal 
modality) and the modality tied to moments or periods that are limited. Let us 
briefly explain the difference between the two types of modality. 

1. If an entity possesses the first type of necessity, it is necessary that it 
exists at every moment, if it possesses the second type of necessity, it 
is necessary now that it exists at one precise moment or period of time. 
For the mode of impossibility the analogous determinations hold. 
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2. If an entity possesses the first type of contingency, it is possible that it 
exists at a part of the totality of moments and that it does not exist at a 
part of that totality. According to Aristotle this means that a contingent 
entity does not have the possibility to exist at all moments and lacks 
the possibility not to exist at all moments as well.220 If, however, an 
entity is contingent according to the second type of modality it is 
possible at the present moment that it exists at a precise moment or 
period of time and that it does not exist at the very same moment or 
period of time.221 

Aristotle holds (cp. ώστε in 19all) that the first type of contingency implies the 
second, so that the first type of necessity implies a necessity of the second type 
(cp. Seel 1982a, 248-51). This claim is quite debatable because it is difficult to 
see why there cannot be entities having the first type of contingency whose 
genesis is at a certain moment necessary in accordance with the second type of 
necessity. The reason Aristotle does not accept this possibility are found in his 
conception of causality (cp. G. Seel 1982a, 360 ff.) which we cannot explain here. 
Ammonius, on the other hand, accepts Aristotle's conception without debate 
because he reports it as a triviality (151,25-8). 

We shall see the importance of this conception of the modalities in the 
interpretation of the next lemma. The conception comes down to this: the real 
topic of the discussion that chapter 9 of De Interpretatione is concerned with is 
necessity of the second type. It is thus surprising to see that Ammonius as well as 
Aristotle use statistical distributions for characterizing the modalities in question, 
because such a characterization is suitable for the first type of modality, but not at 
all for the second. This procedure can be explained, however, if one takes into 
account the logical relations that the two philosophers say link the modalities of 
the second type with those of the first. 

One further remark by Ammonius at the end of the paragraph (152,9-11) 
merits our attention. He says that assertions (αποφάνσεις) behave regarding their 
truth values in the same way states of affairs do (regarding their values 'being the 
case' and 'not being the case', it should be added). This means that all the modal 
distinctions that have been introduced in this paragraph for distinguishing modes 
of being the case can be also used for distinguishing modes of being true or false. 
This is a very important step that Ammonius makes here. We shall see that he 
makes extensive use of the modalities of true and false in his interpretation of the 
following lemma. This procedure is all the more surprising for having no parallel 
in Aristotle's text. 

220 Cp. Cael. 1.12 282a5-9. For details, cp. G. Seel 1982a, 222-3. 
221 Cp. G. Seel 1982a, 233-56. 
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Lemma 8 (19a23-b4) 

All interpreters agree that the eighth lemma contains the most conclusive passage 
of chapter 9, in which Aristotle tries to refute the arguments for necessitarianism 
that he presented earlier. But as to how he proceeds in this there is much 
disagreement. In this debate the fundamental dispute is between the standard and 
non-standard interpretations, which we presented at the beginning of our 
introduction (cp. pp.17-18 above and the treatment of this dispute in Seel's article 
in this volume, pp.235-236). For the details of the controversies concerning the 
passage 19a23-b4 again cp. Weidemann (1994, 279-99). Ammonius' commentary 
on this passage is thus of great importance, and particularly the question of 
whether or not he gives a non-standard interpretation of Aristotle's procedure. 

Ammonius understands Aristotle's argument in this lemma as an internal 
refutation (cp. the term ένιστάμενος, in 153,7, which refers to 'ένστασις, the 
primary Neoplatonic method of refuting an argument; cp. p. 192 above), which is 
added to the external refutation developed in the preceding two lemmas and 
which thus completes Aristotle's argument. The external refutation was, as we 
saw, a reductio ad absurdum. Now the task is to show that the argument for 
necessitarianism is not founded on sound premises, and thus fallacious. One 
remark at the beginning of paragraph 23 (153,9-10) shows where Ammonius 
suspects the error is committed in the argument. He tells us that Aristotle 
examines 'how statements which bear on the future> do have the <property> of 
being necessarily true and how they do not'. This remark, however, tells more 
about Ammonius' procedure than about Aristotle's. The latter, in fact, does not 
make use of any differences in modes of truth. Ammonius, on the other hand, not 
only introduces such modalities in the course of his analysis, but also effectively 
grounds the refutation he proposes on the differences in modes of truth values, of 
which the difference between 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' is the most 
important, but not the only one. 

Weidemann correctly divides the passage 19a23-b4 into three parts: 
19a23-32, 19a32-9 and 19a39-b4. The three paragraphs into which Ammonius 
divides his commentary do not at all coincide with these three parts, nor is it clear 
to what extent he follows the logical structure of Aristotle's text. If any 
correspondence can be determined between Ammonius' three paragraphs and 
passages in the lemma, the following is the most probable: paragraph 23 -
19a23-8; paragraph 24 - 19a28-33; paragraph 25 - 19a33-b4. 

Paragraph 23 

The controversy mentioned above starts off with the interpretation of the first 
passage, 19a23-5: What concepts of necessity is Aristotle distinguishing here? In 
today's secondary literature, one generally finds two responses: 
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1. the claim that Aristotle distinguishes here between necessitas 
consequentiae and necessitas consequentis, a claim held by G. Fine 
1984,24 ff. and others. 

2. the claim that the two concepts distinguished here are the concept of 
necessity that is doubly linked to the present moment and the concept 
of omnitemporal necessity; this is held by such interpreters as S. 
McCall 1969, D. Frede 1972 and 1985, H. Weidemann 1980 and 
1994, G. Seel 1982, S. Waterlow 1982, J. Vuillemin 1983b and 1984 
and G. von Wright 1984. 

Ammonius also understands that the key to the Aristotelian refutation is the 
distinction between two types of necessity.222 He clearly interprets this distinction 
along the lines of the second claim (cp. 153,13-22), assuming (too restrictively) 
that the two modes are concerned with the way a property holds of a subject. He 
defines absolute and primary necessity as that whereby properties hold always of 
a subject so that it cannot exist without them. But he adds that there are two cases 
where this necessity applies: (a) where the subject is itself eternal, and (b) where 
the existence of the subject is limited in time. This is why the definition modern 
interpreters give of this first type of necessity is not applicable to absolute and 
primary necessity as it is conceived by Ammonius. The modern definition is as 
follows: 

N.Cp «-»def (t) Ctp 

Ammonius probably intends to be consistent with Aristotelian theory as 
presented in Cat. 10, 13a8-17, according to which a predicate can necessarily be 
said of a subject without the state of affairs thus described itself existing 
necessarily, as is the case with fire necessarily being hot and Socrates necessarily 
being an animal. 

Qualified necessity, on the other hand, is defined by Ammonius entirely in 
agreement with contemporary interpretation as the necessity that a property holds 
of a subject as long as it is predicated of the subject in accordance with the truth. 
By this formulation, Ammonius does not mean that the second type of necessity 
depends on the truth of a sentence but rather, just as in the modern interpretation, 
on the corresponding fact. The examples of such necessity that he gives at 
153,22-5 show this clearly. It can thus be defined in the following way: 

(t'Xt'X Nbt· Ct-p -deft' = t '" · C,'p) 

We will henceforth call the first type of necessity 'absolute necessity' and the 
second 'conditional necessity'. 

It is interesting to note that Ammonius feels himself obligated to give a 
defense of the Aristotelian claim that as long as a state of affairs is the case, it is, 
by the second type of necessity, necessary that it be the case. So he argues: 

As R. Sharpies has reminded me, these distinctions were to play an important role in 
Arabic logic. Cp. N. Rescher 1967 and R. Sharpies 1978b. 
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someone who is not walking cannot walk, while he is not walking. Here 
Ammonius is apparently making use of the ontological principle of 
non-contradiction, i.e. that it is impossible that a state of affairs and its 
contradictory both be the case at the same time: 

( 0 ( 0 { t ' = t ' ' ^ P ( C , p . C r ~ p ) } 

But Ammonius is wrong to apply this principle to the Aristotelian claim. The 
latter is not concerned with the question of whether two contradictory states of 
affairs can be the case at the same time, but with whether the existence of a certain 
state of affairs precludes the possibility that at the same moment it might not exist. 
In other words, Aristotle holds the claim (a) and not (b): 

(a) O p - -iPt'Ct—p 
(b) Ct'p - ->Pt'(Crp · C,'~p). 

While (b) follows analytically from the ontological principle of non-contradiction 
(a) is a much stronger principle of modal logic, which cannot be deduced from the 
principle of non-contradiction. Thus Ammonius' argument is not acceptable. But 
it seems his error is not easy to avoid: one encounters it in our own day as well.223 

The last point to be raised about this paragraph is that Ammonius already 
presents the modal treatment of truth values that he is going to develop in the next 
paragraph. He applies the adverbial expression απλώς, 'absolutely', not only to 
modes of being and to being, but also to being true (153,30-154,2). He 
supposedly would accept this definition for the expression 'being absolutely true': 
a sentence is absolutely true if and only if the state of affairs it affirms is 
necessarily the case, i.e. by absolute and primary necessity. We shall see in the 
next paragraph that he gives a similar account of the expression 'being definitely 
true' though, as we shall see, this does not mean that only those sentences which 
are absolutely true are definitely true. 

Paragraph 24 

On the basis of the distinctions elaborated in the preceding paragraph, Ammonius 
in this paragraph makes two related points: 

1. He enlarges the scope of modalities so that the modes of being true 
correspond with the various modes of being the case distinguished in paragraph 
23, adding modes that are here introduced for the first time. 

2. He differentiates among necessarily true sentences by the sort of necessity 
they have (absolute vs. conditional necessity); and tells why each of three types of 
sentences possesses its mode of being true: (a) complex sentences of a disjunctive 
form, which he calls αντιφάσεις, 'contradictions', (b) simple sentences about 

223 Cp. U. Wolf 1979, 115 and G. Seel's criticism (1983, 88 n. 4). Cp. also our 
discussion of R. Gaskin's 'modality relative to the facts' principle (p.20 above) 
which would, if sound, allow such a deduction. 
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non-contingent states of affairs, and (c) simple sentences about contingent states 
of affairs of the present or past. These are the concepts of modality that permit 
him in paragraph 25 to develop his refutation of the argument for 
necessitarianism. 

To enlarge the scope of modalities, Ammonius uses the principle of 
correspondence he has already briefly mentioned in paragraph 23 (153,11-13). To 
do so, however, he must enlarge its scope of application. Before, we rendered the 
principle of correspondence thus: 

q O l ) N{(T[Cp] Cp) · (T[C~p] ~ C~p) · (F[Cp] -.Cp) · 
(F( [C~p]--C~p) } 

This principle makes truth values correspond to facts and non-facts. To introduce 
modalities of truth values, however, Ammonius needs a principle that makes 
modes of truth values correspond to modes of facts and non-facts. At the 
beginning of paragraph (154,34) he introduces just such a principle of 
correspondence, though only for the mode of necessity; and he reformulates the 
principle with a small variation at the end (154,16-20). 

Let us see first of all to what extent this step is justified by Aristotle's text, 
or to what extent it misrepresents it. To justify it, Ammonius can refer to 19a33, 
where Aristotle formulates his principle of correspondence thus: ομοίως οι λόγοι 
αληθείς Surnep τα πράγματα, 'the sentences are true in the way that the things are'. 
The meaning of this abbreviated formula is a matter of controversy (cp. H. 
Weidemann 1994, 292-4). Weidemann suggests, not unreasonably, that it has this 
sense: 'sentences behave regarding their being true just as things behave.' To 
make the meaning entirely clear, however, we would have to add: 'just as things 
behave regarding their being the case.' Interpreted this way, Aristotle's formula 
corresponds to C(01). But without being broadened, it does not permit the modes 
of being true to correspond to modes of being the case, contrary to what 
Ammonius intends. Nevertheless, as Weidemann is right to emphasize, Int. 19a33 
should be considered in the context of 19a32-5. This clearly shows that Aristotle 
uses the principle formulated at 19a33 to justify a correspondence between the 
contingency of being the case and the contingency of being true. Certainly then, 
he would also admit a correspondence between the necessity of being the case and 
the necessity of being true. 

Thus Ammonius is not completely wrong in asserting at the beginning of 
paragraph 24 that Aristotle says that the mode of necessity behaves regarding 
truth in sentences in a similar manner to what he said regarding (the existence of) 
the things. The only difference is that Aristotle makes this analogy for the mode of 
contingency (όττότep' 'έτυχε, "however it chances") and not, as Ammonius 
supposes, for necessity.224 But this difference is not as important as it seems once 
the principle of modalization of truth values is introduced. 

D. Frede 1985, 46-9, in criticizing G. Anscombe's interpretation (cp. 1956, 1-15) 
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Since two types of necessity are involved, absolute and conditional, we must 
render the principle of correspondence used by Ammonius with two different 
formulae: 

C(28) (N,T[Cp] <- N.Cp) · (N.T[C~p] ~ N,C-p) · (N.F[Cp] <- N.-.Cp) 
• (N,F[C~p] «-»· N,->C~p) 

C(29) (NbT[Cp] ~ NbCp) · (N„T[C~p] <- NbC~p) · (NbF[Cp] Nb-Cp) 
• (NbF[C~p] ** Nb->C~p). 

If we consider the meaning of the expression 'conditionally necessary' established 
above, we can replace C(29) with the following: 

Nt'T,.[Ct']r ~ NfCt-p 

But since Ammonius would accept that past singular contingent statements are 
also necessarily true in a conditional way, we can broaden this formula to obtain: 

C(30) (t')(t"){t" (Nt'Tt'[G"p]t'~ NfCt'p)} 

This formula can be completed in an analogous way for the negation of sentences 
and the value 'false'. 

Thanks to these principles of correspondence, Ammonius infers (154,4-16) 
two types of being necessarily true from the different necessities of being the case 
distinguished in paragraph 23: absolute necessity of being true and conditional 
necessity of being true. But since the reasons for a sentence to be necessarily true 
by absolute necessity can differ on an essential point, he distinguishes a total of 
three groups of sentences that are true in a necessary way: 

1. The first group is disjunctive sentences like 'Socrates is either walking or 
not walking' and 'Fire is either hot or not hot' (cp. 154,4-12).These sentences are 
true by absolute necessity.225 But this necessity of being true is independent of the 
nature and even the existence of the things mentioned. Thus one is tempted to 
qualify this type of necessity as logical necessity. But such a characterization does 
not exactly correspond to what Ammonius has in mind. It is not only for logical 
reasons, as we say currently, that all such sentences are necessarily true. Rather, 

attributing to Aristotle the distinction between 'true' and 'necessarily true', holds 
that 'nowhere else (than in 19a38-9,18a39, b2, blO, 19al9-21 [where in fact, as she 
says, we fail to find it, G.S.!]) do we find a distinction between truth and necessary 
truth or any other modalization of true or false in Aristotle.' This is invalidated (at 
least the last phrase) by our passage. But it is true that Aristotle makes far less 
conspicuous use of this modalization than the commentators who, probably 
influenced by the Stoics (cp. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Fato 10,177,3ff.), make 
it the key to their interpretation. 
D. Frede, 1985 77-78 holds that for Aristotle disjunctive sentences do not have the 
status of assertive sentences at all and hence have no truth-values. As 17a20-22 
shows, Aristotle, however admits 'composite sentences' and in 17a8-9 he seems to 
include these under the 'assertive sentences'. 
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they are true, by the principle of correspondence, because the disjunctive states of 
affairs they are about are necessarily the case.226 

In introducing this type of necessary truth found in disjunctive sentences, 
Ammonius is evidently referring to Int. 19a27-9, where Aristotle mentions a 
disjunction of the type Cp >-< ->Cp. For one group of interpreters, he is warning 
against the illegitimate inference from N(Cp >-< ->Cp) to NCp >-< N->Cp (cp. D. 
Frede, 1985, 69-75). Be that as it may, one thing is clear (as D. Frede 1985, 74 is 
right to hold): in Int. 19a27-9 only a disjunction of events is involved and not, as 
in Ammonius, a disjunction of events and a disjunctive sentence. It seems to us, 
however, that Aristotle, according to 19a32-5, would have to accept this 
extension. 

2. The second group of sentences is introduced at 154,12-13, but examples 
have already appeared earlier (153,15-19); these are simple sentences like 'this 
fire is hot.' These also have their truth values by absolute necessity. But unlike 
disjunctive sentences, their value is not always the value 'true', since there are 
some sentences of this group that are necessarily false. This is so, Ammonius tells 
us at 154,9-12, because it is due to the nature of things that these sentences 
possess their truth values. The sentence 'this fire is hot' is necessarily true, 
because the nature of fire does not admit of being cold, whereas the disjunction 
'Socrates is walking or not walking' is true independently of the nature of things 
and is simply due to the disjunctive form of the sentence and of the fact it bears 
on. 

3. The third group of necessarily true or false sentences is introduced at 
154,14-16. Ammonius gives as examples the sentences 'Socrates is walking', 
'Socrates is not walking'. These sentences are necessarily true as long as the state 
of affairs they bear on are the case. Thus they involve the conditional necessity of 
being true or being false, which corresponds to the conditional necessity of being 
the case or not being the case which the given states of affairs possess. 

In 154,10-12, Ammonius inserts in his explication of the necessity of 
disjunctive sentences a concessive clause that is very important in allowing us for 
the first time to ascertain with some reliability the meaning of the expressions 
'true in a determinate way' and 'true in a non-determinate way'. We translate: 
'even if it happens in such cases [disjunctive sentences] that, due to the nature of 
the thing, just one of the two parts of the contradiction is true in a definite manner, 
and not only the contradiction as a whole'. 

We draw from this remark the following conclusions: 
1. Ammonius distinguishes two cases: (a) the entire disjunction and one of 

its parts are true in a definite way; (b) only the entire disjunction and none of its 
parts is true in a definite way. For reasons of symmetry, one can conjecture that in 
case (a) one part is true in a definite way and the other false in a definite way, and 

Cp. In Int. 81,18-82,2 and in particular 81,18-19 as discussed in G. Seel's first 
article in this volume, 228-233. 
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in case (b) one part is true in a indefinite way and the other false in a indefinite 
way. 

2. Since in every case mentioned where a sentence, whether simple or 
complex, has a definite truth value, it also has it by absolute necessity and in 
every case mentioned where a sentence has a indefinite truth value, there is no 
absolute necessity that it have this value, we are tempted to conclude that, 
according to Ammonius, (1) a sentence has its truth value in a definite way if and 
only if it has this value by absolute necessity, and (2) a sentence has its truth value 
in a indefinite way if and only if it has this value without having it by absolute 
necessity. 

Since sentences which have their truth values by absolute necessity affirm 
facts which are necessary in an absolute way and sentences without such values 
report contingent facts, we may conjecture further that according to Ammonius 
(la) a sentence has a definite truth value if and only if it reports a fact that is 
necessary in an absolute way, and (2a) a sentence has a indefinite truth value if 
and only if it reports a contingent fact. 

A serious problem is raised, however, by this double conjecture. If it were 
valid, sentences about the present that are true—and, consequently, necessarily 
true by conditional necessity—would not have a definite truth value if they were 
reporting contingent facts. This is at odds with Ammonius' assertion in 
paragraphs 3 (130,20-3) and 12 (138,31-4; 139,10-15) that only singular 
statements about contingent future matters have no definite truth value. To take 
this into account, we must correct our conjecture thus: ( lb) a sentence has a 
definite truth value if and only if it has this truth value necessarily—either by 
absolute or conditional necessity—; and (2b) a sentence has a indefinite truth 
value if and only if it has a truth value that is not necessary in any way. 

This last conjecture, which we consider correct, does not contradict the text 
of paragraph 24, since at 154,10-12 Ammonius says only that all sentences that 
are necessarily true by absolute necessity are also definitely true, but does not say 
that this is the only case of a sentence having a definite truth value. Thus it is quite 
possible for a sentence to have a definite truth value not 'because of the nature of 
the thing', but because the time in which the thing is situated is the present or the 
past. We shall see supplementary evidence for our conjecture in the following 
paragraph. 

In the final passage (154,16-20), Ammonius defends his procedure by 
mentioning once again the principle of correspondence he relies on. He reaffirms 
that the mode of truth that sentences have depends first of all on the nature of the 
things the sentences refer to. 

Paragraph 25 

In this last paragraph of his commentary on chapter 9 Ammonius gives his 
solution to the necessitarian απορία, an original solution that he nonetheless 
considers faithful to Aristotle. The paragraph is divided into three parts. 
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1. Ammonius first of all (154,21-8) presents a new version of the 
necessitarianism argument based on the modal concepts introduced in 
the preceding two paragraphs. 

2. Then (154,28-34) he gives his own refutation of this argument. 
3. Finally (154,34-155,8) he gives further explication of his position 

concerning truth values for SFCSs. 

1. At the beginning of the paragraph Ammonius engages in a fictional dialogue 
with his reader. He poses the question of how the modal distinctions contribute to 
the refutation of the argument for necessitarianism. In fact in introducing them 
Ammonius was digressing a bit from Aristotle's text. But to show their relevance, 
he digresses even more, constructing on the basis of these modal concepts a new 
necessitarian proof not found anywhere in Aristotle's text, and which he invents 
out of whole cloth. 

This proof is in the passage 154,22-8. The text is relatively complex and 
partly obscure. We shall try first of all to reconstruct the argument. 

Ammonius mentions at 154,22-7 three principles: 

(A) If a sentence is necessarily true, this necessity is absolute 
necessity (154,22-3): 

T(17) NT[Cp] - N,T[Cp] 

(B) If a statement about the present or past is true, it is necessarily 
true (154,24-6): 

T(18) (t'Xt"X[Cp]){(t' < t" · Tt"[Ct'p]r) - NTt"[C,'p]r} 

(C) If a statement about the future is true, it is necessarily true 
(154,26-7): 

T(20) (t'Xt"X[Cp]){(t'>t" · T, [Ctp]t ) - NT,"[C,'p]r} 

Concerning the logical relations among these three principles, Ammonius tells us 
this: If (A) is valid, the logical step from (B) to (C) is also valid. The result of this 
step can be formulated thus: 

(D) If a sentence about the present or past is true, it is not only this 
sentence that is necessarily true, but also the sentence about the 
future which stated the same fact earlier: 

T(21) (t'Xt"Xt"'X[Cp]){(t"' < t' £ t" · Tt"[G'p]t") (NT,"[Ct'p]t· · 
NT,-[CVp]t"·)} 

Thus Ammonius believes that (D) is the logical consequence of (A). To 
understand this claim, we must show how the logical move from (B) to (C) is 
effected by means of (A): 

1. By means of (A), we can move from (B) to (B'): 
(B') (t'Xt"X[Cp]){(t' < t" · T,'.[Ct'p]r) - N,Tt"[C,'p]t"} 

2. Now, as we have seen in the preceding paragraph, if a sentence about the 
present or the past is necessarily true by absolute necessity, a sentence about the 
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future which stated the same fact earlier has this truth-value by absolute necessity 
as well. For, in the case of absolute necessity the difference between statements 
about the present or the past and statements about the future does not matter at all. 
Thus, we get the following principle: 

(G) (t'Xt'Xf "X[Cp]){(t"' < t' £ t" · NaTt"[G'p]t") - NaTt'"[Ct'p]t'"} 

By (G) we can then move from (B') to ( C ) : 

( C ) (t'Xt"X[Cp]){(t' > t" · Tt"[Gp]t ) - N,Tt"[Ct'p]t"} 

Finally we obtain (C) from (C')· 
Therefore, Ammonius is right to say that (D) is valid if (A) is. But he would 

be even more correct to say that (D) is valid only if (A) is. For, as we shall see, 
without (A) none of these logical moves can be effected. 

Ammonius concludes his reformulation of the argument for necessitarianism 
by briefly noting that the suppression of the contingent can be derived from (C) 
(154,27-8). But he gives no indication as to how this can be done. So again we 
must resort to a conjecture. 

First of all, it is quite clear that this cannot be deduced from (C) if SFCSs do 
not have one of the two truth values. Ammonius thus must be implying that the 
principle of retrogradation of truth T(22) is an implicit conviction of 
necessitarians:227 

T(22) If a sentence about present or past is true, every sentence about 
the future asserting the same fact is also true. Or: 
(t'Xt'Xf "X[Cp]){(t"' < t * t" ' Tr[C,p]r) - T, '[Ct'p]t } 

It seems to us that this principle is implicitly presupposed in the passage at 154,24-7. 
If, according to this principle, all SFCSs have one of the two truth values 

without exception, from (C) we can conclude that they have them in a necessary 
way. By (A) this necessity is an absolute necessity. To the absolute necessity of 
the truth of these sentences corresponds, by C(28), the absolute necessity of the 
facts asserted. Thus all facts are absolutely necessary facts. There are no 
contingent facts. 

2. The refutation of this demonstration that Ammonius proposes is quite 
terse. He has already stressed at 154,22-4 that the necessitarian argument depends 
on the premise, at least tacitly accepted, that absolute necessity of being true is the 
only way to be necessarily true. Thus it is not surprising that in his refutation, 
Ammonius attacks this premise. He argues (154,23-31) that the absolute necessity 
of being true surely applies to the entire disjunction, but if the states of affairs are 
contingent this type of necessity does not apply to any of the parts of the 
disjunction when asserted separately. He is correctly referring to the 
demonstration of this made in the preceding paragraph. Ammonius offers no 

T(22) clearly is a principle Ammonius himself would accept, though he would reject 
a version of T(22) which uses definite truth-values instead of unqualified ones. 
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reason why the necessitarians accepted the dubious principle (A). Thus we are 
unable to reach a definite conclusion on the question of whether he actually 
accuses them of passing illicitly from NT[Cp V C~p] to NT[Cp] V NT[C~p] and 
thus transferring the absolute necessity of the former to the latter. 

It is clear, however, that without principle (A) the necessitarian argument 
cannot be completed. If (A) is false, we cannot reach the dubious (C) from the 
unquestioned principle (B). In this case obviously the necessity of being true 
which sentences about the present or past possess is only conditional, and such 
necessity is strictly limited to present and past tense sentences. Therefore, from 
the fact that a sentence about the present is necessarily true, one cannot infer that 
the sentence about the future that affirms the same fact is also true in a necessary 
way. Thus Ammonius is right to assert at 154,31 that the necessitarians cannot 
reach their intended conclusion. 

Regarding the debate about the truth values of SFCSs, it is interesting to 
note that the strategy pursued by Ammonius in his refutation is not what one 
would have attempted if the standard interpretation had been adopted. In that 
case, he would have had to attack the principle of retrogradation of truth. But as in 
the refutation of the other versions of the necessitarian argument, he is not doing 
that. This is another indication of the fact that Ammonius has not adopted the 
standard interpretation.228 

3. Finally, let us see how Ammonius—in the last passage of the paragraph— 
explains and summarizes his position. This long sentence contains two assertions, 
one formulated positively, the other negatively, on truth values of sentences about 
the contingent—and particularly of SFCSs. Ammonius believes these two 
assertions follow logically from the failure of the proof for necessitarianism (cp. 
HjXov 'άρα ότι ανάγκη —, 'Therefore, it is clearly necessary...', 154,34-5). 

(a) Ammonius stresses the importance of the first assertion, treating it 
(155,1-2) as an answer to the primary question of the whole investigation. This 
answer is the following: Sentences concerning contingent states of affairs do not 
in every case (πάντως) have the property that one part of the disjunction is true in 
a definite way (154,35-155,1). 

We can draw the following conclusions from this: 
(1) There are pairs of sentences about contingent states of affairs in which 

one part of the disjunction is true in a definite way. These can only be sentences 
about the present or past which, as our analysis shows, are necessarily true in a 
conditional way and which thus have definite truth values. 

(2) But this is not valid for all the sentences about the contingent (cp. μ#ι 
πάντως, 'not in every case', at 154,37). The only possible exceptions are SFCSs. 
These are not necessarily true and hence do not have definite truth values. Does 
this mean that, according to Ammonius, SFCSs do not have any truth values, as 
those holding the standard interpretation believe? For us, the following arguments 
preclude such an interpretation: 

R. Gaskin 1995,158-59 fails to recognize this important point. 
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1. Ammonius considers his claim at 154,35-155,1 to be a consequence of his 
refutation of the necessitarianism argument and hence a consequence of the fact 
that principle (A) is false. That is, the truth of (A) would have the consequence 
that all sentences, including SFCSs, have definite truth values. The reason (A) has 
this consequence is the following: as we have seen, (A) entails that all sentences 
possess their truth values in a necessary way, and it is this necessity that is the 
reason they all have definite truth values. Denying the validity of (A) thus has the 
consequence that certain sentences do neither have necessary nor definite truth 
values; but this does not mean they do not have truth values at all. To accomplish 
his task, Ammonius does not have to deny that SFCSs have truth values, and the 
tack he has taken suggests it is quite unlikely he has. 

2. In his refutation Ammonius has said that the parts of disjunctive sentences 
do not possess necessary truth values in cases where the predicate sometimes 
belongs to the subject and sometimes not (154,28-31). And he explicitly intends 
for this to apply to sentences in the future tense as well (cp. 154,31-4). The fact 
these sentences do not have definite truth values clearly does not mean they do not 
have truth values at all. On the contrary, in the case where the predicate belongs to 
the subject, the future tense statement affirming this can only be true, but without 
being necessarily true. 

(b) From the construction of the final sentence, one can expect the second 
part (beginning with an άλλ', 'but') to contain the positive claim corresponding to 
the negation in the first part. In fact, Ammonius goes on to tell what positively 
characterizes sentences about the contingent focusing on the fact that they are not 
in every case definitely true or false. What he goes on to say, then, concerns 
sentences about the contingent in general and not only SFCSs. Regarding truth 
values of these sentences, Ammonius distinguishes two cases: 

(1) The two parts of the disjunction are equally susceptible of being false 
and true. 

(2) One of the parts is naturally more disposed to being true, the other to 
being false. 

According to Ammonius, then, sentences about the contingent have what we 
would call in our modern terminology a probability229—between 0 and 1—of 
being true. This distinguishes them from the sentences about the necessary and the 
impossible, which have probabilities of being true of 1 in the first case and of 0 in 
the second. Thus the expression μάλλον άλνββύειν, 'to be rather such as to be 
true', does not in Ammonius refer to a 'probability of being verified' (as H. 
Weidemann 1994, 296 interprets the phrase in Aristotle), but simply to a 
probability of being true. This probability of being true does not take the place of 
being true, but in effect qualifies the sentence's truth value in the same way 
expressions like 'necessarily true' and 'impossible to be true' do. The fact that 

Of course by saying this we do not want to attribute to Ammonius a theory of 
probability, we only refer to it in order to clarify his position for the modern reader. 
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these qualifications apply to all sentences about the contingent, and not only to 
SFCSs, clearly shows that they cannot supplant being true or false, since present 
and past tense sentences about the contingent have truth values. These 
qualifications, then, have nothing to do with the tenses of the sentences. They are, 
rather, entirely a function of the nature of the things the sentences are about. 
Because states of affairs have greater or lesser probability of being the case, 
corresponding sentences have greater or lesser probability of being true. 

This interpretation is confirmed by the remark at 154,5-6, where Ammonius 
comments on Aristotle's phrase ου μέντοι ·η&-η αληθή % ipevMj (Int. 19a39). In our 
modern scholarly literature Aristotle's text gets very different interpretations, 
which follow from different readings of -η&η (cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 296). 
Those holding the standard interpretation give f f a a temporal meaning, 'yet' or 
'already', (cp. E. Lemmon 1956, 389), while their opponents hold that in this 
context it must have a logical sense meaning 'consequently' (cp. G. Anscombe 
1956, 8 and 1968, 25). Now, as the remark at 154,5-6 shows, Ammonius does not 
understand in any temporal sense. This is one further reason for doubting that 
he adheres to the standard interpretation. Ammonius holds, rather, that at 19a39 
Aristotle means that sentences about the contingent do not 'have that which is true 
be always true nor that which is false be always false'.230 The subject of this 
sentence, however, cannot be strictly speaking an assertoric sentence (ίποφαντικος 
λόγος) in Ammonius' narrow sense. For an αποφαντικος λόγος in this sense is a 
speech act, which exists only for a short time and therefore could not be said to be 
'not always true'.231 With 'assertoric sentences about the contingent' Ammonius 
here must rather mean λόγοι in the sense of λέξεις.232 In fact the same λέξις can be 
used on several occasions. Thus one can say of a λέξις that, if it is once used in 
order to make a true statement, it is not therefore always used in the making of 
true statements. Whether it is clearly depends on the subject matter the statement 
is about. In cases of the necessary or impossible, the use of a given λέξις always 
yields either a true statement or a false statement. This statement, then, is 
straightaway true or straightaway false. If the λέξις is used in reference to 
contingent matter, on the contrary, it does not always yield a true statement. Thus 
the statement, if true, is not true straightaway. In our opinion, Ammonius 
interprets the ϊ?δΐ} in this way. 

This confirms our interpretation of the expression μάλλον aXvßeüetv. It is the 
statistical distribution of facts that, on the one hand, determines whether a 
contingent or necessary fact is involved and, on the other, decides the manner and 
probability of being true for statements about these different subject matters. (For 
further clarification cp. Seel's second article in this volume, 244-245). 

One might, of course, doubt that this is a possible interpretation of Aristotle's i fa . 
For this point see also the article of M. Mignucci in this volume, 274-279. 
Cp. G. Seel's first article in this volume, 218-219. 
Cp. M. Mignucci's article in this volume, 278-279, giving a different explanation of 
'not always true'. 
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V.l. Ammonius' Semantics of the Assertoric Sentence* 

by Gerhard Seel 

According to today's semantics a proposition is necessarily related to two entities 
different from it. In so far as it signifies something it is related to its meaning or 
reference, in so far as it is true or false it stands in a necessary relation with its 
truth-maker or its falsity-maker. In order to make sure that a proposition can be 
false without thereby losing its meaning modern semantics has to show that the 
meaning and the truth-maker of a proposition do not coincide. For otherwise 
propositions would be necessarily true for the simple reason that they have 
meaning. 

The purpose of this essay is to find out how Ammonius managed to meet 
this requirement for his bearers of truth values, i.e. assertoric sentences. In order 
to accomplish this task I shall try to clarify first Ammonius' conception of the 
assertoric sentence, its meaning, truth and falsity and its truth-makers and 
falsity-makers. This investigation, of high interest in itself, will also be very 
helpful to understand Ammonius' commentary on Aristotle's De interpretatione 
9. For here the crucial question is whether each assertoric sentence about future 
contingent events is either true or false in the very same way the other kinds of 
assertoric sentences are. This, of course, can only be answered, if one knows the 
manner in which assertoric sentences normally have their truth-values. So I shall 
try to find out, how Ammonius would have answered the following four 
questions: 

1. Which are the entities that bear truth-values? 
2. What are the identity criteria of these entities? 
3. What is the meaning of these entities? 
4. What are the truth-makers and falsity-makers for these entities? 

This, of course, is not always obvious from Ammonius' text and therefore needs 
conjectures and reconstructions in some cases. 

This and the following essay have been translated from German by David Blank. 
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V.l.l Which entities bear truth-values? 

Ammonius poses this question explicitly in his commentary on Int. 1, \6d3-9.m 

The candidates he names for the role of bearer of truth-values are: a) things (τά 
πράγματα),234 b) thoughts (τα νοήματα), c) vocal sounds (α/ φωναί). At the same 
time, he allows for the possibility that one, two, or all of these turn out to be 
bearers of truth-values. In case significant vocal sounds are bearers of 
truth-values, he asks more specifically what sort of vocal sounds these are: subject 
terms (ονόματα, i.e. 'names'), predicate terms (ρήματα, i.e. 'verbs'), or the 
(assertoric) sentences composed of these (In Int. 17,31-18,2). 

TTie distinction between a), b), and c) refers to the four levels which 
Aristotle distinguishes in Int. 1,16a3-9, i.e. (from bottom to top), the levels of the 
things (πράγματα), the affections in the soul (παθήματα της ψυχής)—which 
Ammonius equates with the thoughts (νοήματα)—, the vocal sounds (φωναί), and 
finally the letters (γραφόμενά).2*5 Ammonius explains this distinction at In Int. 
18,23-19,34, where the description of the functions he ascribes to the various 
levels is of particular interest. Thoughts, namely, have the function of knowing the 
things (την των πραγμάτων κατάληψη). Here 'knowing' is understood as a kind 
of imaging of things in the soul, in such a way that 'they are actually (όντως)236 

thoughts when they are, so to speak, in harmony with the things themselves' 
(18,28-29). The entities of the second level (vocal sounds) have the function of 
being 'enunciative of thoughts' (των νοημάτων είσίν εξαητγελτικαί). Finally, letters 
are supposed 'to preserve the memory of vocal sounds' (διαφυλάττειν την μνήμην 
των φωνών: 18,35-19,1). It is important to bear in mind that Ammonius conceives 
of the relation obtaining between an entity of a higher level and one of the next 
lower level as a semantic relation:237 vocal sounds refer first and immediately to 
thoughts and by means of them (i.e., by their relations to things) then to things. In 
the reverse order: thoughts refer immediately to things (cp. 24,9), vocal sounds 
refer to things only by means of thoughts, and finally letters refer to things by 
means of vocal sounds and thoughts (24,5-9). The semantic relation is thus 
conceived as transitive. 

Now, it is important for the investigation of the truthbearer that Ammonius 
(following Aristotle) allows only to thoughts the property of being likenesses of 
things (ομοιώματα των πραγμάτων: 19,32-33 and passim) or images (εικόνες) of 
things (20,21).238 Thus, while semantic relations exist between all four levels, an 

Cp. In Int. 17,29-30: 'among which of the things which are in any way should one look 
for truth and falsity' (ev τίσι των άπωσνϋν όντων χρή ζητέίν την άλήθειαν και το ψεΰδος). 
As we shall see later, these are either simple or compound things. 
Ammonius does not mention these in this passage, but he does not neglect them in 
his theory, as the following passage shows. 
D. Blank translates 'truly'. 
Cp. 17,25-28 and 24,5-9. 
Cp. Ammonius' distinction between symbols and likenesses (39,33-40,30). 
Ammonius—in order to accommodate Plato's Cratylus (cp.430a ff.)—is however 
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imaging relation, which is based on similarity, holds only between the first and 
second levels. Since the truth relation, as we shall see, is also based on a similarity 
relation or is even identical with a specific similarity relation, Ammonius 
consequently seeks the original bearer of truth-values on the level of thoughts 
(18,6-7). However, the entities of the third and fourth levels are, due to the 
semantic relation which binds them to entities of the second level, also possible 
bearers of truth-values, although only in an indirect way. Entities of the first level, 
on the other hand, do not have any truth-value:239 on this level we should rather 
seek the truth-makers and falsity-makers. 

Let us now consider Ammonius' second question, which is even more 
important than the first. Are the bearers of truth-values simple vocal sounds like 
names and verbs, or compound vocal sounds like sentences? The distinction 
between simple and compound vocal sounds Tesults from the idea that a sentence 
arises from a certain kind of composition of a name and a verb. Since vocal 
sounds signify thoughts and the truth-bearer is to be found on both levels, the one 
of sounds and the one of thoughts, the same question must be asked concerning 
simple and compound thoughts. 

Concerning this question Aristotle holds that simple thoughts are true in any 
case and cannot be false and that the only entities that can have both values are 
compound thoughts (De anima 3.6,430a26-28; b26-30). Ammonius, however, 
departs from Aristotle's position. As In Int. 27,30-28,1 shows, he considers that 
the De anima passages, together with Metaph. XII.9, 1074bl5ff., deal with the 
truth of intelligent cognition of the most simple, truly existent things and not with 
the 'truth which subsists in linguistic processes'. Therefore he is convinced that 
concerning the latter Aristotle denies that simple thoughts have truth-values. In 
any case, he is convinced that among the entities mentioned before the only 
possible bearers of truth-values are compound thoughts. Thus he gives the 
following answer to our question (18,4-10): "In fact, some of these <thoughts> 
are simple, signified by simple vocal sounds and admitting neither truth nor 
falsity, while the compound ones are concerned with compound things, signified 
by compound vocal sounds and admitting falsity and truth." He seems to believe 
that this answer is in agreement with what Aristotle says at Int. 17a24. 

But that answer is not yet complete. As there are many kinds of compound 
vocal sounds and compound thoughts, i.e. vocative, optative, interrogative, 
imperative and assertoric sentences, Ammonius has to specify whether all or only 
some of them are bearers of truth-values.240 He does so at In Int. 27,12-14 saying 

prepared to call the name qua vocal sound 'artificial likeness' (όμβ/ωμα τεχνηνόν) 
40,17. 
Cp. 18,10-12, and especially 21,16-17: 'However, things would be called neither true 
nor false by themselves' (αύτα Se καθ' airra τα πράγματα οΰτε άλΐ}βη λέγοιτο αν οΰτε 
ileudij). This is in agreement with Aristotle's position (cp. Metaph. VI, 1027b25- 28). 
Cp. 64,26-65,30, where Ammonius insists that the assertoric sentence is only one 
species of the simple sentence, the others being the vocative, optative, interrogative 
and the imperative sentence. 
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that "the combination or division must be concerned with 'belonging' 
(ύπαρκτικήν), that is, it must reveal that one item belongs or does not belong to 
another, a character seen only with regard to the assertoric sentence" (rtepi μόνον 
τον ίποφαντικον λόγοι/).241 So it is only this kind of compound vocal sound and 
compound thought which is a bearer of truth-values.242 

Ammonius offers as a first reason for this the fact that the other compound 
sentences belong to the appetitive part of the soul, while the assertoric sentence is 
the only type of sentence belonging to the knowing part of the soul (In Int. 5,1-23) 
"It <the assertoric sentence> is annunciative of the knowledge of things which, truly 
or seemingly, arises within us. This is also why only this type <of sentence» is 
receptive of truth or falsity and none of the others is" (5,14-17). We shall see later, 
how the property of being receptive of truth and falsity is a consequence of the fact 
that assertoric sentences reveal that one item belongs or does not belong to another. 

Now, the assertoric sentence is not only a possible bearer of truth-values, it 
necessarily has one of them. In fact, assertoric sentences are essentially bearers of 
truth-values, so that the assertoric sentence can practically be defined as that 
which is either true or false (80,24-26). At first glance, this seems surprising. For 
if the truth relation is based on a similarity relation, as we have suggested above, 
one cannot understand why simple thoughts, which are also images of the relevant 
things,243 cannot also be true and false. It is thus interesting to see how Ammonius 
justifies his answer. But before we turn to this question, we should first explain 
how Ammonius makes sure of the identity of an assertoric sentence. 

V.1.2 What are the identity criteria of the assertoric sentence? 

As the texts show, Ammonius has several criteria of identity for the ά,ποφαντικος 
λόγος which form an ordered series and only when taken together allow a decision 
as to its identity. The first thing which could be counted as an identity criterion for 
an άποφαντικος λόγος is its λεξις or expression.244 But in his commentary on Int. 

It is important to note that Ammonius uses the expression 'assertoric sentence' in 
two ways. When he wants to refer to the bearer of a truth-value quite generally, he 
uses this expression in an undifferentiated way on all three levels. In this sense there 
is one sentence which appears in three forms: in the soul, in speech, and in writing 
(cp. 22, 12-16). When he wants to emphasize the difference between thinking and 
speaking, on the other hand, he uses 'thought' (νόημα) or 'belief (δόξα.) for what is 
thought and meant, reserving 'sentence' for what is spoken. 
Cp. also In Int. 27, 21-24. 
Cp. 20,23-26 and 26,12-27. 
On the distinction between λεξις and λόγος cp. especially In Int. 12,30-13,18. 
Ammonius qualifies the relation at one point, with reference to Aristotle's Poetics, 
in such a way that the λόγος is a part of the λεξις (13,1); at another point, referring to 
the third book of Plato's Republic, he qualifies it in such a way that the λόγος is the 
thought and the λεξις its expression (13,13-14). It is in the second way that we speak 
οίλΑξις here. Cp. 40,15-17: the λέξις falls under the category of quantity. 
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17a5 (cp. In Int. 72,11-73,14) Ammonius shows that, while the expression of an 
assertoric sentence allows us to distinguish between simple and complex, as well 
as between primary and secondary assertions (i.e., κατίφασις and απόφασις), it is 
insufficient to ascertain whether we are dealing with one or more ίποφαντικοι 
λόγοι. This is, of course, due to the fact that linguistic signs can be ambiguous, in 
that the same expression can signify a plurality of things. If one took the 
expression as the necessary and sufficient identity criterion of the άποφαντικός 
λόγος, that would (as Ammonius correctly sees at 73,11-14) have the unfortunate 
consequence that one and the same sentence could be at once true and false. 

But since Ammonius certainly saw that the reverse is also possible, i.e., that 
different λέξεις can express the same λόγος,2*5 one can conclude indirectly that for 
him the expression cannot even be a necessary identity criterion of the 
άποφαντικος λόγος. What does Ammonius suggest instead? 

In the above-mentioned passage In Int. 73,3-14 Ammonius assumes that 
Aristotle's doctrine is that 'where each of the terms (οροί) comprising the sentence 
indicates some one nature (μιας τίνος φύσ·€ως em δηλωτικός), we say this sentence 
is one .... But when either one of the terms happens to signify several things, we 
say that these sentences are several'. Thus Ammonius' view, is clearly that the 
meaning of the two simple terms which the άποφαντικος λόγος is composed of 
functions as the criterion of its identity. 

Strictly speaking, however, this is merely a necessary, and not yet a 
sufficient criterion for the identity of an ίποφαντικος λόγος. For an affirmative 
sentence and the negative sentence contradictorily opposed to it are not 
identical,246 although they share the two simple terms which signify the same thing 
(cp. 84,13-25 and 26-35). Thus, one must additionally demand that the meaning 
of the ίποφαντικος λόγος itself, which results from the intentional signification of 
the subject and predicate terms and the formal signification of the copula, be the 
same.247 

If this were the identity criterion, this would have the following 
consequences: two assertoric sentences thought and uttered by different persons 
are one and the same ίποφαντικος λόγος whenever what is meant by both speakers 
is the same. The same holds for assertoric sentences uttered one after the other by 
one and the same speaker. If I say, for example, on 13 June, 1993 'The day after 

This can be concluded from his commentary on the Categories (15,16-16,6), where, 
under the heading of -πολυωνυμία, he considers the possibility that several ονόματα 
signify the same concept. 
Cp. Ammonius' disagreement (In Int. 80,15-35) with Alexander's thesis that the 
expression απόφανσις is used homonymously. Ammonius holds with Porphyry that 
the expression άπόφανσις stands for the genus of the simple assertoric sentence and 
that the affirmative and negative assertoric sentence are the species which fall under 
that genus. This is sufficient to show that according to Ammonius κατάφασις and 
α-πόφασις cannot be identical. 
Cp. also the doctrine attributed to Plato at 48,26-27: 'that the one signifying one 
identical thing is one identical sentence' (eva λόγον eJvai τον ένος πράγματος οντά 
σ-ημαντικόν). Our translation differs from D. Blank's. 
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tomorrow there will be a colloquium' and on 14 June, 1993 'Tomorrow there will 
be a colloquium', these are different speech acts expressed in different ways, but 
since what is meant is one and the same thing, there would have to be one and the 
same αποφαντικος λόγος, according to the identity criterion analyzed above. 

Despite its plausibility we have good reason to doubt that Ammonius would 
have accepted this position. Our doubts arise especially from Ammonius' 
commentary on Categories 4b4-13 (cp. In Cat. 53,20-24). In that passage 
Aristotle is concerned with the question whether other entities besides primary 
substances can take on opposing qualifications, i.e., whether they are 'receptive of 
contraries' (δεκτικά των εναντίων). Sentence (λόγος) and belief (δόξα) are serious 
contenders for this title. For the sentence 'Socrates is sitting' changes its 
truth-value if Socrates stands up in the meanwhile (cp. 4a34-b2). Aristotle 
himself, who does not deny the change of truth-values,248 secures the special status 
of substance with reference to the following difference: substances can change 
absolute (one-place) qualities and can thereby be changed themselves for 
example, when they go from 'hot' to 'cold'. The sentence and belief, on the other 
hand, are not themselves changed when they switch from 'true' to 'false'. Rather 
this change merely reflects a change in the facts which are their truth- or 
falsity-makers. For, according to Aristotle's theory of truth, the predicate 'true' 
means that the sentence it is attributed to stands in a relation of correspondence to 
the given fact. 

While he sees Aristotle's argument as a possible strategy to secure the 
special status of substance, Ammonius makes it clear that it concedes too much to 
the enemy. 'In truth', as he says at In Cat. 53,20-21, 'they (λόγος and δόξα) cannot 
accept any opposing qualifications at all'. The reason he gives is that the sentence 
and the belief can not continue to exist as identical entities when the facts or the 
truth-values change, but rather 'are destroyed at the same time as they are uttered' 
(In Cat. 53,24).249 

This not only excludes that an άποφαντικός λόγος changes its truth-value, but 
also makes it impossible to consider an expression thought and uttered by 
different speakers, or even by the same speaker at different times as one and the 
same assertoric sentence even if it has the same meaning. Furthermore, as the 
parallel treatment of λόγος and δόξα shows, there is, according to Ammonius, not 
even a mental entity of the type αποφαντικός λόγος which remains identical in the 
soul of a rational being over a longer period of time. While Ammonius admits that 
the types of simple things (i.e., names and verbs) are stored in the passive 
intellect250 and lie there ready to be called-up for inclusion in an αποφαντικός 
λόγος, the αποφαντικός λόγος itself is formed anew each time and exists only for 
the length of the act in which it is thought. This means that an αποφαντικός λόγος 

248 Cp. Cael. 1.12, 283b6ff. and Metaph. X, 1051b 13-16. 
249 This position is confirmed by In Cat. 60,10-12, where it is said of λόγος that 'it has 

its existence in being said' (ev τφ λέγισβαι το elvat exei). Analogously, the δόξα has 
its existence in being thought. 

250 Cp., e.g., Ammonius' remarks on Aristotle's De anima at In Int. 6,9-12. 
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has the mode of existence of a thought-event and speech-event which is bound 
spatially and temporally to the particular thinker and speaker.251 In modem terms, 
it is a token rather than a type.252 This adds a second identity criterion to the first, 
which thus turns out to be only a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for the 
identity of an αποφα,ντικος λόγος. Only taken together do these criteria allow a 
decision about the identity of an άποφαντικός λόγος. 

To be sure, this seems to be a very unusual conception of assertoric 
sentences for antiquity. One might doubt that Ammonius actually had it because 
the text of his commentary on the categories is only transmitted άπο φωνής and 
could thus rely on a misunderstanding of a student. But the fact that other 
Neoplatonists have the same position speaks rather against this.253 It is also rather 
unlikely that Ammonius was the inventor of that position though we do not know 
who it actually was.254 

Now, however, it needs explaining how the communication of αποφαντικοί 
λόγοι is possible, that is, how it is possible for two different thinkers and speakers 
to agree in their opinions, although the assertoric sentences which they produce 
for this purpose are not identical. Ammonius does not answer this question 
explicitly. The solution of the problem can, however, in the circumstances, only 
lie in the fact that there are relations of similarity255 between the different 
αποφαντικοι λόγοι, and that these are understood by the speakers and confirmed 
through agreement. In the case of true assertoric sentences which represent the 
same fact it is not difficult to assume such a similarity. Since each of the sentences 
agrees with the fact, they must also agree with one another, and this agreement 
can be ascertained by each of the two speakers by means of the semantic rules for 
the expressions used. However, in the case of two false sentences the matter is 
much more difficult. For it seems that nothing in the real world corresponds to 
these sentences, and so here the tertium comparationis is missing. Nonetheless, 
such relations of similarity must also exist between two false assertoric sentences, 

Although this position results clearly from the passage of In Cat. we have just 
analyzed, it seems that in certain other contexts (e.g., In Int. 154, 5-6; see the 
commentary there) Ammonius attributes to an unambiguous λίξις the status of an 
αποφαντικος λόγος (in a secondary sense). 
This is confirmed indirectly by the fact that Ammonius speaks of 'truth which subsists 
in linguistic processes' (την εν τοΰς λεκτικούς υφισταμένων κινήσΈοιν), In Int. 27,34. 
Cp. Ofympiodori Prolegomena et in Categorias Commentarium, CAG vol. XII1902, 
79,25-28; Anonymi Paraphrasis Categoriarum, CAG vol. XXIII, pars II 1883, 
18,33-34; Eliae in Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria, CAG 
vol. XVin 1900, 183,34-184,8; Phibponi (olim Ammonii) in Aristotelis Categorias 
Commentarium, CAG vol. ΧΠΙ1898, 82,19-23. 
Paolo Crivelli has called my attention to the fact that in Cat. 6, 4b32-35 Aristotle 
counts λόγος among the discrete quantities and in 5a33-35 he affirms: 'none of its 
(λόγος) parts endures, once it has been uttered it can no longer be recaptured'. So 
Aristotle himself could very well have been the origin of our doctrine. It may have 
come to Ammonius through Porphyry's commentary on the Categories. 
Cp. above, p.217. 
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since two thinkers and speakers can obviously agree even in error. The question is 
how one can ascertain this agreement with relative certainty. As long as no 
satisfactory answer to the question about the meaning of false assertoric sentences 
has been found, this question must also remain open. In the next section we shall 
attempt to reconstruct what appears to have been Ammonius' solution to this 
problem. 

V.l.3 What is the meaning of an assertoric sentence? 

We have seen that the meaning of an assertoric sentence is part of its identity 
criterion. This is not the only reason why it is important to clarify how Ammonius 
characterizes the meaning of an assertoric sentence. In fact, this characterization 
will also help us to see, why assertoric sentences and only assertoric sentences are 
bearers of truth-values. 

Let us first clarify quite generally what type of relation Ammonius intends 
when he says that simple and compound thoughts 'signify' (σημαίνει v) simple and 
compound things (e.g. In Int. 24,5-12). The semantic relation which obtains 
between thoughts and things is, as we have already seen, specified by Ammonius 
as an imaging relation, i.e., thoughts stand to the corresponding things as images 
to their model (cp. 20,20-21: "each thought must rather be an image of the thing 
of which it is the thought, graven in the soul as if in a tablet, given that thinking 
(voeiv) is nothing other than having received the form of what is thought or made it 
accessible" [ανάγκη των νοημάτων έκαστου εικόνα είναι τον πράγματος, οδ αν % 
νόημα, ωσπερ εν πινάκι τβ φνχβ γεγραμμένον]). That means that there is a relation 
of similarity between the thoughts and the things. Ammonius speaks, following 
Aristotle, of the thoughts being 'likenesses' (ομοιώματα) of the things. A likeness 
has the function "to copy (άπεικονίζεσϋαι) the very nature of a thing as far as 
possible and it is not in our power to change it (for if the painted likeness of 
Socrates in a picture does not have his baldness, snub nose and bulging eyes, it 
would not be called his likeness)" (In Int. 20,1-6). Strictly speaking that means 
that—at least in the normal case—thoughts are copies of some pre-existing 
original.256 They depend on that original in order to have meaning. This relation 
Ammonius specifies as one-to-one (20,19-20: "It is, however, impossible to think 
of one and the same thing with ever different thoughts" [το μέντοι ev και τούτον 
πράγμα δι' άλλων και άλλων νοημάτων έπινοεΐν αδύνατον]).257 Strictly speaking, 

Cp. also In Cat. 9,17-10,9 where Ammonius emphasizes the fact, that vocal sounds 
signify things by means of thoughts. These things (πράγματα) are conceived of as 
actually existing things. The case of things which exist "in bare thought" (ev φιλ§ 
emvoiq) (9,26) is mentioned by Ammonius only in order to exclude them from the 
scope of Aristotle's theory. Cp. also In Int. 18,28-29 where he stresses that only 
thoughts in harmony with the things themselves are actually thoughts. This 
implicitly means that the others are not thoughts in the full sense of the term. 
Ammonius wants to show that the thoughts are the same for all human beings (the 
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this excludes that a thought, insofar as it has meaning, could ever fail to 
correspond to the thing imaged by it. If it has meaning, the thought necessarily 
corresponds to one and only one thing, and this is the thing which it images. Thus, 
it makes no sense to say of a meaningful thought that it does not agree with this 
thing, just as one cannot sensibly say of a photograph that it does not agree with 
what is pictured by it. The alternative to this is simply that a thought has no 
meaning at all, in which case it images nothing and thus no longer corresponds to 
any thing. Then we are no longer dealing at all with an entity which satisfies 
Ammonius' definition of a thought. 

Now, as we have already seen, what is signified by a simple thought is a 
'simple thing' and what is signified by a compound thought is a 'compound thing' 
(συνθετον ηραγμα)Ιη Int. 21,1-10. But what exactly are these 'simple things' and 
what the 'compound things'? 

The answer to the first question is complicated by the fact that—in virtue of 
the distinction of names and verbs and following Aristotle—Ammonius 
distinguishes two kinds of simple things and by the fact that the descriptions he 
gives of these differ slightly from each other. The things signified by names are 
existing individual substances.258 The example mostly given by Ammonius is 
'Socrates' (cp. In Int. 20,34-21,1). The things signified by verbs are potential 
properties of individual substances.259 Examples are 'walking' or 'pale'.260 

Much more difficult than the answer to the first question is the task to clarify 
what Ammonius means by 'compound thing' (συνθίτον πράγμα). The example he 
gives at 21,1 is 'the running Socrates' and he explains this example saying that 
"here the substance of Socrates has taken on the activity consisting in running". 
This could mean two quite different things: 

1. Ammonius' 'compound thing' could correspond to what we today call a 
'state of affairs'. States of affairs are those entities we describe by a that-clause in 
sentences like: 'It is the case that Socrates runs' or 'It is the case that Socrates 
does not run'. States of affairs are unreal entities which exist in a Platonic world 
of ideas and of which if taken as such one cannot tell whether or not a fact 

same in content and structure, not numerically the same) and therefore—in contrast 
to vocal sounds—are 'by nature' (φύσει); cp. In Int. 24,10-16. 
Cp. the definition of the term 'name': "a symbol <made> of a vocal sound which is 
significant by convention without time, of which no part is significant when 
separated, indicative of the existence of a thing whatsoever or of a person" (In Int. 
40,4-6; our translation differs slightly from D. Blank's). 
Cp. In Int. 49,24-25 "Verbs have been said to be significant 'of things said of 
another', namely 'of things said of a subject or in a subject'" 
Cp. also In Int. 48,30-49,1, where Ammonius says that there are 'only two kinds of 
meaningful vocal sounds, name and verb, the one indicating existences, the other 
actions or passions, which he (Plato) called jointly 'doings' (πράξεις)'. The same 
point is made at 38,20-22: names mean 'some nature or person', verbs 'an action or 
passion'. At 40,23-27 he refers to Cratylus 430a ff. saying that 'the name is a 
representation (μίμ/ημα) of the substance of each thing ... just as verbs are 
representations of what follows upon—that is, what belongs to—substances'. 
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corresponds to them. However, we say of a state of affairs that it is the case when 
there is in the real world a fact corresponding to it, and that it is not the case when 
there is in the real world no fact corresponding to it. In this sense states of affairs 
are either the case or not the case. 

2. On the other hand Ammonius' 'compound thing' could correspond to a 
fact in the modern sense of that term i.e. to the entity referred to by the whole 
sentence 'It is the case that Socrates runs' or 'It is the case that Socrates does not 
run'. 

Both conceptions allow one to explain why only compound thoughts but not 
simple ones are bearers of truth-values, but these explanations are quite different, 
depending on the two conceptions. 

1. If simple thoughts were bearers of truth-values, the entities which make 
them true would be identical with their meaning. From that it would follow that 
meaningful simple thoughts could not be false at all. It seems indeed that Aristotle 
drew this conclusion (cp. De Anima 3,6, 430a26-28 and b26-30).261 Ammonius, 
however, wholly denied that simple thoughts are bearers of truth-values, as we 
have seen before. Compound thoughts, on the other hand, if they signify compound 
things in the sense of 'states of affairs', do not risk being necessarily true. States of 
affairs consist of at least two simple things and the relation which obtains between 
them. And this relation can be either that of joining or that of separation. To image 
a compound thing, then, it is not enough to image the simple things from which it 
is made: the relation which obtains between them must also be imaged. This allows 
room for mistakes when the image exhibits the wrong relation. 

It follows from this that a compound thought can be false as a whole, 
without the simple thoughts of which it is composed losing their meanings. If one 
conceived the meaning of the compound thoughts as a function, of a) the 
meanings of the simple thoughts of which they are composed and b) the relation it 
establishes between them, one could say that false compound thoughts are by no 
means without meaning. This would further mean that compound thoughts, 
regardless of their meaning, could be true or false, or, in other words, that the 
meaning of compound thoughts does not necessarily coincide with their 
truth-maker. Now, if one conceives of truth as a non-necessary property of 
thoughts, i.e. as a property to which there is a real alternative, then it clearly 
follows from what has been said that only compound thoughts can be bearers of 
truth-values and that they are necessarily bearers of one of the two truth-values. 

2. The explanation why compound thoughts are not necessarily true is quite 
different when they signify facts and not states of affairs. In this case the falsity of 
a sentence would not result from the fact that in the description of the compound 
thing it gives the wrong relation of the two simple things, but rather from the fact 
that it states that a certain state of affairs is the case which is not the case. Thus 
while in the first case the error concerns the relation of the simple things itself, in 
the second it has to do with the ontological status of this relation. 

Cp. above p.215. 
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It is most important for our overall purpose to find out which of the two 
conceptions of the meaning of assertoric sentences is the one corresponding most 
closely to Ammonius' semantics. There are four ways to clarify this point. 

1. We can see how Ammonius actually justifies his thesis that only 
compound thoughts are bearers of truth-values. 

2. As one of his answers presupposes the distinction between facts and states 
of affairs, as we shall see, we could try to find out if Ammonius actually makes 
such a distinction. This again can best be done by clarifying the very function(s) 
he attributes to the third linguistic part of the assertoric sentence, namely the 
expressions eariv and ουκ etrriv. 

3. Since to either conception of the meaning of an assertoric sentence a 
different conception of truth and falsity corresponds we can try to answer our 
question by clarifying Ammonius' conception of truth and falsity. 

4. Finally, since the conception of truth and falsity depends itself on the 
conception of the truth-maker and the falsity-maker, we can try to find out how 
Ammonius conceives of the latter. 

I shall follow up these points one after the other—the first three in this 
section, the last in my final section. So the final answer to our question will only 
be given after the accomplishment of the fourth inquiry. 

Ad 1. Ammonius himself has no argument for the thesis that only compound 
thoughts can be bearers of truth-values, but he reports such an argument at 
56,14-57,18 in his explanation of Porphyry's conception of the function of the 
copula. Since he presents Porphyry's position without contradicting it, we may 
assume that he shared it. The argument runs: 'Now, the <statement of Aristotle> 
'For <the verb> is not a sign of the being or not being of the thing', is the same as 
saying that the verb said by itself is not significant either of the thing's being, that 
is, <of the being of> the thing signified by it, which affirmation usually signifies, 
nor of its not being, which is indicated by negation' (56, 29-32).262 (We may 
assume that what is said of the verb, i.e. the predicate term is a fortiori true of the 
subject term.) The passage means that the affirmative or negative sentence has not 
only a thing as its meaning—which must, according to what has been said before, 
be a compound thing—but also means that this thing either is or is not the case, 
while simple thoughts signify only a simple thing and nothing more. This is seen 
by Ammonius/Porphyry as the reason why only the former can receive the values 
'true' and 'false', while the latter cannot (cp. 56,23-28). 

What exactly is meant by saying that the affirmative sentence signifies the 
existence and the negative sentence the non-existence of the thing (πραγμα) they 
signify? In my view, the most plausible answer is that the thing they signify is a 
state of affairs and that by 'signifying the existence or non-existence of that thing' 
Ammonius/Porphyry want to say that the assertoric sentence states that this state 

Aristotle's text (16b22) as established by Minio-Paulello has ού yap. This is also the 
reading that Porphyry accepted. Ammonius mentions, however, a different reading 
with oiie γάρ (56,14-17). Cp. also D. Blank 1996,152 note 217. 
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of affairs is the case or is not the case. This answer, however, presupposes that 
Ammonius/Porphyry distinguished between 'thinking a state of affairs' and 
'asserting that a state of affairs is the case'. Before deciding the case we must 
therefore clarify this last point. 

Ad 2.1 should first emphasize that for a user of ancient Greek it was not at 
all obvious that there was a difference between describing states of affairs and 
asserting facts, as it is not for the user of today's ordinary English either. For in 
classical Greek the assertive and descriptive functions do usually not belong to 
different expressions,263 with the effect that one could hardly describe states of 
affairs without at the same time asserting that they are or are not the case. 

To be sure, there are expressions like 'it is possible to ... ' (eariv ώστε + 
infinitive: e.g. Phaedo 93b4, 103e2) in which the assertive and descriptive 
functions belong to different expressions. One should also mention the expression 
το Ιπραγμα] σέ κα&ησϋαι, which Aristotle suggests in Metaphysics V 1024bl7 
ff.,264 as well as modal expressions of the type '(it is) necessary (άναγκαΐον) + 
infinitive', '(it is) possible (δυνατόν) + infinitive'. But commonly the Greek 
language uses definite verbs, and these always have both a descriptive and an 
assertive function at the same time. Thus, while it is in principle possible to 
describe a state of affairs without asserting that it is the case, the normal practice 
is not to make such a distinction. 

Now it is very interesting to inquire, whether in his own semantical analyses 
of the Greek language Ammonius is aware of the fact that definite verbs have two 
functions at the same time. For such an awareness could very well have let him 
discover the difference between states of affairs and facts. 

Ammonius' commentary on Int. 16bl9-25 offers a good point of departure 
for our purpose. Of interest to us is, first, the conception (already held by 
Aristotle: cp. Int. 21b9-10) that the finite verb can be analyzed into a participle 
and a finite form of the verb 'to be' (ehai: In Int. 55,23-28). This opens the 
possibility of analyzing the affirmative assertoric sentence "Σωκράτης τρέχει' into 
the sentence 'Σωκράτης τρέχων έστίν' and the negative assertoric sentence 
'Σωκράτης ου τρέχει' into the sentence 'Σωκράτης τρέχων ουκ etmv,265 and then to 
inquire into the functions of the different parts of the sentence analyzed in this 
way. Of special interest is, of course, the semantic function which the expressions 
'is' and 'is not' have in the context of the assertoric sentence as a whole. 

Before investigating the semantic functions of 'is' and 'is not' in the context 
of the assertoric sentence, Ammonius asks the preliminary question, what they 
signify 'when said by themselves' (fn Int. 55,21). He gives a negative and a 
positive answer to it. Said by themselves these expressions as well as any other 
verb do not signify anything true or false (55,21). They immediately signify 
'being so' [ύπάρχειν] or 'not being so' [μή ύπάρχειν], Since the verb ύπάρχειν is 

Cp. C.H. Kahn, 1972; 1973 and 1986. 
Cp. also Top. III.l, 116a32, TO τονς φίλους δικαίους eTvai. Here this πράγμα is 
presented as preferable (aiperbrrepov) to another πραγμα. 
Of course, this can not be done in English without changing the meaning of the sentence. 
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used by Ammonius both in sentences of the form 'The A belongs to the Β' (το A 
τφ Β υπάρχει), which means that the property A is correctly attributed to the 
subject B, and in sentences of the form 'The thing A exists' (το πράγμα, A 
υπάρχει), exactly what is meant in 55,20 is unclear. If the first is meant, the 
semantic function of the third part of the άποφαντικος λόγος is limited to creating 
the relation of belonging or not-belonging between the other two parts. If, 
however, the latter is intended, its function consists in saying of something already 
compounded that it is the case. 

We shall try to decide this when we now turn to the semantic function of 
these expressions when they are used—not by themselves, but—in the frame of an 
assertoric sentence. What is accomplished semantically by means of the addition 
of 'is' or 'is not' to the two other parts of the assertoric sentence? In fact, we find 
in Ammonius' text rather detailed and clear statements on the semantic function of 
the expressions 'is' and 'is not' in the overall structure of the άποφαντικός λόγος. 
But here Ammonius makes our job difficult by first hiding his own view behind 
those of Porphyry and Alexander, who interpret Aristotle's phrase 'it additionally 
signifies some composition' in different ways, and then leaving it up to the reader 
which of the two he should accept. This difference, however, does not affect our 
main question. 

The view of Porphyry seems to be the result of a critique of that of 
Alexander. We shall therefore examine the latter first. Alexander distinguishes 
two meanings (two semantic functions) the expressions 'is' and 'is not' can have 
when they are part of an άποφαντικός λόγος. Thus, he understood 'additionally 
signifies' (προσσημαΐνα) in the sense of 'has a second meaning'. 

1. These expressions can be used as names like the other verbs. In this case 
they signify 'participation in' or 'deprivation of being' (57,25-27). In his 
commentary on the Prior Analytics Alexander explains this use of εστίν saying 
that the sentence 'Σωκράτης ί'στιν' has the same meaning as 'Σωκράτης ov εστίν' 
(In An. Pr. 15,17-18). 

2. According to their second semantic function these expressions signify the 
predicate's joining with the subject of a sentence (57,27-29). Whereas according 
to their first semantic function the expressions 'is' and 'is not' have quite different 
meanings the second semantic function is the same in both cases (57,29-33). 
Quoting De Anima III.6, 430b2 Ammonius266 makes clear that Alexander must 
mean the function of the synthesis of the two other terms, notwithstanding that the 
synthesis is either συμπλοκή in the case of a positive predicate or %ι&ιρ€0ΐς in the 
case of a negative predicate. 

According to Alexander, the second semantic function is responsible for the 
completeness of the sentence and for its character as bearer of one of the 

It is not clear where exactly Ammonius' report of Alexander's theory ends and 
where his own commentary starts. However, as in 57,28 the term συμπλοκή is used 
to describe the second semantic function, while in 57,30-32 the term σύνθεσις stands 
for that function and συμπλοκή refers to one of its modes, we consider the latter 
passage as part of Ammonius' commentary. 



226 Part V: Essays 

truth-values (57,28-9; cp. also Alexander of Aphrodisias, In An. Pr. 15,6-14). 
Unfortunately Ammonius does not say why exactly Alexander made this character 
depend on the synthesis-function and we did not find any answer to this question 
elsewhere in Alexander's writings either. 

Porphyry has a different view of 'additionally signifies some composition' 
(προσνημαίνει σύνθεσίν τίνα). He interprets this expression as 'when joined with 
something else it signifies a composition which is now receptive of falsity and 
truth' (57,14-18). Thus 'additionally' does not refer to a first meaning of 'is' and 
'is not' but to the procedure of joining these expressions to the subject and the 
predicate. Except this, Porphyry's view apparently does not differ much from 
Alexander's. When added appropriately to a subject-term and a predicate term 'is' 
and 'is not' have the semantic function of effecting a synthesis between these and 
thus creating a new entity, i.e. an assertoric sentence, which is as such true or 
false. However, unlike in the case of Alexander, we can indicate Porphyry's 
reasons for this position and thus answer our main question. As we have seen 
before, Porphyry insists (cp. 56,28-33) that the affirmative assertoric sentence 
expresses the being of a thing, and the negative assertoric sentence expresses its 
not-being. Therefore 'to belong to a subject as a qualification' can not be neutral 
with respect to the alternatives 'to belong to a subject in actuality/to belong to a 
subject only in thought'. Rather the synthesis of a predicate expression with a 
subject expression always means, according to Porphyry, that the qualification of 
the predicate actually belongs to the subject. 

Now, what can one conclude from this about Ammonius' view on this 
point? There can be no doubt that Ammonius generally sympathizes rather with 
Porphyry, even though he differs from him in certain points of detail (cp. 
56,14-18). This is also the case in our question. The following passage shows that 
in fact Ammonius interpreted 'belong' in the sense of 'belong in actuality' 
(52,13-16): 'For nothing prevents something from being truly predicated even of 
what is not, as not belonging to it or not being such as to belong <to it>—as when 
I say "The hippocentaur is not healthy" or " <the hippocentaur> is not ill"—but it 
is impossible for something to belong to what is not'. The explanation is 
obviously valid only if 'belong' means 'belong in actuality'. For, in thought, a 
predicate such as 'being ill' or 'being healthy' can indeed belong to a 
hippocentaur, regardless of the non-existence of the latter. Thus, Ammonius 
follows Porphyry's line on this decisive point. 

Ammonius' analysis of the semantic functions of the expressions 'is' and 'is 
not' amounts to the following points: 

1. These expressions have two semantic functions: (a) to join or to separate 
the two other parts of the assertoric sentence, (b) to assert that these relations hold 
actually between the two ontological entities signified by the two other parts of 
the assertoric sentence. 

2. These two semantic functions go always and necessarily together. 
Therefore it is impossible to think a state of affairs without asserting that it is or 
that it is not the case. 
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3. The meaning of the assertoric sentence as a whole therefore is not simply 
a state of affairs, but a fact, i.e. the 'being-the-case of a state of affairs'. 

But this semantic analysis of ordinary Greek does not hinder Ammonius' 
distinguishing 'states of affairs' and 'facts' in his philosophical metalanguages A 
clear example of this is given by expressions such as: 'it is not the sentence which 
is the cause of the thing's being (τφ πράγματι του ehai αίτιος), but the existence 
of the thing (ή τοΰ πράγματος υπαρξις) which is responsible for the sentence being 
true' (149,27-28), 'inasmuch as the thing about which one is speaking has already 
occurred' (τον πράγματος έκβεβηκότος περι οΰ ο λόγος 130,12-13), 'since the thing 
has not already occurred but can both occur and not occur'267 (μγπω τον 
πράγματος ίκβφηκότος δυναμένου Se και exßvjvai και μ/η εκβγναι 130,25-26), 
'existence/non-existence of the things' (ύπαρξιν/ανϋπαρξιν των πραγμάτων 
139,30); the list could be extended. For, that of which the existence or 
non-existence, the occurrence or the possibility of occurring and not occurring is 
said in these expressions is neither a substance nor a fact—it would be a 
contradiction to say of a fact that it does not exist—but a state of affairs. There are 
also, as we shall see, systematic reasons which force Ammonius to distinguish at 
least in his metalanguage between states of affairs on the one hand and facts or 
non-facts on the other. Otherwise, there is no satisfactory solution for the problem 
mentioned above of the meaning of false statements. This we shall see when we in 
our last section address Ammonius' answer to that question. 

Ad 3. But let us first see how Ammonius' conception of truth squares with 
this analysis of the signification of an assertoric sentence. Ammonius gives two 
different answers to the question under which conditions an assertoric sentence is 
true. We first find passages like In Int. 26,27-30 where he says that "when the 
thing should happen to be in the very state the faculty of thinking believes it to be 
in then the thought will be true".268 Passages like this amount to defining truth and 
falsity as a relation of correspondence or non-correspondence between thoughts 
and things thought regarding the question of how the things are. This definition of 
truth would fit the conception of the meaning of the assertoric sentence we 
tentatively took into consideration at the beginning, i.e. the hypothesis, that the 
meaning of an assertoric sentence is a state of affairs. We rejected this hypothesis, 
however, because it did not square with the theory of Porphyry to which 
Ammonius, too, adheres. 

On the other hand there are passages such as 21,13-16, where Ammonius 
lays stress not on saying how the things are, but that they are so. In these places 
truth seems to be defined as the agreement of the statement that something is the 
case with the corresponding fact that it is the case. This, of course, would very 
well square with Porphyry's conception of the meaning of an assertoric sentence. 

Here by πραγμα Ammonius clearly means a type of event which is a kind of state of 
affairs. 
τότε γαρ αν μεν ... . Our translation differs from D. Blank's. A similar answer is 
given at 55,13-14: "one who says how what is is and how it is by nature speaks the 
truth". Again our translation differs from D. Blank's. 
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Therefore Ammonius should give preference to the latter conception of truth. It is 
the only one which is consistent with his semantics of the assertoric sentence. 

V.l.4 What are the truth-makers and falsity-makers of an assertoric sentence? 

But whichever of the two conceptions of meaning and truth one finally attributes 
to Ammonius, in both cases he faces a fundamental άηορΐα. For if he holds that 
truth is the correspondence of a compound thought with a compound thing, the 
truth-maker of the compound thought is nothing else but the compound thing 
thought, i.e. the meaning of the thought. Thus truth-maker and signification of an 
assertoric sentence prove to be identical. We come to the same conclusion in the 
case of the second conception of truth and meaning. For if Ammonius holds that 
truth is the correspondence of the statement that a compound thing exists to the 
existence of that compound thing, the truth-maker of the statement is the fact 
stated and that fact is also the meaning of the statement. So again truth-maker and 
meaning are identical. But this identity seems to have disastrous consequences for 
the meaning of false assertoric sentences. For if the truth-maker and the meaning 
of an assertoric sentence coincide, false assertoric sentences, which have no 
truth-maker, will have no meaning either and thus be no real thoughts any more.269 

To avoid these consequences Ammonius must find a way to show that on the one 
hand there is no thoroughgoing identity of truth-maker and meaning and that on 
the other hand false assertoric sentences as well as true ones still refer to 
something 'in the world' and not to a purely spurious entity. 

The solution to this άπορ/α can be found in the paragraph 81,13-82,13 where 
Ammonius—commenting on Int. 17a26-37—explains the different references of 
affirmations, negations and contradictions. We have already seen that Ammonius 
distinguishes two kinds of simple assertoric sentences, viz. affirmative 
(καταφάσεις) and negative (αποφάσεις) ones. One can make a negative assertion 
out of a positive one by adding a negative particle (αρνητικον μόριον) to it 
(67,26-27) or, more precisely, to its predicate. In this way arise pairs of 
άποφαντικοι λόγοι whose members differ only in respect of their formal semantic 
element, i.e. in respect of the expressions 'is' (εστι) and 'is not' (ουκ εστι), while 
having the same subject and predicate.270 Aristotle calls such pairs 'contradictions' 
(αντιφάσεις: 18b37, cp. 17a31-34). But Ammonius uses this term at first to 
indicate the logical relation which obtains between the members of such pairs. He 
defines this relation as the 'conflict (μάχη) of an affirmation and a negation which 
always divide the true and the false so that when one of them is false the other is 
true, and vice-versa' (81,14-16). We are dealing, therefore, with the relation of 
contradiction familiar to us from propositional logic, and the cited passage gives 
us reason to suppose that Ammonius would have accepted its modern 

Cp. Ammonius, In Cat. 9,25-10,1 τα μεν εν rptXjj emvoiq. εστίν, ..., τα Je και όντως 
ύφεστωτά εστίν. 
Cp. 84,6-25. We leave aside the case of indefinite predicates. 
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truth-functional definition.271 At the very least the passage allows the conclusion 
that Ammonius agrees with the following formula: 

T(16) <T[Cp] - F[C~p]) · (F[Cp] - T[C~p) · (T[C~p] F[Cp]) · 
(F[C~p]-T[Cp]). 

Ammonius goes on to say that the division of the truth-values results from the fact 
that 'there is a conflict between false negation and true affirmation and between 
false affirmation and true negation' (81,16-18). As the following remarks show, 
this means that always exactly one of the two members of such a pair is true and 
exactly one is false (cp. also 85,2-3; 121,22-23; 26,21-22). This can be 
formulated as follows:272 

Τ (11) N{(T[Cp] >-< T[C~p]) · (F[Cp] >-< F[C~p])}. 

To show this Ammonius now introduces (with reference to Int. 17a26-29) a 
further important distinction: he contrasts each pair of contradictory sentences 
with a pair of contradictory possible compound things (81,18-26). In addition, he 
emphasizes that the first set represent alternative possibilities of speech-acts 
available to a speaker (81,24-26), while the second represent alternative 
possibilities for how the things are.273 

The introduction of pairs of things (πράγματα) which are contradictorily 
related to one another brings a lot of consequences which Ammonius may not 
draw expressly, but with which he must reckon in his further discussions. The first 
consists in the fact that on the level of the πράγματα there are also two entities 
which are related analogously to the pairs of positive and negative assertoric 
sentences: as the assertoric sentences are either true or false, so are the πράγματα 
either the case (Ammonius speaks of 'what really holds' [το όντως υπαρξον] at 
81,28-29) or not the case (τβ μη υπάρχον at 82,1). As exactly one sentence of each 
pair is true, so is exactly one πράγμα of each pair the case. If we ask what exactly 
Ammonius understands by the expression πράγμα in this context, the only answer 
is that this expression must mean something which corresponds to modern states 
of affairs. By introducing pairs of contradictory πράγματα, then, Ammonius has 
de facto conceded the difference between a state of affairs and a fact. 

The two pairs of entities distinguished by Ammonius can be shown in the 
following table: 

The proponents of the thesis that Ammonius is an adherent of the standard 
interpretation will not, however, admit this—at least not without qualification. Cp. 
above, pp.147-148. 
For the corresponding Aristotelian position cp. Metaph. IV 1008a34-bl, 1011M3-
1012b2; Int. 12 21bl7. 
Cp. also In Cat. 10,11-16. 
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Level of Thoughts [p] [~p] 

Level of Things Ρ ~P 

Table 1 

Now, between these entities there are, according to Ammonius, four possible 
constellations (συμπλοκαι: 81,26-82,2): 

1. ρ is the case (όντως ΰηόψχει) and we say that ρ is the case. 
2. ρ is the case and we say that ρ is not the case. 
3. ρ is not the case and we say that ρ is the case. 
4. ρ is not the case and we say that ρ is not the case. 

Of these four possible constellations, the first and fourth lead to a true, the second 
and third to a false statement (82,2-12). 
This too can be represented in a table, although Ammonius' text lists only the 
facts and omits the non-facts: 

Facts Non-Facts Assertoric 
sentences 

Truth-Values 
of assertoric 
sentences 

1 Ρ ~Ρ [Cp] t 

2 Ρ ~Ρ [C~p] f 

3 ~P Ρ [Cp] f 

4 - ρ Ρ [C~p] t 

Table 2 

The following important points arise from Ammonius' discussion: 

1. There are positive and negative sentences. 
2. There are positive and negative facts. 
3. For every true sentence there is a contradictorily opposed false 

sentence. 
4. For every fact there is a contradictorily opposed non-fact. 
5. Positive facts make positive sentences true, negative ones false. 
6. Negative facts make negative sentences true, positive ones false. 
7. Positive non-facts make positive sentences false, negative ones true. 
8. Negative non-facts make negative sentences false, positive ones true. 

From these points it clearly follows that not only facts, but also non-facts are 
truth-makers and falsity-makers of assertoric sentences. If we have a closer look at 
table 2 we should even say that the truth-maker or the falsity-maker of an 
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assertoric sentence is in each case the whole constellation of a fact and a non-fact 
figuring on the same line on table 2. Therefore the meaning of either true or false 
assertoric sentences cannot simply be identical with their truth-makers or their 
falsity-makers. But in this respect there is an important difference between true 
and false sentences. We have seen that Ammonius—following 
Porphyry—distinguishes two elements in the meaning of an assertoric sentence: a) 
the thing (πραγμα) 'the sentence is about' (irepi ου 6 λόγος, 130,12-13) and b) the 
affirmation that this thing is the case. In today's semantics one would call these 
the 'intentional' and the 'formal' element of the meaning of an assertoric 
sentence. Now, in the case of true assertoric sentences both the intentional and the 
formal element agree with the fact, which is their truth-maker. Therefore we can 
say that the meaning of true sentences simply is the fact which makes them true. 
On the other hand in the case of false assertoric sentences things are much more 
complicated. As we can see from table 2 the intentional element of a false 
sentence is identical with the non-fact which makes it false. But since a false 
sentence declares the non-fact to be a fact by means of its formal element in this 
case the formal element of the meaning does not agree with the non-fact the 
sentence is about. This is the reason why the meaning of a false assertoric 
sentence cannot be simply identical with its falsity-maker. Nevertheless 
Ammonius can say that a false assertoric sentence depicts a non-fact falsely 
declaring it a fact. To sum up, Ammonius holds that true sentences imitate the 
facts, while false sentences are 'an image of non-existence' (το φεΰίος βίκων em 
της ανυπαρξίας, 92,7-9). 

I have already noted that Ammonius does not draw these consequences 
expressis verbis, but that we are dealing with conclusions drawn by us from his 
distinctions. However, since these consequences would also allow Ammonius to 
solve the problem of the semantics of false sentences, we may assume that he 
would have accepted them. That Ammonius could not have turned away from this 
solution can also be seen in another passage, to which we now tum. 

At 154,7-12, a passage we examine in its own right in our commentary, 
(following Aristotle: Int. 19a27-29) Ammonius examines the possibility of using a 
pair of contradictory sentences to form a complex sentence of the form [C(p >-< 
-p)].274 Departing from his previous usage, he then calls this new complex 
sentence 'contradiction' (ίντίφασις). Now, this complex sentence is necessarily 
true (154,8-9; 28-29).275 According to the fundamental assumptions of the theory, 
there must be a truth-maker for this sentence which can only consist in the fact 
that either ρ or ~p is the case (cp. 154,16-20): C(p >-< ~p). This, then, is the 
fundamental fact of the world. The world is so constructed that one of the two 
πράγματα which form a contradictory pair is necessarily a fact and the other a 
non-fact. These πράγματα—i.e. those for which the expressions ρ and ~p stand in 

Read: It is the case that either ρ or -p. This is equivalent to [Cp > -< C~p]. 
D. Frede 1985, 77 emphasizes that the thesis that there is such a complex and 
necessarily true sentence is not to be found in Aristotle. However this may be for 
Aristotle (cp. our commentary pp.202-203), it is certainly not the case for Ammonius. 
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the complex assertoric sentence [C(p >-< ~p)]—must be states of affairs; for it 
would be redundant to say of facts or non-facts that one is a fact and the other is a 
non-fact. Here we have a further proof that Ammonius would have accepted the 
ontology we attributed to him above. We may express this—slightly altering 
Wittgenstein's formula—by the following principle: 'the world is the sum of facts 
and non-facts'. 

However, something else arises from the passage as well: in all sentences of 
the form [C(p >-< ~p)] the truth-maker coincides with the meaning. Since 
sentences of this form are necessarily true, they cannot be empty of meaning. But 
it would be inconsequent to admit that the complex sentence has a meaning, while 
maintaining that one of the simple sentences on the basis of which it is formed has 
not. If the complex sentence of the form [C(p >-< ~p)] has a meaning, so do simple 
sentences of the form [Cp] and [C~p], Yet in the latter, unlike in the former, the 
truth-makers and falsity-makers do not necessarily coincide with the meaning. 
This forces us to equate the meaning of a false sentence, in respect of its 
intentional element, with its falsity-maker, while the formal element, i.e. the 
is-the-case-operator, has no correspondent in the falsity-maker. 

According to this conception the world is at every moment composed of 
conjunctions of three entities: a fact of the form C(p >-< ~p), a fact ρ and a 
non-fact ~p (of course, ~p can also be the fact and ρ the non-fact). The first makes 
the relevant disjunctive sentence true and is at the same time its meaning; the 
second makes [Cp] true and is at the same time its meaning; and the third is the 
meaning of the intentional element of [C~p], but makes it false because the 
sentence wrongly uses an 'it-is-the-case-operator' while the corresponding state of 
affairs is not the case. 

This result sheds also some light on our main question, i.e. the question of 
whether Ammonius holds that assertoric sentences about future contingent facts 
have no truth-value. If he adhered to this position, assertoric sentences about 
future contingent facts would differ from all the other assertoric sentences in such 
a fundamental way that they could hardly be called 'assertoric sentences' any 
more. But, it is very unlikely that Ammonius would have accepted this for the 
following reasons. However uncertain the future may be, one thing is 
unquestionable: of two contingent future states of affairs ρ and ~p exactly one will 
be the case. Therefore Ammonius - as we will show later - accepts the truth of the 
principle (p){C(p >-< ~p)} for future contingent states of affairs. That means that 
according to Ammonius there is a fact of the form C(p >-< ~p) which makes the 
disjunctive statement about future contingent states of affairs of the form [C(p >-< 
~p)] true. But if Ammonius accepts the truth of the disjunction, how could he 
deny that the sentences of the form [Cp] and [C~p] have truth values? He could 
only do so, if he were prepared to accept that these sentences have no meaning 
and, as we will see, this is very unlikely, given his general semantics of assertoric 
sentences. 

I should add one final point: As we have seen, Ammonius holds that 
assertoric sentences exist only during the period of their utterance. This means in 
the case of future sentences that the event the sentence is about is tied to another 
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moment than the utterance and therefore the existence of the sentence. At the 
moment when the event happens the sentence does not exist any more and at the 
moment when the sentence exists the event has not yet occurred. So, if Ammonius 
simply considered the event the sentence is about as its truth-maker or 
falsity-maker, he would be obliged to admit that at the moment of their utterance 
future sentences have no truth-maker or falsity-maker and consequently no 
meaning. The same point can be made about past sentences. The only way to 
overcome these difficulties consists in saying that the truth-maker or the 
falsity-maker of future sentences is the fact or non-fact about the future event 
which is present at the moment of the utterance. In the following essay I shall 
attempt to clarify this point further. 



V.2 'In a Definite Way True' 
Truth-Values and their Modalization in Ammonius 

by Gerhard Seel 

A battle is underway among interpreters of Aristotle over whether Aristotle in Int. 
9, in order to avoid universal necessitarianism, denies the validity of the Principle 
of Bivalence for assertoric sentences276 about future contingent events. If one 
affirms that this is so, one is an adherent of the 'Standard Interpretation'; if one 
denies it, one holds a 'Non-Standard Interpretation'.277 Recently, a secondary 
debate has developed atop this fundamental one: did ancient and mediaeval 
commentators on Aristotle, such as Alexander of Aphrodisias, Ammonius, 
Boethius, Al-Farabi, and Thomas Aquinas, interpret Aristotle according to the 
Standard Interpretation or not? In what follows, I shall attempt to decide this 
question in the case of Ammonius. 

Ammonius locates the peculiarity of SFCSs in the fact that, while a pair of 
contradictorily opposed sentences of this kind—like the contradictory pairs of all 
other kinds of sentences—divide the two truth-values between them, they 
nonetheless do this not in a 'definite' way (ώρισμένως, αφωρισμένως), but rather in 
an 'indefinite' way (αορίστως).278 He is convinced that the necessitarian arguments 
opposed by Aristotle in Int. 9 all rest on the unspoken assumption that 
contradictory pairs of this kind too divide the truth-values in a definite way, and 
that Aristotle's refutation depends on the proof that this is not the case.279 

Therefore, it is of overriding importance for understanding Ammonius' 
interpretation of the necessitarian proofs and their refutation to find out just what 
Ammonius meant by this distinction. 

If Ammonius read Aristotle according to the Standard Interpretation, then by 
saying that they do not divide the truth-values 'in a definite way', Ammonius 
means that neither of the contradictory sentences has one of the two truth-values 

Ammonius, like Aristotle, uses the term 'sentence' (λόγος) throughout his 
commentary mostly for the specific type of sentence which he qualifies as an 
'assertoric sentence' (αποφανπκος λόγος); in the following, 'sentence' should always 
be taken to mean 'assertoric sentence'. 
The Standard Interpretation is also known under the name 'traditional 
interpretation'. On both interpretations and their adherents, see H. Weidemann 
1994,300-302. See also our Introduction. 
Cp .In Int. 130,1-11. 
In Int. 141,31-35. 
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at the time of its utterance, but rather receives one of them just at the moment at 
which the prophecy says the event will occur (i.e., the moment to which the event 
'is bound'). If he held the Non-Standard Interpretation of Aristotle, on the other 
hand, then by this qualification Ammonius wants to say that each of the two 
sentences does indeed have a truth-value right from the moment of its utterance, 
but in such a way that it is not fixed in advance which truth-value belongs to it, so 
that it could also have the opposite truth-value.280 

Let us first clarify the difference between the Non-Standard Interpretation 
and the Standard Interpretation. Provided that each sentence is either true or false, 
the truth-value of any pair of sentences [Cp] and [Cq] falls into one of the four 
constellations shown in the following table: 

[Cp] [Cq] 

1 t t 

2 t f 

3 f t 

4 f f 

If [Cp] and [Cq] are contradictorily opposed sentences, only cases 2 or 3 can 
arise, and—in accordance with the assumption that each of the two sentences is 
either true or false—exactly one of these two cases occurs. This is what 
Ammonius normally means when he says, following Aristotle, that two sentences 
divide the truth-values.281 

Now the Standard Interpretation interprets the distinction between definite 
and indefinite division of the truth-values as follows: a pair of sentences divides 
the truth-values if and only if cases 1 and 4 do not occur; a pair of sentences 
divides the truth-values in a definite way if and only if it is decided which of the 
other two cases (2 or 3) obtains; a pair of sentences divides the truth-values in an 
indefinite way if and only if it is undecided which of the other two cases (2 or 3) 
obtains. Of course, the latter means that neither obtains and therefore neither of 
the sentences has a truth-value at the moment of its utterance. 

If Ammonius used the terms αφωρισμενως/ώρισμ&νως and αορίστως in this 
sense, he would maintain that in the case of singular future contingent sentences 
(SFCSs) neither of two contradictory sentences has one of the two truth-values 
until the moment the predicted event is bound to has become the present moment, 
and that after that each sentence has exactly one of the two truth-values. 
Accordingly, the sentences would change their status from 'indefinite whether true 

For the two positions I refer again to H. Weidemann 1994,300-302. 
Cp. In Int. 91,18-19. 
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or false' to 'true' or to 'false'. This is precisely the doctrine attributed to 
Ammonius by the Standard Interpretation.282 

The Non-Standard Interpretation interprets the distinction between the two 
ways of dividing the truth-values quite differently. All sentences—including 
singular future contingents—already at the time of their utterance possess one of 
the two truth-values, so that there has always already been a decision between 
cases 2 and 3. A contradictory pair of such sentences divides the truth-values 'in a 
definite way' when it is impossible that the truth-values be distributed differently; 
it divides the truth-values 'in an indefinite way', on the other hand, when the 
actual distribution is not fixed beforehand in a necessary manner and thus could 
have turned out differently. When the moment the predicted event is bound to has 
become the present moment, a change of the status of the sentences takes place 
according to the Non-Standard-Interpretation as well. This change, however, is 
not from 'undecided whether true or false' to 'true', but rather from 'indefinitely 
true' to 'definitely true' both including 'being true'. 

The distinction between the two views can also be understood as a 
difference in the conception of the truth-maker. According to the Standard 
Interpretation, future sentences have a truth-maker only when at the time of their 
utterance a constellation of actual factors (actual causes) is present, which already 
at that time makes the later occurrence of the predicted future event necessary. 
Since in the case of future contingent events no such constellation of causes is 
present at the time a prediction is uttered, predictions of such events, having no 
truth-maker, can in principle have no truth-value. They receive both only with the 
presence of a necessitating constellation of causes, i.e., at the latest in the moment 
to which the event is tied. 

The Non-Standard Interpretation, on the other hand, insists that the real 
future event or a present fact about it functions, regardless of whether or not its 
occurrence was already necessary earlier, as truth-maker for predictions made 
about it. Accordingly, SFCSs do not wait for the predicted event in order to 
receive a truth-value; rather, they already have a truth-value at the time of their 
utterance, but they have it in an indefinite way, since it is the contingent outcome 
of the actual process and not a necessary outcome which makes them true or 
false.283 

Adherents of the Standard Interpretation284 have argued that the 'weaker 
conception of truth' implied by the Non-Standard Interpretation was first 
developed in the New Academy285 and therefore lay 'totally outside of Aristotle's 
horizon'. However that may be, the weaker conception of truth certainly did not 
lie outside of Ammonius' horizon. Therefore, nothing excludes the possibility that 
Ammonius ascribed the weaker conception of truth to Aristotle and interpreted his 
confrontation with necessitarianism on that basis. 

282 Cp. D. Frede 1985,42-44, Η. Weidemann 1994,303 and R. Gaskin 1995,148ff. 
283 On this point, see the paper of M. Mignucci in the present volume. 
284 Cp. H. Weidemann 1994, 259-260. 
285 Cp. Cicero, De Fato IX18-20, ΧΠ 27-28, XIV 32-XV 33, XVI38. 
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But there is still another possibility not taken into account by the adherents 
of the Standard Interpretation. Ammonius could have accepted the requirement 
that the truth- and falsity-makers of future sentences be simultaneous with the 
utterance of these sentences and then have argued that these truth- and 
falsity-makers must not consist in present causes of future events but can consist 
in present facts and non-facts about future events. In this way—as we shall 
see—the 'weak conception of truth' would lose some of its oddities. 

Let us now see with which of these views Ammonius' semantics of the 
assertoric sentence—as analyzed in the preceding essay—squares best. According 
to the Standard Inteipretation, an SFCS changes its truth status when it loses its 
original neutrality in favour of truth or falsity. This change of status presupposes 
the following: 

1. The identity of the sentence cannot depend upon its truth-maker. For, if 
that entity which determines the value-status of a sentence at the same time also 
determined its identity, a change of the first entity would have the consequence 
that we were no longer dealing with the same sentence, not that the same sentence 
altered its value-status. 

2. The sentence must exist as the identical entity over a relatively long 
period of time, so that it is possible to have a period of time in which it has one 
status and a period in which it has the other. 

The Stoic άξίίωμα easily fulfils both these conditions.286 However, we have 
shown above that the αποφαντικός λόγος, as Ammonius conceives of it, fulfils 
them only in part. For the first condition we have seen that the signification of an 
ίποφαντικός λόγος—which is one of its identity-conditions—does not necessarily 
coincide with its truth-maker. Since a truth-maker can in principle be replaced by 
a falsity-maker and vice-versa, an αποφαντικός λόγος could change its truth-value. 
That assumes, however, that during the time in which this change occurs the 
identical αποφαντικός λόγος continues to exist. This condition is, as we have seen, 
not met by an αποφαντικός λόγος, according to Ammonius. For an αποφαντικός 
λόγος loses its existence already in the instant immediately following its 
realization. This last point makes it unlikely that Ammonius was an adherent of 
the Standard Interpretation. 

Of course, the proponents of the opposing thesis still have one possible 
defence of their position. They can argue that the thesis that a contingent future 
sentence becomes true only at the moment to which the predicted event is tied 
does not mean that this statement is or can be made a second time at exactly this 
moment—that makes no sense for the simple reason that one would at this 
moment need to make a present-tense statement, not a future one; rather, they 
would argue, the statement acquires for the first time at this moment its 
truth-value as that one statement which was made in the past and which one may 
remember. 

286 Cp. M. Frede 1974,44-48. 
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When, for example, a sea battle occurs today, and yesterday someone made 
the prediction that 'Tomorrow there will be a sea battle', this speech- and 
thought-event (according to this variant of the Standard Interpretation) possessed 
neither of the truth-values yesterday, but today has acquired the truth-value 'true' 
as this event of yesterday. This conception is plausible in its own right, but it is 
doubtful whether it is actually Ammonius' conception. 

We have seen in the preceding essay (228ff.) that the signification of an 
αποφαντικός λόγος is only guaranteed by the fact that at the time of its utterance 
there is something which makes it true or false. Now, the Standard Interpretation 
says that contingent future sentences have neither a truth-maker nor a 
falsity-maker at the time of their utterance. From this Ammonius would have had 
to conclude, because of his semantics, that contingent future sentences have no 
signification at the time of their utterance and thus are not real sentences. But he 
does not say this anywhere. Rather, he always includes SFCSs in the class of real 
assertoric sentences.287 

This is a stronger objection to the view that Ammonius held the Standard 
Interpretation than the simple point that he defines the ίποφα,ντικος λόγος as 
something that is either true or false. For Aristotle also does this, and nevertheless 
there is still good reason to interpret his discussion in Int. 9 in accordance with the 
Standard Interpretation. Those who do that have simply to argue that this 
definition was made in ignorance of the problematic of chapter 9. Such an 
argument, however, can hardly be used in the case of Ammonius. For it is quite 
implausible that Ammonius as if by accident lists entities under the class of 
ίποφαντικός λόγος which are, according to his own semantics, empty of 
signification. 

However, one who brings the above objection against attributing the 
Standard Interpretation to Ammonius must, for his part, show that Ammonius has 
reason to assume that even contingent future sentences possess a truth- or 
falsity-maker. That truth- or falsity-maker cannot, of course, be an event or state 
of affairs which is bound to the time the future sentence is uttered. For we have 
seen288 that the truth- or falsity-maker of an ίποφα,ντικος λόγος is identical with the 
state of affairs the sentence is about and in the case of a future sentence this is 
obviously an event which is bound to a later time than the time of the utterance of 
the sentence. To attribute the Non-Standard Interpretation to Ammonius, one must 
therefore assume that, according to Ammonius, the truth- and falsity-makers of 
future sentences are, at the time of their utterance, still future events. 

Against this one might argue that in principle future events cannot make a 
present sentence true or false. There are two possible ways to argue for this. The 
first is to say that the truth- or falsity-maker must quite generally be tied to the 
time of the utterance of the sentence which it makes true or false. However, this 

Cp. 130,1-26. 
Cp. the preceding essay, 228ff. 
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position is quite untenable: to accept it would require the admission that past 
sentences too have no truth-value. 

To avoid being misunderstood, to say that the truth- or falsity-maker of an 
assertoric sentence may be tied to a time different from the utterance of the 
sentence is not the same as to say that the truth- or falsity-maker may exist at a 
time different from the utterance of the sentence. According to our interpretation, 
Ammonius would have accepted the first and denied the latter, holding that there 
are present facts about future events as there are present facts about past events. 
Of course, the exact formulation of this position requires the tools of modern 
temporal logic, which Ammonius obviously did not dispose of. So we do not hold 
that he actually said this but rather that the consistency of what he actually said 
requires such a reconstruction. 

Against this reconstruction though there is still another possible objection. 
One may argue that unlike present facts about past events there can be no present 
facts about future events, because future events are ontologically uncertain, i.e. 
because it is at present completely open which of the two mutually exclusive types 
of event which are still possible at the present time will actually be realized. This 
objection is more serious than the first. To meet it, however, we need not prove 
that the conception of facts it assumes is false, but merely that that there is an 
alternative to it and that Ammonius adheres to that alternative. 

The objection presupposes that in order to have a present fact about a future 
event we need a present constellation of causes that bring the event about and thus 
decide already now the outcome of the future course of events. Thus present facts 
about future events are causally linked to the event they are about. However, as 
we have seen in the Introduction (28ff.), this is not the only way present facts 
about future events can be conceived of. One may equally well think that there is 
a present fact about a future event not with regard to the present state of the world 
but simply with regard to the real future state of the world. If, from an atemporal 
point of view, at the precise period of world history that we designate from our 
temporal point of view with the expression 'tomorrow' there is a real event of the 
type 'sea-battle' then there is, again from our temporal point of view, a present 
fact about this event. This fact brings by no means the future event about, rather it 
simply reflects it. It is clear that present facts about future events, when conceived 
of in this way, are perfectly compatible with the openness and undecidedness of 
the future course of events. Therefore somebody who is convinced of the latter is 
under no constraint to renounce to the former. 

What grounds do we have for the contention that Ammonius actually shared 
the second conception and rejected the first? Our first reason is semantic: The first 
conception is, as we have seen, incompatible with Ammonius' semantics. For it 
has the consequence that contingent future sentences are empty of signification, or 
at least undetermined in their signification. Our second reason is taken from his 
refutation of the 'Reaper' Argument and the necessitarian argument reported by 
Aristotle (cp. above 159ff. and 185ff.). As we have seen, Ammonius accepts 
present facts about future events, like your reaping or the birth of a pale child, that 
do not occur in every case (πάντω$). We must keep in mind that for these events it 
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is at the present moment undecided and open whether they will occur or not. 
Therefore he would contradict himself if he accepted the first conception of facts 
about future events. 

We have a further reason to exclude Ammonius' having adopted the first 
conception: since it immediately excludes necessitarianism, one would expect it to 
be deployed by its adherents when they set out to refuse arguments for 
necessitarianism. However, nowhere in his various refutations of necessitarian 
arguments does Ammonius rely on such a conception. 

From the point of view of the consistency of Ammonius' theory, therefore, 
there are strong grounds to attribute the Non-Standard Interpretation to 
Ammonius. Yet these grounds would be irrelevant if one could prove that 
Ammonius actually uses the expressions 'in a definite way' (μφωρισμέν<ας) and 'in 
an indefinite way' (αορίστως) in accordance with the Standard Interpretation. 
What does an analysis of Ammonius' usage reveal? 

Ammonius uses the expressions αφωρκτρένως and αορίστως in three areas: a) 
in the area of being; b) in the area of knowledge; c) in the narrower area of the 
αποφαντικός λόγος. We are, of course, primarily interested in the usage of these 
expressions in the last area. Unfortunately, in none of the passages where they are 
used (there are over two dozen in all) does the context allow us to decide the 
question definitively. The only thing which can be adduced in favour of giving 
Ammonius the Non-Standard Interpretation is the fact that he not only says that 
pairs of contradictory sentences divide the truth-values in a definite way, but also 
that individual members of such pairs are true or false in a definite way (cp. 
141,20; 141,22; 33; 143,18-19; 148,9; 149,17; 151,1; 154,11). This does not 
yield a good sense if one assumes the Standard Interpretation. For according to 
that interpretation, one can say about members of pairs which divide the 
truth-values in a definite way merely that they are true or false; the qualification 
'in a definite way' applies in this case only to the way in which two sentences 
divide the truth-values, not to the way they have them. All that the proponents of 
the Standard Interpretation can do, then, is to argue that the latter is what is 
actually meant in all the passages named. While this may be possible, it is not 
very probable. 

If the passages which directly concern the usage of αφωρισμένως and 
αορίστως as qualifications of the division or belonging of the truth-values are 
insufficient to decide the question, the next step is to consider the usage of these 
terms in the other areas in order to clarify by way of analogy their signification in 
this area. The area of knowledge seems the likely place to begin, since it is closest 
to the area of the άποφαντικός λόγος. 

One must, however, remember that, according to Ammonius, the status of an 
ίποφαντικός λόγος is not actually determined by the way in which one knows 
something, but rather by the status of the things which it is about. Therefore, 
investigating the usage of the expressions in question in the area of knowledge 
only makes sense if the status of the knowledge reveals something about the status 
of the things. 
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In fact, those who ascribe the Standard Interpretation to Ammonius have 
taken this for granted when they have concluded from the impossibility of 
knowing contingent future events to the indeterminacy of these events themselves, 
and then from the indeterminacy of the events to the undecidedness of the 
truth-values the sentences predicting the events will have. They then used this 
conclusion to interpret the difference between the two ways of dividing the 
truth-values. Let us evaluate the two inferences one after the other. 

1. The way to this interpretation is opened by what Ammonius says at 
130,20-26 and 139,19-20.289 Here Ammonius explains the thesis that pairs of 
contingent future sentences divide the truth-values in an indefinite way by 
pointing out that before the event (προ της του πράγματος εκβάσεως) one cannot 
say or know which of the two sentences will be true and which false. Dorothea 
Frede,290 Η. Weidemann291 and more recently R. Gaskin292 interpret this as if 
Ammonius meant to say that the occurrence of the event itself was indefinite in 
this sense and thus open. It is, however, too hasty to conclude from the 
indefiniteness of the knowledge of the things to the indefiniteness of the things 
themselves. 

On the contrary, Ammonius emphasizes that there can be both an indefinite 
knowledge of definite things and also a definite knowledge of indefinite 
(contingent) things. The first is clearly found in In Cat. 79, 16-19. There 
Ammonius gives the example that Socrates is covered up and only his hand is 
visible, saying that in this case one knows in a definite way (ώρισμένως) that this 
is a hand, but not whose hand it is. It is clear, however, that the thing itself is not 
indefinite, for it is not undetermined whether it is the hand of Socrates or not. Of 
course, Ammonius does not want to say that things we cannot know are always 
determined. For the second there are several supporting passages in the discussion 
of the knowledge of the gods (In Int. 132,8-137,11). Thus, Ammonius says 
(136,30-137,3): 'And the same thing is contingent in its own nature and is no 
longer indefinite (αόριστον), but rather definite (ώρισμένον) in the gods' 
knowledge. It is clearly possible for the contingent sometimes to be known in a 
definite manner even by our own knowledge'. From this it clearly results that 
according to Ammonius there is definite knowledge of indefinite things and 
indefinite knowledge of definite things as well as, of course, definite knowledge 
of definite things and indefinite knowledge of indefinite things. Therefore, it is 
impermissible to conclude from the status of the knowledge to the status of the 
things or, in the other direction, from the status of the things to that of the 
knowledge. This prevents using the passages at 130,20-26 and 139,12-20 in order 
to deduce the status of the things known from the status of our knowledge. 

2. To be sure, this does not exclude that in fact Ammonius wanted to say in 
these passages that the events themselves are uncertain and undecided. However, 

285 Cp. D. Frede 1985,44-45; Η. Weidemann 1994,303 and R. Gaskin 1995,157. 
2,0 D.Frede 1985,45 η. 26. 
291 Η. Weidemann 1994,303. 
292 R. Gaskin 1995,157. 
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even if D. Frede, Η. Weidemann and R. Gaskin were right in this point still it 
would not follow that Ammonius uses the terms άφωρισμένοίς and αορίστως in the 
sense of the Standard Interpretation. To be sure, H. Weidemann is right when he 
affirms that "the division of the truth-values is, according to Ammonius, indefinite 
in such a pair of sentences, because both what is foretold in the one and also what 
is foretold in the other of its two members can just as easily occur as not occur".293 

He is however wrong when he continues "so that it is not yet determined which of 
the two members will prove true and which false".294 For, according to the 
alternative conception of facts we explained before (239), the openness and 
undecidedness of the future course of events does by no means prevent there 
being present facts about these events. Given these facts, it is perfectly determined 
which of the two members is true and which false.295 As we have shown before, it 
is highly probable that Ammonius adopted this conception which was first 
introduced by Carneades (cp. our Introduction, 28). Thus we can conclude that 
neither the inference from the indefiniteness of our knowledge to the 
indefiniteness of the events nor the inference from the latter to the undecidedness 
of the truth-values is sound. 

As a last option we can try to clarify the signification of the expressions 
ώρισμένως and αορίστως in the other areas by using the signification they have 
when they are used to distinguish modes of predication. For Ammonius uses these 
expressions not only to qualify the division of truth-values and the coming to be 
and the occurrence of events (cp. 131,7), but also to describe the way in which a 
quality belongs to a substance (cp. In Cat. 99,19-100,2). 

Apparently, the latter is the original usage of this pair of expressions, from 
which the others are all derived. Therefore, we shall devote special attention to it. 
In fact, Aristotle uses (Cat. 10, 13a8-17)296 the expressions αφωρισμένως and ουκ 
ίφωρισμένως to make a distinction among ways in which a quality belongs to a 
subject: a quality belongs 'in a definite way' to a substance when it belongs to it 
necessarily, and 'not in a definite way' when it belongs to it not necessarily, but 
rather as it so happens. 

In his commentary, Ammonius makes de facto the same distinction. He 
exemplifies 'belonging in a definite way' just as Aristotle does, using the example 
of heat, which necessarily belongs to fire, to which he adds the explanation that of 
the two contrary qualities 'hot' and 'cold' heat belongs to fire in a definite way 
'and not at some time the other of the two' (In Cat. 99,28). For the qualities 
'blind' and 'sighted' on the other hand the situation is quite different: if one of 
these belongs to a substance, it does not do so in a definite way, but rather 
'however it so happens' (100,1-2). 

H. Weidemann 1994,303; the translation is ours. 
H. Weidemann 1994,303; the translation is ours. 
One must keep in mind that Ammonius says that 'which one of these will be the true 
one it is not possible to know' (our emphasis), he does not say that neither of them is 
true now and just one will receive the value 'true' later. 
J.P. Schneider has called this passage to my attention. Cp. N. Kretzmann 1998,28. 
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This text clearly indicates that whenever a quality belongs necessarily to a 
substance, which means that it does so for the entire length of its existence, 
Aristotle and Ammonius say that the quality belongs to the substance 'in a definite 
way', and when a quality belongs contingently to a substance, meaning that it does 
not always belong to it, both say that it belongs to it 'not in a definite way'. 
However, one should not too quickly infer that the expressions 'belongs 
necessarily' and 'belongs in a definite way' mean the same thing. The expression 
'in a definite way', rather, always refers to a plurality of mutually exclusive 
possible qualifications of a substance and says that it is determined beforehand 
which of these actually belongs to the substance. The reason for this 
determination, of course, lies in the necessity of the belonging of one of the 
qualifications. But in order to affirm this one must presuppose that the two 
expressions do not mean the same thing.297 

In ascribing to Ammonius the Non-Standard Interpretation we can use this 
passage to conclude by analogy from the signification of the two expressions 
when they qualify how a quality belongs to a subject to their signification in the 
qualification of how truth-values belong to sentences. Such a procedure, indeed, is 
suggested by the fact that the ίποφαντικος λόγος corresponds to the substance, the 
two truth-values to the two mutually exclusive qualities, and 'belonging 
necessarily' to 'being necessarily true'. What results from such a procedure? 

1. If a qualification belongs in an indefinite way to a substance, this does not 
mean that it does not belong yet, although perhaps it will at some later time; 
rather, it means that it presently belongs to it in actuality. By analogy one can 
conclude from this that when an αποφαντικος λόγος is true in an indefinite way, it 
is at present already true and does not need to wait for the assignment of a 
truth-value. 

2. If a qualification belongs in a definite way to a substance, it is necessary 
that this qualification belongs to it; if, on the other hand, it belongs to it in an 
indefinite way, it is contingent that it belongs to it. By analogy one can say of an 
άποφαντικός λόγος that it is true in a definite way if it is necessary that it is true 
and that it is true in an indefinite way if it is contingent that it is true.298 

To my knowledge, Richard Gaskin was the first to use the passage from the 
Categories to determine by analogy the meaning of the crucial terms ώρισμένως 

R. Gaskin 1995,154 argues that the inference from definite truth to necessity which 
both Ammonius and Boethius accept and defend would be completely superfluous if 
'definitely' already meant 'necessarily'. I agree with R. Gaskin on this point. 
Therefore it is important to emphasize that according to the interpretation given 
above 'definitely' and 'necessarily' are not synonymous. 
It is obvious that these two points speak clearly in favor of attributing the 
Non-Standard Interpretation to Ammonius. Therefore, it is surprising that neither 
Dorothea Frede nor Hermann Weidemann nor Norman Kretzmann are shaken by it, 
although all admit that this expression originates in Aristotle's Categories. Richard 
Gaskin is the only scholar who treats the passage in detail (1995, 168-171). He 
comes, however, to the conclusion that ά^ωρισμένως means that the truth values are 
not yet distributed. For my criticism see below. 
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and αορίστως. So he employed the same tool I did, coming, however, to the 
opposite result. He argues that the expressions ωρισμενως and ουκ ώρισμένως 
which correspond to the terms used by Ammonius serve here "to indicate 
distribution of truth-values within a disjunction" (169). Accordingly the first 
signifies that the predicate (e.g. 'blind') has already been attributed to the subject 
and the second that it has not yet been attributed and that, however, one or the 
other ('blind' or 'sighted') will be attributed, though it is still open which one. In 
this way he gives strong support to his general claim that SFCSs do not possess 
truth-values but have the non-truth-functional value of being either-true-or-
false.299 

To support his position he has to place stress on the temporal distinctions 
(ποτέ, v fa ) present in this passage, since it is crucial for him to distinguish a 
moment when the predicate has not yet been attributed and a later moment when it 
has. However, though Aristotle conceives of such a distinction, he does not use it 
in order to characterize the meaning of our crucial terms. He never says that when 
neither of the predicates ('blind' and 'sighted') does belong to the subject they 
both belong to it in an indefinite manner. Rather he uses the term ουκ ώρισμένως in 
13a9-ll to indicate that as soon as one of the predicates belongs to the subject it 
does not belong to it in a definite way, but as it chances. Clearly here the 
indefinite attribution goes together with attribution and not with the case when the 
way of the attribution is still open. Therefore we stick to our construal of the 
passage, notwithstanding Gastrin's counter-argument.300 

Now, one can certainly object that the analogy is deficient in two essential 
points: first, the two qualities are related only as contraries, while the two 
truth-values are contradictorily related, at least as long as the principle of 
bivalence is accepted; second, a substance can change its qualification, while (as 
we showed above) that is something an αποφα,ντικός λόγος cannot do. The second 
point is especially serious, since it appears to exclude that the quality of being 
necessarily true belong to an άποφανηκός λόγος. For what would the expression 
'necessarily true' mean? The usual statistical procedure for defining the modes 
fails here. Indeed, it is impermissible to say that an αποφανηκός λόγος is 
necessarily true if and only if it is always true. Due to their ephemeral nature, it 
holds for all ίποφαντικοι λόγοι that if they are ever true, they are always true. 

This difficulty is easily overcome when one carefully observes how 
Ammonius himself defines the expressions 'necessarily true', 'contingently true', 
etc. According to Ammonius, an αποφαντικός λόγος is necessarily true if and only 
if the πρ&γμΛ whose being the case it states is necessarily the case, and it is 
contingently true if and only if the relevant πραγμα is contingently the case (cp. 

Cp. our Introduction pp.34-35. 
Our interpretation is "unattractive" to Gaskin (170) because, as he believes, it makes 
the terms άφωρισμήκος and αναγκαίας synonymous. This is, however, a 
misunderstanding. For, as I already emphasized, in my understanding these terms 
are not synonymous though they may have the same extension. 
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In Int. 154,3-20).301 The fact that assertoric sentences cannot change their 
truth-value, therefore, does not prevent a sensible distinction between 'necessarily 
true' and 'contingently true'. Necessarily true sentences are like arrows shot from 
close range at a galloping herd of buffalo: they cannot miss their target. 
Contingently true sentences, on the other hand, are like arrows that have hit their 
target, although they could also have missed it. 

In our refutation of the Standard Interpretation we presupposed so far that 
Ammonius conceived of the αποφα,ντικός λόγος exactly the way we attributed to 
him in our first essay. Therefore we shall finally examine if the conclusion we 
draw would not be valid any more if this presupposition were false. We have to 
distinguish two points that played a role in our argument: 1. The thesis that 
Ammonius conceives of the άποφαντικος λόγος as a speech event and not as a type 
of such an event (λεξις), 2. The thesis that a αποφα,ντικος λόγος needs to have a 
truth-maker or a falsity-maker in order to have a signification. Let us deal with the 
first point first. 

As we have seen in our first essay the conception of the ίποφα,ντικός λόγος 
as a speech act is clearly found in Ammonius' commentary on the Categories. 
However it is doubtful if it is present in the other texts and especially in the 
commentary on the De interpretatione as well. We admitted already (cp. p.219, 
note 251) that in some passages of this text at least Ammonius seems to conceive 
of the αποφαντικος λόγος as an unambiguous λΐξις. Nevertheless, this would not 
undermine our argument, as long as the rest of the semantical theory we attributed 
to him is not doubtful. For, according to this theory, an unambiguous λέξις could 
not have a (possibly changing) signification during the period of its existence 
without having a truth-maker or a falsity-maker at each moment of this period. So 
our argument relies entirely on the second point. 

Let us imagine for the sake of argument that Ammonius had a different 
semantical theory according to which a αποφαντικός λόγος has meaning without 
having a truth-maker or a falsity-maker. In this case he could of course accept that 
a certain kind of αποφαντικοι λόγοι have at a first time no truth-value at all and get 
one of them at a later moment as indeed the Standard Interpretation affirms, but 
he still would not be obliged to do so. He could equally well accept the principle 
of bivalence in its full strength, but for other reasons. So while a different 
semantical conception would indeed undermine our first argument it would not by 
the same token provide an additional argument to the holders of the Standard 
Interpretation. Needless to say, that we would need some textual evidence for that 
alternative semantical theory, in order to consider it seriously. 

Finally one should not forget that this discussion concerns only our first 
argument and leaves completely unaffected the two others. So, even if Ammonius 
held a different semantical theory which would allow him to accept the Standard 

The objection of F.W. Zimmermann 1981, lxviii 'a distinction between a definite 
and an indefinite kind of truth was not intended' must therefore (pace H. 
Weidemann 1994,304) be rejected. 
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Interpretation, we could still ask why he took no advantage of this, when he tried 
to refuse necessitarianism. Secondly and finally, the evidence of his use of the 
expressions αφωρισβένως and ουκ αφωρισμένως would still exclude his agreeing 
with the Standard Interpretation of future contingent sentences. 

The result of our investigation can be summed up briefly: 
1. Everything points to the conclusion that Ammonius uses the expressions 

'true in a definite way' (ωρισμενως αλνββς) and 'true in an indefinite way' 
(αορίστως αληθές) in order to distinguish modes of truth-values' actually 
belonging', not (as would have to be maintained in order to ascribe the Standard 
Interpretation to Ammonius) to indicate the difference between the 
not-yet-belonging and the already-belonging of a truth-value. 

2. If this is so, then Aristotle's suggested solution of the necessitarianism 
problem, according to Ammonius, is not that SFCSs have no truth-value at all, but 
rather that the truth-value which they have belongs to them not 'in a definite way' 
and therefore not necessarily. 

3. To attribute the Standard Interpretation to Ammonius, one cannot rely on 
his linguistic usage, nor does the Standard Interpretation correspond to what 
Ammonius actually does in his refutation of the proofs of necessitarianism. This 
last point is decisively proved in his commentary on Int. 9 (cp. our commentary 
above). 



V.3 Ammonius and the Problem of Future Contingent Truth 

by Mario Mignucci 

V.3.1 

The problems raised by future contingent propositions302 are many and some of 
them have to do with the question of determinism. One might argue as follows. If 
it is now true that a sea-battle will take place tomorrow, it cannot be the case that 
the sea-battle does not occur tomorrow, otherwise it would not be true today that 
there will be a sea-battle tomorrow. That there will be a sea-battle tomorrow has 
always been fixed and determined. The future in this way appears to be 
unpreventable and necessary. Therefore, the question can be raised whether it is 
legitimate to speak of contingency in a proper sense in relation to the events of the 
world. 

Aristotle recognised the existence of truly contingent events and 
corresponding truly contingent propositions and he tried to avoid the deterministic 
consequences derived from admitting true future propositions.303 According to 
many scholars his answer to the deterministic argument would be that future 
contingent propositions are neither true nor false before the time to which the 
events expressed by them refer. So the famous Aristotelian proposition 

(1) There will be a sea-battle tomorrow 

can be properly described as neither true nor false before tomorrow. 
Unfortunately, this interpretation, which is usually called 'the traditional 
interpretation', is not shared by all scholars and it may be not Aristotle's view.304 I 
am not concerned with Aristotle. What is relevant to me is that, in my view, 
Ammonius cannot be labelled as a follower of the traditional interpretation. This 
position is not new, since it has been convincingly defended by Richard Sorabji 
and Robert Sharpies, and, more recently, by Gerhard Seel in a very subtle way.305 

302 I use the term 'proposition' to translate the Greek term αποφανπκός λόγος. It 
corresponds to what is called 'assertoric sentence' in the rest of this book. 

303 This question is faced by Aristotle in Int. 9. As is well known, the literature on this 
chapter is immense. The bibliography up to 1973 can be found in V. Celluprica 
1977. Further bibliographical references are available in D. Frede 1985, 84-87; J. 
Talanga 1986a, 169-185, and H. Weidemann 1994, 97-131. 

304 One of the best-argued presentations of the traditional interpretation is due to R. 
Sorabji 1980b, 91ff. Different views have recently been proposed by G. Fine 1984, 
23-48; J. van Rijen 1989; J. van Eck 1988,19-38. 

305 Cp. R. Sorabji 1980b, 92-93; R. Sharpies 1978a, 263-264; G. Seel 2001. 
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However, Dorothea Frede in a recent article published after Sorabji's and 
Sharpies' works still attributes the traditional interpretation to Ammonius306 and 
Richard Gaskin in a very detailed book on Aristotle's sea-battle and its ancient 
interpretations has offered a solution which can be labelled as a variant of the 
traditional position.307 Thus, I think that we must pause a little to reconsider this 
problem. 

The core of Ammonius' solution consists in the distinction he proposes 
between what is definitely and indefinitely true or false. To have an idea of the 
way in which the distinction is formulated by Ammonius we can read the 
following passage: 

(A) In the future time, on the other hand, <Aristotle> says that the singular 
propositions still divide the true and the false even so, but no longer in the same 
way as the propositions taken in the present or past time: it is no longer possible 
to say which of them will be true and which will be false in a definite way 
(ώρισμενως), since the thing has not already occurred but can both occur and not 
occur.308 

Propositions which do not divide truth and falsity in a definite way are said by 
Ammonius to be indefinitely (αορίστως) true or false: 

(B) This is actually the object of the present investigation: whether every 
contradiction divides the true and the false in a definite manner (ωρισμένως), or 
whether there is also a contradiction which divides them in an indefinite manner 
(αορίστως).309 

The metaphor of dividing truth and falsity is customary among Aristotle's 
commentators and can easily be explained by reference to the Principle of 
Bivalence. The Principle of Bivalence is usually distinguished from the Law of 
the Excluded Middle. The latter says that a proposition either is a fact or is not a 
fact. We can express it by stating 

(EM*) P V - P 

If we introduce a truth predicate, 'T', we can restate (EM*) as 

(EM) T[P] V -T[P] 

Lukasiewicz had briefly expressed the same view in a famous article (cp. J. 
Lukasiewicz 1930: (1967, 64)). 

306 Cp. D. Frede 1985, 43-45. She repeats here the interpretation already proposed in 
her book on Aristotle's sea-battle published in 1970, 24-27. On the same line is J. 
Talanga 1986a, 144-145 and also 1986c, 306-7. More recently H. Weidemann 1994, 
302-4 has sided with D. Frede. 

307 R. Gaskin 1995. Chapter 12 is dedicated to the interpretation of the ancient 
commentators, especially Boethius and Ammonius. 

308 In Int. 130,20-26. A perhaps better translation of the last sentence of our passage is: 
"it is no longer possible to say in a definite way which of them will be true..." as, in 
fact, the translation given in this volume has it. 

309 In Int. 131,2-4. 
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and take (EM) as the Law of the Excluded Middle in this extended language. On 
the other hand, the Principle of Bivalence asserts that a proposition is either true 
or false, i.e. 

(PB) T[P] V F[P]310 

Thus, we can say that a pair of contradictory propositions, e.g. Ρ and - ί , divide 
truth and falsity if they are such that one is true and the other false, i.e. if they 
satisfy (PB). 

According to Ammonius, future contingent propositions divide the true and 
the false in an indefinite way. He is explicit on this point. Commenting on the 
beginning of De Interpretatione Chapter 9 he first recalls that Aristotle had said 
that some antithetical propositions do not divide the true and the false. Then he 
attributes to Aristotle the purpose of establishing which propositions are opposed 
in such a way that they always divide the true and the false, but in an indefinite 
and not in a definite way: 

(C) Consequent to this, then, he <Aristotle> adds (18a33-34) what sort of 
affirmative sentence is opposed to what sort of negative sentence in such a way 
that they always divide the true and the false, not in a definite, however, but in 
an indefinite manner (Siatpeiv μεν αντας aei τό τε αληθές και το φεΰίος, ού μέντοι 
αφωρισμένως άλλ' αορίστως)?11 

In Ammonius' view, the result of this analysis would be that a pair of singular 
propositions antithetically opposed in the present and past tense and a pair of 
contradictorily quantified statements divide the true and the false in a definite 
way, while the corresponding non-quantified propositions in contingent matter do 
not divide the true and the false. In other words, the former but not the latter 
satisfy (PB).312 Contradictorily quantified and non-quantified propositions put in 
the future tense behave in the same way as present-tensed statements with respect 
to truth and falsity.313 

The story is different with singular statements in the future. If they are in 
necessary or impossible matter they divide the true and the false in a definite 
way,314 while if they are in a contingent matter, they: 

(D) always divide the true and the false, but in an indefinite, not in a definite 
manner (9ιαιροΰσι μέν πάντως το άλ-ηθες και το φεΰ&ος, ού μέντοι άφοιρισμενως 
άλλ' αορίστως); it is necessary that Socrates bathe or not bathe tomorrow, and it 
is impossible that either both or neither happen.315 

310 As is obvious, an equivalent formulation of (PB) is (PBt) T[P] V T[->P] 
311 In Int. 138,15-17. 
312 In Int. 138,17-28. Pairs of non-quantified propositions antithetically opposed such 

as "man is white" and "man is not white" do not satisfy (PB) because "man is not 
white" is not the logical negation of "man is white". 

313 In Int. 138,28-34. 
314 In Int. 139,6 ff. 
315 In Int. 139,14-17. See also In Int. 139,32-140,4; 140,11-13. 
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It is easy to guess that πάντως here corresponds to aei of text (C). Therefore, 
singular future contingent propositions are different from non-quantified 
statements because the latter do not divide the true and the false, and they are 
different from present- or past-tensed singular statements because they divide the 
true and the false in an indefinite way. The conclusion seems to be that in 
Ammonius' interpretation singular future contingent propositions do divide the 
true and the false and in this way they satisfy (PB), although in a peculiar way. 

As I have said, the view that singular future contingent propositions divide the 
true and the false has been resisted by several scholars, who attribute to Ammonius 
the traditional view. According to it, Ammonius would have restricted the validity 
of (PB). It is not true in general to claim that every proposition is either true or false. 
Future contingent statements are neither true nor false and in this sense they would 
constitute an exception to (PB). Dorothea Frede for instance thinks that Ammonius' 
speaking of indefinitely true or false propositions is only "a diplomatic way" of 
saying that the Bivalence admits of exceptions.316 That is difficult to accept because 
there is no reason to believe that Ammonius had to be diplomatic or that he was not 
in a position to spell out his view in a proper and clear way. 

Richard Gaskin, on the other hand, has a more refined argument. His view is 
that Ammonius and Boethius do say that future contingent propositions divide the 
true and the false, but by adding 'indefinitely' they make clear that these 
propositions are not either true or alternatively false, but either-true-or-false, 
where by this expression a third truth-value is meant. For instance if we state: 
"Alexander will go to the market tomorrow", which is by hypothesis a singular 
future contingent proposition, we cannot say that this proposition is true or that is 
it false. What we can say is that it is either-true-or-false, and we are not allowed to 
split the disjunction.317 In this way (PB) is still restricted as in the traditional 
interpretation and something logically equivalent to truth-value gaps is attributed 
to Ammonius.318 

I am not sure that I have clearly understood what Gaskin means when he 
acknowledges that Ammonius says that pairs of future contingent antithetical 
propositions contradictorily opposed divide the true and the false, and he 
interprets this as a claim that each member of them is either-true-or-false, but not 
either true or alternatively false.319 Let us examine the point. 

316 D. Frede 1985,43; 1970,25. 
317 R. Gaskin 1995,148ff.; 156-158. 
318 As Gaskin says, his interpretation is logically equivalent to the traditional one (R. 

Gaskin 1995,149). 
319 R. Gaskin 1995, 157: "The claim must be that it is in principle impossible to assign 

truth to one member of a FCA [a future contingent αντίφασις] and falsity to the 
other: it is metaphysically indeterminate which way round the truth-values go. But 
Ammonius has just said that the members do divide the true and the false as do 
statements about the present and the past. Hence the position must be that FCSs 
[future contingent statements] divide the true and the false to the extent of being 
either-true-or-false, but not to the extent of being either true, or alternatively false". 
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If the metaphor of dividing truth and falsity has to be interpreted in the way 
we have done, by putting it into relation with (PB), it looks obvious to state that 
two antithetical propositions Ρ and P* divide the true and the false if, and only if, 
one of them is true and the other is false. They do not divide the true and the false 
if it may happen that they are either both true or both false. Therefore, it seems 
that the necessary conditions required for Ρ and P* to divide the true and the false 
are that (i) the truth-value True or the truth-value False is assigned to Ρ and P* 
and (ii) an opposite truth-value assigned to them, in the sense that if Ρ is true, P* 
is false and if P* is false, P* is true. 

Consider now a pair of antithetical future contingent propositions such as 
"Socrates will bathe tomorrow" and "Socrates will not bathe tomorrow". 
According to Gaskin the same truth-value is assigned to both propositions, namely 
the Either-true-or-false truth-value. This truth-value is a truth-value different from 
True and False. If a proposition Ρ is either-true-or-false it is not true (false). 
Therefore, how can "Socrates will bathe tomorrow" and "Socrates will not bathe 
tomorrow" be said to divide the true and the false? Truth and falsity as such are 
not involved nor are truth-values (whatever they are) divided. 

I think that Gaskin would answer this objection by pointing out that when 
Ammonius and Boethius say that future contingent statements divide the true and 
the false in an indefinite way they are simply contrasting these statements to 
singular present or past propositions: the latter do really divide the true and the 
false; the former divide the true and the false in the way in which they are able to 
do it, i.e. indefinitely. But again why should Ammonius have described this 
situation as a division of truth-values, if there is no such division? Non-quantified 
antithetical propositions in contingent matter are said not to divide the true and 
the false. It would have been far less confusing if Ammonius had referred to the 
situation of these pairs to single out the peculiarity of future contingent 
statements.320 On the contrary, Ammonius sharply distinguishes between the case 
of non-quantified propositions and the case of future contingent ones. The former 
can both be true (or false), while the latter rule out this possibility. 

One might reply that a pair of future contingent propositions contradictorily 
opposed can be neither true nor false together,321 and this may very well depend 
on their possessing a third truth-value (or no truth-value at all). Propositions 
which divide the true and the false are such because they can be neither true nor 
false together. Therefore, pairs of future contingent propositions contradictorily 
opposed, Ρ and P*, do in some sense divide the true and the false as well. But 
division of truth and falsity for Ρ and P* does not consist simply in their being 
neither true nor false together. If a division takes place, Ρ and P* must receive a 
truth-value, this truth-value must be either True or False, and True and False must 

R. Gaskin 1995, 155 says that: "definite truth just is (divided) truth, and 
'indefinitely true' means 'divides truth and falsity indefinitely with its negation". 
But again if truth is divided from falsity "with its negation" there is no division at 
all. 
In Int. 140,4-11. 
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be split in such a way that if Ρ is true, then P* is false or vice-versa. In other 
words, (PB) implies not only -<T[P] · T[P*]) and -<F[P] · F[P*]) but also 
->(-iT[P] · ->T[P*]) and -•(->F[P] · ->F[P*]). In a bivalent logic the two pairs of 
formulas are equivalent, but this is not the case if we admit the possibility that Ρ 
and P* have a third truth-value. If Ρ and P* are Either-true-or-false, -<-'T[P] · 
-T[P*]) and -•(-•FfP] · -.F[P*]) do not hold. 

Nor is it a good way of avoiding the view imposed by the evidence of the 
texts to claim that in the case of future contingent propositions an indefinite 
division and not a simple division is in question, i.e. a division sui generis, which 
cannot be counted as a proper and simple division. There are many passages, 
especially in Boethius, where it is pretty clear that indefiniteness attaches to 
truth-values and not to the division of truth and falsity.322 This can only mean that 
indefinite division must be understood as the operation by which the members of 
a pair of future contingent propositions contradictorily opposed receive different 
truth-values, namely indefinite truth and indefinite falsity, which are opposed and 
mutually exclusive.323 

Sec e.g. Boethius, In Int., sec. ed. 208,7 ff. (text (F)), where indefiniteness is clearly attached 
to die truth-values of future contingent propositions and not to the way in which truth and 
falsity is divided among pairs of antithetical items. See also the following footnote. 
R. Gaskin 1995, 151 points out that Boethius, In Int., pr. ed. 107,20 ff. characterises 
truth and falsity of future contingent propositions as indiscreta (108,4). But it can hardly 
be true that this means that we cannot divide the true and false in a pair of future 
contingent propositions contradictorily opposed, because Boethius, before saying that 
their truth and falsity is indiscreta claims that: in his vero in quibus contingens est 
futurum, id est variabile and instabile, totum quidem corpus contradictionis veritatem 
falsitatemque partitur, sed haec Veritas atque falsitas indiscreta est atque volubilis 
(108,1-5). The sentence which I have emphasised corresponds exactly to what he says 
about past- and present-tensed propositions: in praeteritis atque praesentibus et totum 
contradictionis corpus in veritatem falsitatemque dividitur et vera una est definite 
(107,24-27). The et... et construction shows that two conditions are laid down for past-
and present-tensed contingent propositions: the members of a contradictory pair of them 
(i) divide truth and falsity and (ii) one is definitely true and the other definitely false. It is 
natural to suppose that a parallel double condition holds for future contingent 
contradictory pairs: their members (i) divide truth and falsity and (ii) one is indefinitely 
true and the other indefinitely false. The fact that definite is sometimes glossed by 
Boethius with divise (In Int., pr. ed 126,7-8), or constitute (123,21-22), or simpliciter 
(124,5) does not offer evidence for Gaskin's interpretation. Sec. ed. 189,5 ff. explains 
quite well the origin of this terminology. Past- and present- tensed contingent 
propositions pick up events which are stable and definite (res ipsae stabiles sunt et 
definitae: 189,6-7) in the sense that they cannot be different from what they are since 
they have already happened (quod factum est rum est non factum...idcirco de eo quod 
factum est verum est dicere definite, quoniam factum est, falsum est dicere, quoniam 
factum non est: 189,7-10). On the other hand, future contingent propositions refer to 
events which can be and can be not In this sense the truth-value of these propositions is 
not yet stable and settled or even divisus because the possibility of the opposite is not 
ruled out (191,10-192^). What makes a future contingent preposition indefinita or 
incerta or instabilis is that it picks up a contingent outcome which is not yet settled and 



V.3 Ammonius and the Problem of Future Contingent Truth 253 

Gastrin's interpretation is not at ease with some specific passages. He 
equates, I think correctly, Boethius and Ammonius' interpretations, in the sense 
that for him they hold the same view. Therefore, he feels entitled to corroborate 
his interpretation of the one with texts coming from the other.324 Take for instance 
Boethius' commentary on 18bl7-25, where Aristotle rejects the view that the 
elements of a pair of future contingent statements contradictorily opposed have to 
be both considered as non-true.325 In Gastrin's view Boethius would be attacking 
here the Stoic interpretation of Aristotle, according to which Aristotle would have 
maintained that future contingent propositions are neither true nor false.326 It is 
difficult to understand why Boethius should have insisted on criticising a position 
which, according to Gaskin, is logically equivalent to his and differs from his only 
from a rhetorical point of view.327 

However, consider Boethius' argument. He says that to claim that both 
members Ρ and P* of a pair of future contingent propositions contradictorily 
opposed are not true does not differ from claiming that they are both false. But 
this cannot be the case because Ρ and P* are in a contradictory relation and a pair 
of contradictory propositions cannot be both false.328 Now suppose that he held 
the view that future contingent propositions have the truth-value 
Either-true-or-false different from True and False, and that we wanted to reject 
the position that future contingent propositions are neither true nor false. How 
could he have argued against such a view by claiming that to hold that a pair of 
future contingent propositions contradictorily opposed are both non-true amounts 
to stating that they are both false? Not only would this equivalence immediately 
be rejected by people admitting truth-value gaps but Boethius himself would have 
to deny it. If Ρ is neither true nor false or it has a truth-value different from True 
and False it is easy to see that F[P] does not follow from -·Τ[Ρ]. Boethius' 
criticism would be pointless and inconsistent.329 

To explain the text, Gaskin thinks that Boethius here treats truth-value gaps 
or the introduction of a third truth-value in bivalent terms and because of this he is 

therefore contains an intrinsic indeterminacy: it may be different. 
As is known, Boethius does not depend directly on Ammonius for his commentary 
on the De Interpretatione, but the similarity of their treatment of future contingent 
propositions strongly suggests that they draw their inspiration from a common 
source. Courcelle's thesis according to which Ammonius would have been 
Boethius' main source (cp. P. Courcelle 1948, 264) is nowadays rejected by all 
scholars. The view that both commentators depend on a common source has been 
proposed by J. Shiel 1958, 228-234 and is shared by L. Obertello 1974, I, 522-544, 
F.W. Zimmermann 1981, lxxxviii and N. Kretzmann 1987, 66-67. 
Boethius, In Int., sec. ed. 214, 25 ff. 
Boethius, In Int., sec. ed. 208,17. 
Cp. R. Gaskin 1995,149. 
Boethius, In Int., sec. ed. 214,25-215,11. 
Strangely enough, R. Gaskin 1995, 160 seems to hold the same: "In his first 
commentary, Boethius writes briefly but in a way which clearly rejects the 
anti-realistic solution: he regards 'neither true' as equivalent to 'both false'". 
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entitled to equate -νΓ[Ρ] with F[P].330 I must confess that I do not understand 
Gaskin's point. The only sense I can make of it is that Boethius might have 
contrasted here the view attributed by the Stoics to Aristotle, according to which 
future contingent propositions are neither true nor false, with his alleged 
interpretation by which they are either-true-or-false. But were it so, it would be 
hard to understand how in the argument the implications from ->T[P] to F[P] and 
from --T[P*] to F[P*] can be explained.331 

Boethius' point seems to be different, because in his interpretation it is in 
some sense true to claim that the members of a pair of antithetical future 
contingent propositions are both non-true: 

(E) If those who have thought that Aristotle maintains that both propositions in 
the future are false would carefully read what he is saying here, they would never 
fall victim of such gross errors. For it is not the same to say that neither is true 
and to say that neither is true in a definite way. That there is going to be a 
sea-battle tomorrow and that there is not going to be one tomorrow are not said 
in such a way that both are altogether false, but that neither is true in a definite 
way, in such a way that either of them is false in a definite way. Rather, this one 
is indeed true and that one false, not one of them in a definite way however, but 
either you take in a contingent way.332 

Cp. R. Gaskin 1995, 161: "But, in any case, for anyone who, like Boethius, finds 
truth-value gaps repugnant (at least that is his official line, although as we have seen 
he cannot strictly avoid them), the postulation of such gaps, or of a third truth-value, 
is likely to be heard in bivalent terms, the gap, or third value, being assimilated to 
one of the two standard values. Boethius thus recognises no difference between a 
'neither member true' and 'both member false' solution". It is difficult to understand 
how the introduction of a truth-value gap, or a third truth-value, can "be heard in 
bivalent terms". 
I suspect that R. Gaskin's view depends on his interpretation of the way in which 
Boethius (In Int., sec. ed 208,17) reports the Stoic position. Boethius says: "Some 
people (the Stoics among them) believed that Aristotle says that future contingent 
propositions are neither true nor false. They took his statement that <the contingent 
is no more disposed to being than to not being as a statement that there is no 
difference between considering <the corresponding propositions> true and 
considering them false. For they thought that these propositions are neither true nor 
false. But falsely." The statement that "there is no difference between considering 
<the corresponding propositions> true and considering them false" (nihil eas 
interesset falsas an veras putari: 208,5-6) cannot be interpreted, in my view, as 
implying that a future contingent proposition is true if and only if it is false, but as 
saying that there is no reason to consider it more true than false, since it has no 
truth-value at all. Therefore, Boethius is not claiming that the view attributed to 
Aristotle by the Stoics entails that a pair of future contingent propositions 
contradictorily opposed, being no more true than false, are both false. I do not see 
any reason to ascribe such a nonsense to Boethius. For the translations of Boethius I 
have basically followed those of N. Kretzmann in: D. Blank and N. Kretzmann 
(transl.) 1998,129 ff. 
Boethius, In Int., sec. ed.. 215,16-26. The text is not completely certain and I have 
basically followed Norman Kretzmann (1998, ad be.). 
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The point seems to me sufficiently clear. Of a pair of future contingent 
propositions contradictorily opposed, Ρ and P*, we are allowed to maintain that 
they are both not true, if and only if this claim amounts to saying that they are 
both not true in a definite way. If neither Ρ nor P* are true in a definite way we 
cannot infer that they are both false, which would be absurd, since their not being 
true in a definite way is consistent with the fact that one of them is indefinitely 
true and the other indefinitely false. It comes out quite clearly that the distinction 
between 'being not true' and 'being not true in a definite way' is essential for 
Boethius. To say simply that Ρ and P* are both not true entails that they are both 
false, which is absurd in Boethius' view. On the other hand, to maintain that Ρ and 
P* are both not true in a definite way does not imply that they are both false. This 
claim is consistent with the view that Ρ and P* are one true and the other false but 
in an indefinite way.333 

The conclusion of this discussion is that Ammonius cannot be ranked among 
the partisans of the traditional interpretation (in the version proposed by Gaskin 
either). What I claim therefore is that the distinction between definitely and 
indefinitely true (false) propositions is not a distinction between propositions 
which possess and propositions which do not possess a truth-value (or possess a 
truth-value different from the two standard ones). Thus, we are allowed to say that 
not only definitely true, but also indefinitely true propositions are true. This 
means that a proposition which is indefinitely true cannot be labelled as allegedly 
true or quasi-true. It is really true no more and no less than any other true 
proposition. Indefiniteness (or definiteness) qualifies the way in which a 
proposition is true just as biped and quadruped determine types of animals. A 
biped is no less an animal than a quadruped and a proposition is no less true or 
false than any other proposition for being qualified as indefinitely true or false. 
This point is clearly made by Boethius. For instance, in criticising the Stoic 
position he states: 

(F) Aristotle does not say that, i.e. that both «members of a contradiction> are 
neither true nor false, but that each of them is true or false, not however in a 
definite way as in the case of past and present propositions. The nature of 
sentences is in some sense dual: some sentences are such that not only the true 
and the false is found in them, but also one of them is true in a definite way and 
the other is false in a definite way; in other sentences one is true and the other 
false, but in an indefinite and mutable way and this happens because of their 
nature, not with respect to what we do not know and we know.334 

It seems clear to me that here Boethius claims that there are propositions which 
are not only true but also true in a definite way. Since 'being true' is distinguished 
from and coupled to 'being true in a definite way', we are entitled to interpret 

The distinction between 'being not true', which is equivalent to 'being false', and 
'being not true in a definite way', which does not imply 'being false', is disturbing 
for Gaskin's interpretation because he argues for an equivalence between 'true' and 
'definitely true' (cp. e.g. R. Gaskin 1995,153). 
Boethius, In Int., sec. ed., 208,7-18. 
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'being true, but in an indefinite way' in the same way: there are propositions 
which are true and true in a indefinite way. Our passage shows also that for 
Boethius (and Ammonius) (PB) holds not only for past and present, but also for 
future contingent propositions. Since a future contingent proposition is either true 
in a indefinite way or false in an indefinite way, and a proposition which is 
indefinitely true (false) is also true (false), (PB) applies unconditionally to future 
contingent statements.335 

V.3.2 

Even if we agree that Ammonius cannot be ranked among the supporters of the 
traditional interpretation, the problem remains to understand what the distinction 
between indefinite and definite truth (falsity) amounts to. 

A long journey awaits us and as a beginning we must devote a little space to 
describing the character of the critical propositions discussed in De 
Interpretatione, Chapter 9. According to Ammonius they are temporally qualified 
with reference to the future, in the sense that they refer to future events.336 From 
this point of view he seems just to repeat Aristotle. What is more interesting is 
that Ammonius states more clearly than Aristotle does that the propositions in 
question are not only future but also contingent. From Aristotle employing the 
expression em ie των καθ' έκαστα και μελλόντων337 for qualifying what is at issue, 
where μελλόντων instead of έσομενων is used, he infers that the events and 
propositions in question are contingent events and contingent propositions,338 or 
better, following Ammonius' way of putting it, propositions in contingent matter 
(κατά την ενδεχομένων υλ<ην).339 This means that the propositions in question are 
not propositions whose contingency is explicitly stated, but propositions which 
are said to be contingent because they refer to contingent events. 

333 To avoid this conclusion the supporters of the traditional interpretation are compelled 
to distinguish between the Principle of Bivalence and the Law of the Excluded Middle. 
I am not at all sure that evidence for such a distinction can be found in the texts. When 
for instance Boethius says that past and present-tensed contingent propositions and 
future contingent ones are similar in that in his autem adfirmatio est aut negatio (In 
Int., sec. ed. 191,24-25) or when Ammonius (In Int. 139,14-17) claims that a pair of 
future contingent propositions contradictorily opposed "always divide the true and 
false, but in an indefinite, not in a definite manner; for (yap) it is necessary that Socrates 
bathe or not bathe tomorrow, and it is impossible that either both or neither happen" it 
is hard to believe that they endorse the Law of the Excluded Middle, but not the 
Principle of Bivalence. The γάρ in the Ammonius passage is against this hypothesis. 

336 Although Ammonius does not say so explicitly, I assume that he would not have 
counted as a proposition concerning the future a sentence such as: "it will be true 
tomorrow that three years ago Philip had a car accident". 

337 Int. 9,18a33. 
338 In Int. 138.34 ff. 
339 See e.g. In Int. 139,10. 
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Moreover, Ammonius underlines that the propositions discussed by 
Aristotle are singular. This is the straightforward and obvious interpretation of 
Aristotle's eni &e των καθ' έκαστα at 18a33. What is strange is that Aristotle's 
main example is our (1) (cp. above p.247), which is not a singular proposition in 
its most direct construction, since it does not refer to a particular sea-battle. In fact 
Ammonius never quotes (l)340 and he prefers examples such as 

(2) Socrates will bathe tomorrow 

In (2) a pseudo-date (tomorrow) is used, but there are also examples where the 
futurity of the event in question is left open as in 

(3) This sick person will recover341 

However, most of his examples do contain a pseudo-date.342 

As is easy to see, Ammonius assumes that there is a correlation between 
contingency, futurity and the way in which a proposition is qualified in its 
truth-value. Past and present propositions about any matter, that is past and 
present-tensed propositions which can be truly qualified as necessary or 
contingent, divide truth and falsity in a definite way and in this sense they are 
definitely true or false.343 On the other hand, being indefinite in its truth-value is 
something that can only happen to a proposition concerning the future. However, 
not every proposition concerning a future event is indefinite in its truth-value. If 
the event referred to is necessary the proposition expressing such an event is 
definitely true or false.344 But the same happens for a contingent event, when all 
conditions for its realisation are given. The following passage makes the point to 
some extent. Ammonius claims that in some case we can have a definite 
knowledge of future events. He says: 

(G) It is clearly possible for the contingent sometimes to be known in a 
definite manner (ώρισμΑνως) even by our own knowledge, namely when it is 
no longer contingent properly speaking, but necessarily follows from the 
causes leading the way to its own generation: it is possible, for example, for a 
sphere which rests on a horizontal surface while the surface keeps the same 
position, to be moved by something or not, but when the surface is tilted it is 
impossible for it not to be moved.345 

The example of the sphere shows what kind of contingency is at issue with 
future propositions. A sphere resting on an horizontal surface may be moved or 

340 As far as I remember the only exception is at In Int. 154,32. However, he considers a 
proposition such as "a white baby will be born tomorrow" (e.g. In Int. 144,15-16), 
which seems to be of the same type as (1). For "historical" reasons I take the liberty 
of referring to (1) as a future contingent proposition. 

341 In Int. 140,15-16. 
342 I take the terminology of 'pseudo-dates' from N. Rescher and A. Urquhart 1971,27. 
343 In Int. 130,1-20. 
344 In Int. 130,1-5. 
345 In Int. 137,1-7. 
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not. It depends, for instance, on the decision of someone. Before the decision is 
taken, it is open whether the sphere will be moved or not. But if the surface on 
which the sphere rests is tilted, its moving cannot be prevented and in this sense it 
is no longer open whether it moves or not. Since no past and present events can be 
changed, only the future is open, at least for those events for which the causally 
sufficient conditions for their being or not being are not yet given. This text 
implies that one and the same proposition can be treated as necessary or 
contingent according to the different situations to which it is tied. If today, before 
the starting of the battle, the decision of the admirals is taken and this makes the 
event unpreventable, today (1) is no longer a contingent proposition. On the other 
hand, before the admirals' decision, the future of the battle is still open and in this 
sense it is contingent that the battle will take place. 

In our passage what is in question is definite or indefinite knowledge, a 
notion which is not the same as having a definite or indefinite truth-value. 
However, one might assume that we can have definite knowledge of a proposition 
Ρ only if Ρ has a definite truth-value.346 Under this assumption, the text implies 
that a future proposition concerning a contingent event may take a definite 
truth-value when all conditions for the realisation of the event are given and it 
becomes unpreventable. This explains why present and past propositions are said 
to have a definite truth-value. The events that they express are fixed. It is no 
longer open whether a sea-battle occurred yesterday: either it happened or not, 
since the past and the present cannot be changed. To make the point in a different 
way, when a proposition has a truth-value which cannot be different it is a 
necessary proposition and it has a definite truth-value. On the other hand, a future 
proposition concerning a contingent event has a truth-value which might be 
different and for this reason it is true or false in an indefinite way. 

This analysis suggests a further point about the way in which propositions 
such as (1) and (2) must be treated.347 A proposition concerning the past or the 
present is said to be necessary. The kind of necessity implied by it is not logical 
necessity, but a sort of historical necessity, the same necessity which is attributed 
to a contingent event when all conditions for its realisation are given. The 
historical necessity of a proposition entails that it cannot be otherwise: either it is 
true or it is false, and this holds without any possible change. Consider now a 
proposition such as 

(4) Yesterday a sea-battle occurred 

The question of how the Gods can have a definite knowledge of contingent events is 
a different question (cp. Ammonius, In Int. 135,12 ff.). On this problem see M. 
Mignucci 1985,219-246. 
We leave aside (3) where no pseudo-date is expressed. However, (3) can be treated 
in the same way as dated future contingent propositions if we assume that after the 
disappearance of the particular referred to (this sick person) the proposition denying 
the predicate of him becomes in any case definitely true. 
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According to Ammonius' account, (4) is a proposition about the past and it cannot 
change its truth-value. But this may not be true if we assign to 'yesterday' the 
meaning of a pseudo-date. Suppose that (4) is uttered today and that it is true. 
This means that yesterday a sea-battle took place. Thus, it is not true tomorrow 
unless a sea-battle occurs today, and so on for every day. To attribute an 
unchangeable truth-value to (4) we must take 'yesterday' as referring to a fixed 
date. Suppose that 'yesterday' is a way of referring to the 29th February 2000. 
Then, one might reasonably claim that the proposition 

(5) A sea-battle occurred on the 29th February 2000 

is definitely true or false at any time after this date. 
The same point is made by Ammonius by discussing the so-called 

deterministic objection. According to him this objection can be put as follows: 
(H) <Aristotle> speaks as though making his argument from a new beginning. 
"Further, if something is pale now",348 like a new-born child, "it was true to 
say"349 on the previous day that tomorrow a pale child would be born—actually, 
no more on the previous day than at any previous time at all. For what is strange 
<in this>? If we speak truly each time we say in advance that something will be, 
this thing is not such as not to be going to be, just as neither is something such 
as not to be, if we say truly that it exists. Thus, it was impossible for the pale 
child not to be born, because the prediction made about it in indefinite preceding 
time was true.350 

The proposition which the determinist thinks to be true at any time cannot be 

A pale child will be born tomorrow 

since two days before the event (6) will be true only under the condition that two 
pale children are born in the following two days. 

To overcome this difficulty we can proceed in this way. Let us introduce a 
temporal constant in the propositions we are going to consider, say τ, and state as 
a correspondent of proposition (1) 

(1*) A sea-battle occurs at τ 

where τ is a date and 'occurs' has to be taken atemporally. We can generalise and 
formalise (1*) in several ways. A possible one is to introduce atemporal states of 
affairs p, q, r and so on, and an operator C, which, applied to a state of affairs p, 
says that ρ is the case.351 The being the case which is expressed by applying C to ρ 
can be temporally qualified, e.g. by a temporal constant τ. Therefore, we can take 

(7) Cp 

These are Aristotle's words: Int. 9,18b9-10. 
Again Aristotle's words: Int. 9,18b 10. 
In Int. 144,14-21. 
In this context we do not need to make a distinction between states of affairs and 
events, if they are both to be taken atemporally. In the following, we will 
indifferently call what is denoted by 'p' a state of affairs or an event. 

348 

349 

350 

351 
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as the form of (1*). Needless to say, (1*) and (7) do not express futurity and in 
this sense they do not correspond to (1). We can consider the reference to the 
future expressed by (1) as depending on the relation there is between the time of 
utterance of (1) and the time indicated in (1*). In this perspective, (1*) represents 
the content of (1), and this content is located in the future with respect to the 
present of the utterance being evaluated as true or false at the time of its utterance. 
To make the same point in other words, the truth-value of (1) is the truth-value 
that (1*) takes when it is evaluated at the time in which (1) is uttered. The time of 
utterance of (1) represents the time at which (1*) is evaluated as true or false, and 
this means that the truth value assigned to (1) is the truth value assigned to (1*) 
under the assumption that (1*) is evaluated at tn = τ-l (where 'x-l' stands for 'the 
day before t ') . 

By this analysis I do not claim that in general propositions containing 
pseudo-dates can be reduced to propositions in which any relevant reference to 
time is made by real dates, and that the so-called Ά-series' can be reduced to the 
B-series.352 My point is simpler and weaker. In order to make sense of some of the 
ways in which Ammonius uses propositions like (1) and (2) it is convenient to 
read them in the above way. 

V.3.3 

Before offering a positive interpretation of the distinction between definitely and 
indefinitely true (false) propositions we have to reject a temptation which is too 
easy. Suppose that a singular contingent state of affairs is the case at τ, i.e. Ο,ρ. 
Therefore, according to Ammonius, at any time before τ, say at p, C,p is true and 
indefinitely true. One might try to explain this mysterious reference to an 
indefinite truth by connecting it to an epistemological situation. Before τ C,p has a 
truth-value which is indefinite because we are not able to state or grasp it. On this 
view, indefiniteness does not depend on the objective state of the events and 
propositions, but on our inability to grasp them adequately. Were we gods, there 
would be no indefinite truth-value. 

There are some texts which may be invoked as evidence for this 
interpretation. Consider the final part of text (A). In our translation we have taken 
ώρισμενως (definitely) to refer to the being true or false of a proposition by 
analogy with the many passages where ώρισμένως specifies the truth-value of 
propositions. But it would probably be more natural to refer ώρισμένως to 'em 
emeiv ("it is possible to say"). If so, it is the possibility of saying that a proposition 
is true or false which is not yet defined. In another passage, in order to explain 
why "Socrates will bathe tomorrow" and "Socrates will not bathe tomorrow" are 
one true and the other false but in an indefinite way, Ammonius says that "which 

As is well known, a debate is going on among philosophers on this subject. A useful 
discussion of the question can be found in R. Sorabji 1983,33ff. 
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of these will be the true one it is not possible to know before the outcome of the 
matter"353 Once again, the fact of having an indefinite truth-value is explained by 
reference to an epistemological situation. In a parallel way, with reference to a 
pair of contradictory propositions concerning the past or the present, their having 
a definite truth-value is explained by saying that "inasmuch as the thing about 
which one is speaking has already occurred, the true and false singular 
propositions are obvious".354 One might take this statement as asserting that a 
present or past proposition is definitely true or false because its truth-value is 
clear, i.e. can be grasped. 

Although this interpretation is attractive for its simplicity, it must be 
rejected. First of all, the distinction between definitely and indefinitely true (false) 
propositions is appealed to in order to avoid determinism. But a purely epistemic 
undecidability cannot do the job. In this perspective, although I cannot decide 
about the truth or falsity of CrP before τ, say at ε, C,p nevertheless has a fixed 
truth-value at ε and this is sufficient for triggering off the deterministic argument. 
In order to escape determinism we need to interpret the distinction between 
definitely and indefinitely true or false propositions as an ontological distinction. 
Moreover, Ammonius more than once points out that contingent things have an 
indefinite nature355 and it is easy to guess that the indefinite truth-value assigned to 
propositions depends on the indefinite nature of the events expressed by them. 
This interpretation is confirmed by some statements made by Boethius, where the 
epistemological interpretation is overtly rejected.356 

The conclusion is that we must look for a different interpretation of 
Ammonius' distinction. The lack of knowledge or unclarity we have about the 
truth-value of future contingent propositions is a consequence of their not having 
a definite status with respect to truth and falsity. Contingent propositions about 
the future are indefinitely true or false not because the future is hidden or 
unknown to our mind, but because the ontological status of the facts they refer to 
is not yet established. What is uncertain is not the possibility of knowing before 
tomorrow that Socrates will bathe tomorrow, but the event itself since it is put in 
the future and it is contingent.357 

353 In Int. 139,17-18. 
354 In Int. 130,11-14. 
355 E.g. In Int. 136,12-13. 
356 Boethius, In Int., sec. ed., 208,11-18; 245,19-28. 
357 From the fact that the prohibition against assigning a definite truth-value to future 

contingent propositions is sometimes spelled out in epistemic terms R. Gaskin 1995,149 
and 157 infers that future contingent statements are metaphysically indeterminate and 
therefore have an indefinite truth-value. Commenting on our text (A) he says: "Aristotle, 
on Ammonius' interpretation, says that FCSs [i.e. future contingent statements] do 
divide the true and the false just as present and past-tensed statements do ... But they do 
not divide the true and false in the same way ... For unlike the case of statements about 
the present and the past, it is not possible to say definitely which member is true and 
which false ... That impossibility cannot be merely epistemic ... Rather, the claim must 
be that it is in principle impossible to assign truth to one member of a PCA [future 
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V.3.4 

To provide a positive interpretation of the distinction between definitely and 
indefinitely true or false propositions is difficult, because Ammonius never 
defines or explains it, but introduces it as something already known to the reader. 
We have seen that the distinction between past and future contingent propositions 
depends on the way in which they divide truth and falsity. Past propositions are 
definitely true or definitely false, while future propositions are indefinitely true or 
indefinitely false, and this means that they are true or they are false, plus 
something else, i.e. their being indefinite. Moreover, a proposition, which is now 
evaluated as true and indefinite, may be evaluated tomorrow as true and definite. 
This means that characterising the truth-value of a proposition as definite or 
indefinite depends essentially on the time at which the proposition is uttered or 
evaluated. 

How can we explain all this? One might be tempted to answer this question 
in the following way. Consider the passages, taken especially from Boethius, 
where the commentators insist on characterising indefinite truth (falsity) as 
changeable (volubilis says Boethius in one place) and definite truth (falsity) as 
stable (constituta).35* Moreover, Ammonius clearly states, as we have seen, that a 
proposition can only be called true (false) in a definite way when the objective 
conditions for its truth (falsity) are there, i.e. when the appropriate states of affairs 
obtain or are causally necessitated by other states of affairs already established, 
and a proposition is true (false) in an indefinite way only if such conditions are 

contingent αντΐφασις] and falsity to the other: it is metaphysically indeterminate which 
way round the truth-values go." (157) Gaskin connects ωρισμένως to eon ν emetv, which 
is, as we have seen, possible and perhaps natural. But even if we read the text as a claim 
that it is impossible to say in a definite way which of two future contingent statements 
contradictorily opposed is true and which is false, I do not think that we can infer from 
this that the two propositions of the pair are neither true nor false. The parallel passages 
show that 'saying in a definite way which of a pair is true or false' is only possible when 
we can say which is true in a definite way and which is false in a definite way. Therefore, 
the metaphysical impossibility involved is not the impossibility of being true or false, but 
the impossibility of being definitely true or definitely false. This is confirmed also by 
Boethius' evidence. When he says that of a pair of future contingent propositions 
contradictorily opposed, C,p and Ctp*, nobody knows which is true and which is false, 
he does not mean that they do not have a truth-value: 'Tor instance if we say: 'the Franks 
will overcome the Goths' and someone puts forward the negation: 'the Franks will not 
overcome the Goths', one of these propositions is true and the other is false, but nobody 
knows before the result which one is true and which one is false" (In Int., sec. ed. 184, 
22-26). If, as Gaskin claims (ISO), Boethius meant that "it is simply metaphysically 
indeterminate which member is true" he would contradict himself: C,p and C,p* do have 
a truth-value (una quidem vera est, una falsa : 184, 24). The only way to interpret this 
and other similar passages safely is by taking them to mean that before the happening of 
the events which the propositions refer to, it is metaphysically impossible to state 
whether C,p or C,p* will be definitely true or false. 

358 See e.g. Boethius, In Int.,pr. ed., 108,4-5; 123,20-22; 124,6-7; sec. ed. 190,7. 
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not yet given. When a proposition such as (1*), or better Cxp, is evaluated before 
τ, say at p, its truth-conditions are not yet established. However, it is said to be 
true or false. Therefore, we might imagine that the attribution of a truth-value to 
C,p at ρ is arbitrary, so that one might claim that to be indefinitely true for a 
proposition means to be true under an arbitrary assignation. Take a pair of 
contingent propositions Cp and Ctp* contradictorily opposed and evaluate them 
before at ρ (ρ<τ). Since by hypothesis these conditions are lacking at ρ there is no 
other way to assign a truth-value to Gp and C*p* at ρ than by an arbitrary 
imposition. Imagine we assign the value True to Qp at p. If Qp* is by hypothesis 
the negation of C,p we have to assign the value False to it at ρ simply because of 
the logical form of these statements. In this way the Principle of Bivalence, which 
is accepted without restriction by Ammonius and Boethius, applies also to future 
contingent propositions. At a certain point of the history of the world, e.g. at τ, the 
truth-conditions for the truth or falsity of C,p (and its negation C,p*) show up. At 
that time we can easily adjust the truth-value assignation to this pair, and say that 
e.g. Ctp is true and Qp* is false at τ, or vice-versa, according to the nature of 
things. Since the attribution of a truth-value to C,p and Qp* at τ depends no 
longer on an arbitrary imposition but is led by the presence of a matter of fact 
situation, we are allowed to say that and Ctp* have a stable and fixed 
truth-value at τ, which cannot change for any future evaluation of this pair, i.e. for 
any time equal or greater than τ. In this sense Ctp and Qp* are true or false in a 
definite way at τ and they divide the true and the false accordingly. 

This picture raises some general problems, which are philosophically 
interesting but not relevant here, and, as far I can see, it is not inconsistent with 
the answer to the fatalist's argument that Ammonius and Boethius offer as an 
interpretation of Aristotle's point of view. However, it shares with the traditional 
interpretation a disadvantage, which in my view is crucial. If future contingent 
propositions have no truth-value, or an arbitrary one, predictions are pointless. 
Consider a proposition such as (1) and suppose that this proposition has an 
arbitrary truth-value (or no truth-value at all), where its arbitrariness does not 
depend on epistemic conditions but is "ontologically" determined. Anyone who 
agrees on this would refrain from seriously predicting that tomorrow there will be 
a sea-battle, since what seems to be a necessary condition for performing a 
prediction is that the prediction can, at least in principle, be true. 

It is obvious that the kind of prediction considered here has nothing to do 
with those predictions that we would nowadays call scientific predictions, which 
are not about contingent events, but about events which are submitted to laws of 
some sort. Propositions about such events are definitely true or false even before 
the time to which the events expressed by them refer. In Ammonius' account 
predictions refer to events which by definition are not submitted to any law. Nor 
are they referring to contingent events which are no longer contingent, because a 
causal chain has taken place which makes the originally contingent event 



264 Part V: Essays 

unpreventable.359 Ammonius' predictions concern really contingent future events. 
One might think that it is no great harm if such predictions are given up. We 
might even feel relieved if in the ideal town ruled by logicians fortune-tellers, 
soothsayers and other people of this sort had no admission. But this was not 
Ammonius' view. As is well known, the ancient world paid a great deal of 
attention and gave a large place to oracles, divination, prophecies and predictions 
in general. Philosophers were accordingly interested in these phenomena. The 
general attitude was more inclined to search for a justification for predictions and 
oracles than to question whether, or to deny that, they are reliable. In particular, 
Ammonius maintains that oracles offer evidence that the Gods know contingent 
events,360 and their possible ambiguities do not constitute a sufficient reason for 
denying that Gods' knowledge of contingent events is definite.361 Therefore, since 
the possibility of human predictions is not ruled out, future contingent 
propositions cannot either lack a truth-value or have an arbitrary one.362 We must 
look for another explanation of the distinction between indefinite and definite 
truth. 

V.3.5 

The discussion of the arbitrary assignment of truth-values to future contingent 
statements, although it has been concluded negatively, brings us closer to the 
solution of our problem, i.e. the explanation of the distinction between 
indefinitely and definitely true (false) propositions. 

Let us consider the general view on truth held by Ammonius. He shares with 
many Peripatetics a correspondence conception of truth: a proposition Ρ is true 
(false) if and only if the event or the state of affairs signified by Ρ and 
corresponding to it is (is not) the case.363 The obtaining (non-obtaining) of the 
event or state of affairs is the condition for assigning a truth-value to P. Take for 
instance (1*) and suppose that we consider it at τ, the date at which the sea-battle 
is supposed to take place. At τ (1*) receives a fixed and stable truth-value: if the 

359 See text (G). 
340 In Int. 135,12-14. 
361 In Int. 137,12-23. 
362 R. Gaskin 1995, 171-173 correctly points out that gods' knowledge of contingent 

events cannot be considered as a case of ybreknowledge because their knowledge 
takes place outside time. Therefore, what they think cannot be evaluated at a certain 
time and, in particular, before the event which the thought refers to takes place. But 
he seems to go too far when (misinterpreting in my view in Int. 137,12-23) he says 
that Ammonius thinks "that oracles and prophets cannot foresee what will happen, 
but only what is likely to happen, or perhaps what will happen if advice is followed 
(or not)—but not then whether advice will be followed" (173, n.90). Ammonius is 
implying neither that every prophecy is useless, as 135,12-14 shows, nor that only 
what is no longer contingent can be an object of a true prediction. 

363 In Int. 139,26 ff.; 140,32 ff. and 154,16-20. 
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sea-battle occurs at that time (1*) is true, otherwise it is false. Since its 
truth-conditions are in the world, (1*) is not only true or false, but also true or 
false in such a way that its truth-value cannot change. Whatever the development 
of the history of the world may be, the truth-value assigned to (1*) at τ remains 
the same. This corresponds to the intuition that what has happened or is 
happening cannot be changed, so that it is irrevocable in every possible 
development of the world. Ammonius does not say this in so many words, but it 
may be implied by his claiming that what is stated about the present or the past is 
necessarily true or necessarily false: 

(I) If he <Socrates> happens not to be bathing or to have bathed on the previous 
day, it is clear that the negative sentence taken in the present or the past must be 
true, while the affirmative sentence, since it says that what has not occurred 
either holds or held, must be false.344 

If it is the case that Socrates is bathing at τ, however the world might develop 
from τ onwards, it remains true that Socrates be bathing at τ. Past and present 
events are such that they rule out the possibility that the opposite occurs in their 
place and the corresponding true propositions do not admit the possibility of 
being false. The same must be said with respect to falsity. Let us call the situation 
in which a contingent proposition has received a truth-value because its 
truth-conditions are the case a situation in which the proposition has an assigned 
or established or settled truth-value. 

On the other hand, Ammonius recognises the presence of contingent events 
in the world.345 This means that the course of the history of the world is not fixed 
and the only possible one. Our future is an open one, in the sense that it may 
develop in different ways. While the past and the present are fixed, there are many 
possible different future histories of the world, each of which shares the same 
past. Therefore, it may very well happen that in one possible development of the 
world (1*) receives the assigned truth-value True and in a conceivably different 
development it takes the assigned truth-value False. It may happen that according 
to one possible history of the world the admirals decide immediately before τ that 
no naval confrontation with the enemy must take place. In this case such 
truth-conditions are laid down that (1*) takes the assigned truth-value False. On 
the other hand, in a different possible history of the world it may happen that the 
decision of the admirals goes in the opposite direction and that the sea-battle 
occurs. Therefore, in this conceivable situation we must give the assigned 
truth-value True to (1*). However, once in a possible history of the world an 
assigned truth-value has been given to a proposition, it remains constant in that 
history. In the development of the world in which the sea-battle occurs at τ, 
according to the decision of the admirals, (1*) takes the assigned truth-value True 
and this is fixed once and for all: in that history (1*) cannot change its settled 
truth-value. This corresponds to Ammonius' intuition that present and past events 

344 In Int. 130,17-20. 
345 In Int. 137,25 ff.; 147,25 ff. 
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are necessary in the sense that they cannot be changed: factum infectum fieri 
nequit. 

It should be clear that before the time in which its truth-conditions are laid 
down, a contingent proposition has no assigned or settled or established 
truth-value. Before τ (1*) has no assigned truth-value. Shall we conclude from 
this that before τ (1*) has no truth-value at all? Well, since the truth-conditions for 
(1*), by hypothesis, are not given before τ, we may be led to conclude that (1*) is 
neither true nor false, or that an arbitrary truth-value must be given to this 
statement. But this is not Ammonius' position, as we have seen. His view is that 
even before τ (1*) is true or false, but not in a definite way, in a way, we are 
tempted to say, that makes the happening of the event denoted by it inescapable, 
because the conditions for its being true or false are given. 

A possible way to interpret his claim is as follows. As we have seen, the 
history of the world may develop according to different paths and it may happen 
that the same proposition receives different assigned truth-values in these different 
paths because of the different situations constituting the truth- conditions for the 
proposition which are supposed to take place in them. Now imagine that we are 
able to refer to what is happening in the "real" future history of the world, i.e. 
what in fact will happen, whatever that may be. What I mean is not that we are 
able to know what is going on in the "real" future, but simply that we are in a 
position to mark off among the possible developments of the world the history 
which will be our "real" history, i.e. the history which is not merely conceived or 
thought of as a counterfactual possibility, but that which, as a matter of fact, will 
take place and in which we are going to live and operate.366 If (1*) will "really" 
take the assigned truth-value True at τ, then it is in some sense always true that 
(1*) will take such a value at τ. If the assigned truth-value True is assigned to (1*) 
at τ in the real development of the world (whatever it may be) then we are entitled 
to say that (1*) is plainly or simply or factually true. 367 In other words, (1*) is 
plainly true if at some time the conditions for its truth will appear in the "real" 
world. It does not matter whether these conditions are already there at the time of 
the evaluation of our proposition. The important point is that they will at some 
time come out in the "real" history of the world to which we can refer even if it is 
not yet at our back, in the past. The same can be said, mutatis mutandis, for plain 
or simple or factual falsity. 

It is easy to see that the notions of truth and falsity involved in plain truth or 
falsity are to some extent atemporal, in the sense that they do not intrinsically 
depend on the time of utterance or evaluation of the propositions at issue. To 
qualify a proposition Ρ as simply true or false it is sufficient to be sure that Ρ takes 
an assigned truth-value in the real history of the world. If a sea-battle occurs at τ, 

One might challenge this claim as something which is against the view that the 
future is completely open before us. So e.g. N. Belnap 1992,385-434. 
In speaking of 'plain (or simple) truth (falsity)' I have been inspired by the 
terminology of von Wright, who uses the expression 'plain truth' (cp. G. von Wright 
1984,5). 
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the proposition expressing that this event occurs at τ receives the assigned 
truth-value True at τ and before τ it has no assigned truth-value. But its being true, 
i.e. its expressing conformity to an event, is something which does not depend on 
the time at which Ρ is uttered. To ensure the possibility of such a correspondence 
we have just to admit that we are allowed to refer to the series of events which 
take place in the chain of "real" events. We do not need to wait until the 
conditions which allow us to attribute an assigned truth-value to a proposition are 
laid down in order to attach a simple truth-value to it. In this sense plain truth and 
plain falsity are not intrinsically related to time.368 Needless to say, it is with 
respect to simple truth and falsity that Ammonius can maintain that the Principle 
of Bivalence holds in every case, and that an indefinitely true proposition no more 
and no less than a definitely true one is (plainly) true. 

We are now in a position to characterise indefinitely and definitely true or 
false propositions. Here the time at which the proposition is uttered with respect 
to the time of the event expressed by it is crucial and this makes a relevant 
difference with respect to the attribution of simple truth (falsity) to it. Consider 
the case of a definitely true proposition. As we have seen, a definitely true 
proposition is true, i.e., in our terminology, is simply true. On the other hand, a 
definitely true proposition is in some way unalterable, in the sense that its 
truth-value cannot change. Therefore, a definitely true proposition is such that it is 
evaluated as true when an assigned truth-value has been given to it, since from 
this moment onwards its truth cannot change. By stating that our proposition is 
simply true we say that the event denoted by it is an event of the "real" world; by 
positing that it is evaluated only when its assigned truth-value has been given to it, 
we account for its necessity and unpreventability. 

A characterisation of an indefinitely true proposition can easily be worked 
out from what has been said about definitely true propositions. An indefinitely 
true proposition is a contingent proposition, i.e. a proposition which denotes an 
event whose outcome is not yet fixed, and which at the same time is a simply true 
proposition. Therefore, its evaluation must take place before it receives an 
assigned truth-value. On the other hand, it is a simply true proposition. With 
reference to (1*) we say that this proposition is indefinitely true if (i) it is 
evaluated before t , (ii) it is simply true (i.e. there are in the "real" future the 
objective conditions for its truth), but (iii) there is also an "unreal" development 
of the world in which conditions are given according to which (1*) turns out to be 
false.349 

This view has recently been developed by G. von Wright 1984,6. 
This characterisation of definite and indefinite truth shows quite clearly that my 
interpretation does not consist in equating indefinite truth with contingent truth and 
definite truth with necessary truth, pace R. Gaskin 1995, 148 n.12. It relies on a 
philosophically committed analysis of the notion of truth as in some sense an 
atemporally determinable notion and on the assumption that we can refer to the "real" 
future. Therefore, in my interpretation 'definitely' and 'indefinitely true' cannot be 
taken as synonymous with, but only as entailing, 'necessarily' and 'contingently true'. 
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Our characterisation of definitely and indefinitely true propositions is able to 
explain in a simple way Ammonius' claim that present or past propositions are 
definitely true or false, while future contingent ones are indefinitely true or false. 
Consider again (1*) and suppose that we evaluate it before τ, let us say at ρ (ρ<τ), 
when the conditions which make (1*) true or false in an assigned way are not yet 
present. Therefore, there are two possible developments of the world starting from 
p. One development leads to a situation such that (1*) becomes true (in an 
assigned way); the other development makes (1*) false (again in an assigned 
way). Suppose that the "real" development contains the conditions for the truth of 
(1*). Thus, (1*) is indefinitely true at ρ and it leaves the possibility open for its 
falsity. On the other hand, consider (1*) at τ or afterward. At that moment its 
truth-conditions are there and it receives an assigned truth-value. Suppose again 
that in the "real" path (1*) receives the assigned truth-value True. Thus, (1*) is 
definitely true at τ (and afterwards) and its possibility of becoming false is ruled 
out, because it refers to a fixed event in whose future no possibility of changing is 
left open. 

V.3.6 

We can put our interpretation in a more rigorous form. Let us first try to specify 
the context in which a formal characterisation of the notions of definite and 
indefinite truth can be made. Since propositions are definitely or indefinitely true 
or false with respect to the time in which they are uttered or considered and the 
situation of the world in which they are stated, we are allowed to express the 
predicates 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' of a proposition Ρ as three-place 
predicates whose parameters are (i) the time in which Ρ is uttered or considered, 
(ii) the state of the world in which Ρ is evaluated and, of course, (iii) Ρ itself. 
However, to make things easier, we can conflate parameters (i) and (ii) and take 
the time in which Ρ is uttered or considered to be the same as the time of the 
situation of the world with respect to which Ρ is evaluated. Therefore, we can 
express the predicates 'definitely true' and 'indefinitely true' as two-place 
predicates and write 'Td([P],Si)' to say that Ρ is definitely true with respect to the 
situation of the world Si. Similarly, 'Tj([P],Si)' is a way to express that Ρ is 
indefinitely true with respect to Si. 

We have next to say how time must be conceived of. Since contingency has 
to be taken as the open part of our future and linked to time, we can picture the 
world as a branching structure or a tree whose nodes represent possible states and 
its paths possible histories of it. Time can be interpreted as an order relation on 
the different stages of possible states of the world.370 To make things easier we 
may think of the history of a single proposition and represent it by means of an 
ordinary binary tree as follows: 

370 Cp. N. Rescher and A. Urquhart 1971,125ff. 
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Fig. (I) 

Si-Sj are nodes and the lines going through nodes are paths of the tree. 
We can express the relation between time and the nodes of a tree by 

introducing the notion of level and by saying that an instant \ is the level of a 
node Sj. With reference to Fig. (I) we can state for instance that 

(8) t2=Lv(S2)=Lv(S3) 

It is easy to define in a rigorous way what 'being a possible development of Si' 
means for a node Sj in such a structure. This notion is the intuitive counterpart of 
the relation of accessibility, which is well known to modal logicians. We represent 
it by 'Dev(Sj,Si)' and we take it to be reflexive and transitive.371 For instance with 
respect to (I) we can say that S5 is a development of Si, because there is a 
backward path going from S5 to Si through S3, while S4 is not a development of S2 
because there is no such backward path. Therefore, it is with respect to structures 
such as (I) that we have to define what it is for a proposition to be definitely or 
indefinitely true or false. 

For the notion of accessibility cp. G.E. Hughes and M.J. Cresswell 1968, 75-80. 
Since the accessibility relation used here is supposed to be reflexive and transitive, 
the modal system involved is at least as strong as S4. 
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Let us now try to define what it is for a proposition Gp, which is supposed 
to denote a contingent event, to be true with respect to a given situation of the 
world Si. According to Ammonius' correspondentistic view about truth, if we 
consider C,p in S( and Si is on a level which is equal to or greater than τ, we must 
assign to C,p either the truth value True or the truth value False according to the 
situation of the world we are referring to. Thus, Ctp in Si(Lv(Sj) S τ) has the 
assigned truth value True or the assigned truth-value False. Let us write 
'Ass([C,p], Si)=l' for 'the truth-value True is assigned to C,p in the node Sj'. In a 
similar way, we state 'Ass([Cp], Si)=0' for 'the truth-value False is assigned to 
C,p in the node Si' or, what is the same, 'the truth-value True is assigned to -Ό,ρ 
in Si'.372 Formally, we have 

(T*) ^ ( [ C ^ S O = d,AsstfQp], Si)=l 

and 

(F*) F*([Q)],Si) = « Ass([Ctp], Si)=0373 

As we have seen, what is important to underline is that an assigned truth value can 
be given to a proposition if, and only if, the conditions for assigning such a truth 
value to it are established, i.e. if the events referred to by the propositions occur or 
are at least somewhat implied by the due course of the events. If we have to do 
with a contingent proposition, i.e. a proposition in which the event denoted by it is 
not established before the happening of the event itself, it is reasonable to state 
that no assigned truth-value can be attributed to C,p before τ, i.e. in a node which 
is on a level preceding τ.374 Therefore, we are allowed to state 

(PA) T*([C,p], Si) V F*([Ctp], Si) - Lv(Si) > τ 

In other words, if an assigned truth value is given to with respect to a situation 
Si, then the level of Si must be either the same or greater than τ. 

It is easy to understand that if a truth-value is assigned to C,p in Si; this 
truth-value remains constant in any node developing from Si. Past and present 
events are such that they rule out the possibility that the opposite occurs in their 
place and the corresponding true propositions do not admit the possibility of 
being false. The same must be said with respect to the falsity. Therefore 

To be precise, we should distinguish between atomic and non-atomic propositions 
but for our purposes it is sufficient to consider the notion of assignment with 
reference to the former since no other propositions than atomic ones and their 
negations are considered by Ammonius. 
(T*) and (F*) could be generalised to refer to any proposition Ρ whatsoever. 
However, where we have not to do with future contingent propositions there is no 
way to distinguish between assigned and unassigned truth-values. 
In principle "a sea-battle occurs at τ" might have an assigned truth-value even 
before τ, if the conditions which unequivocally determine the happening or not 
happening of this event are given at some time before τ (see text [G]). But to avoid 
complications we may suppose that these conditions are not given before τ. 
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(AT) T*([Ctp], Si) - (SjXDev(Sj, SO - T*([C,p], S,)) 

(AF) F*([C.p], Si) - (SjXDev(Sj, Si) - F*([C,p], S,)) 

(AT) and (AF) express the condition according to which when a truth-value is 
assigned to a proposition with respect to a node Si, it remains the same in any 
node developing from S;. 

It is reasonable to think that when a truth-value is assigned to Cf> in Si, 
where Lv(Si) ^ τ, Qp receives an assigned truth-value in every node which is 
either on the same level as Si or after S,, independently from its being a 
development or not from Si. The conditions which allow us to attribute an 
assigned truth-value to Ĉ p are at any rate given at τ. Whatever the situation or the 
history of the world may be, from τ onwards C,p is assignedly true or false. We 
can therefore state: 

(AP) Lv(Si) > τ T*([CTp], Si) V F*([C,p], Si) 

which is the converse of (PA). Then, by coupling (PA) and (AP) we get the 
equivalence 

(ΑΡΑ) Lv(Si) > τ « T*([C,p], Si) V F*([C#], Si) 

An example of what we are saying could be as follows. Since the truth-values of 
[C,p] remain constant once they are assigned, we can simplify (I) and imagine that 
C,p is given an assignation of truth-values according to Fig. (II) overleaf. 

Since by hypothesis τ2=τ, in virtue of (ΑΡΑ) we can give an assigned 
truth-value to C,p with respect to S2 and S3. Suppose that Cxp takes the assigned 
truth-value 0 in S2 and the assigned truth-value 1 in S3. Thus, in any node 
developing from S3 C,p will have the assigned truth value 1 and in any node 
developing from S2 it will have the assigned truth value 0 because of (AT) and 
(AF). On the other hand, no assigned truth-value can be given to C,p in Si, 
because its level is τι, which is by hypothesis before τ, and (ΑΡΑ) is supposed to 
hold. As we have seen, we cannot infer from this that Gp is neither true nor false 
in Si, since no truth-value can be assigned to it. Ammonius' view is that even 
before τ C*p is true or false, but not in a definite way, in a way, we are tempted to 
say, that makes the happening of the event denoted by it inescapable. 

To give an appropriate truth-value to Cxp in Si we must introduce a new 
truth predicate. Suppose that we are be able to refer to what is happening in the 
"real" future, i.e. what will in fact happen, whatever this may be. Then, Gp will 
"really" take the assigned truth value 1 at τ, and it is in some sense "always" (or 
better atemporally) true that C,p will take such a value at τ. Therefore, if the 
truth-value 1 is given to Ctp in an assigned way in a node of the path which is 
supposed to represent the "real" history of the world (of course at or after τ), C,p 
is plainly or simply or factually true. Take R to be the path representing the "real" 
history of the world, and suppose that S„, whose level is by hypothesis equal or 
greater than τ, belongs to R, i.e. that S„ e R. If the truth-value 1 is given to Gp in 
an assigned way in Sn, C,p is simply true. If 'T[Cxp]' stands for *Cxp is simply 
true' we can write: 
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τ, = t n S, * 

τ 2 = τ S2*[C,p]=0 S3 * [Qp]=l 

t3 S 4 * [Qp]=0 S5 * [Qp]=l 

Fig. (II) 

<T) T[Crp] = d, 3S<SieR · T*([C,p], Si)) 

If we suppose that the bold line in Fig. (II) represents the "real" path R, we can 
say that C,p is simply true because there is at least one node on R, namely S3, 
where Op takes the assigned truth-value 1. In a similar way we can characterise 
an atomic proposition which is simply false by assuming: 

(F) F[Ctp] = * 3Si(SieR · F*([C,p], Si)) 

The idea involved by (T) and (F) is plain and corresponds quite well to our 
intuition. If conditions for the truth or falsity of C,p will be given in the future, 
then is at any time true or false, in the sense that Cj) will take either the 
assigned truth value 1 or the assigned truth value 0 in the real future of the 
world.375 

We are finally in a position to give a definition of indefinitely and definitely 
true or false propositions. As we have seen, what contributes in an essential way 
to characterise a definitely true proposition is that it denotes a fixed event which 
occurs in an inescapable way. We can express these features by saying that a 
definitely true proposition is a simply true proposition to which the truth-value 1 

Also in the case of (T) and (P) generalisations can easily be made to accommodate 
these definitions to any proposition. 
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is attributed in an assigned way. By positing that it is a simply true proposition we 
say that the event denoted by the proposition is an event of the "real" history of 
the world; by giving the assigned truth value 1 to it we state that it refers to an 
event which cannot happen in a different way. Therefore, we write in a condensed 
way 

(TD) TD([CRP], SO = « T*([C,p], Si) · SieR 

where, as usual, 'R' denotes the "real" history of the world. An alternative 
characterisation of definite truth could be: 

(TDt) Td([C,p], Si) = β T([C,p] · T*([C,p], Si) 

which is based on the fact that the assignation function which defines T*-truth is 
monotonic. Therefore, Ass([C,p], Sj)=l implies (SjXDev(Sj, Si) Ass([C,p], 
Sj)=l). (TDf) has the advantage over (TD) of showing that definite truth is a kind 
of truth. Parallel definitions for a definitely false proposition can be given in an 
obvious way. 

A characterisation of an indefinitely true proposition can easily be worked 
out from (TD). An indefinitely true proposition is a contingent proposition, i.e. a 
proposition which denotes an event whose outcome is not yet settled, and at the 
same time is a simply true proposition. Then we can state: 

σ ο Τ,([Οφ], Si) = * T([C,p] · 3Sj(Dev(Sj, Si) · F*([C,p], Sj)) 
A definition of what it is for a proposition to be indefinitely false can easily be 
given. (TD) obviously implies that the level of Si, the node in which C,p is 
evaluated, must be equal or greater than τ because of (ΑΡΑ). On the other hand, 
in (Ti) the level of Sj must be less than τ. Were it equal or greater, then C<p should 
have an assigned truth value in Si, which should remain the same in all nodes 
developing from Si. But this is not the case. There is a node developing from Si in 
which Ctp takes 0 as assigned truth-value and a node in which it takes 1 as 
assigned truth-value. Therefore, Lv(Sj) < τ in (Ti). 

To exemplify our definitions we can say with reference to Fig. (II) that C,p 
is indefinitely true at τι in the node Si, since (i) it is simply true, receiving the 
truth value 1 at S3 which is on path R, the "real" history of the world, and (ii) it is 
not necessarily true, since in the node S2, which is a development from Si, it takes 
the assigned truth value 0. On the other hand, C,p is definitely true in S3, since in 
this node it has the assigned truth-value 1, and S3 is on the "real" path R. 
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V.3.7 

What we have to do now is to check our interpretation of Ammonius' view against 
his effort to make the deterministic argument ineffective. Let us return to text (H) 
where the deterministic objection is summarised by the commentator. The 
argument can be generalised and divided in the following steps: 

(i) Suppose that Ctp is true at τ. 
(ii) If Cxp is true at τ, it is true at ρ which is before τ. 
(iii) If C,p is true at p, it is true at any time before τ. 
(iv) If Ctp is true at any time before τ, it is necessary. 
(v) Therefore CTp is necessary. 

According to the traditional interpretation it is step (ii) that must be rejected. 
From the very fact that Qp is true at τ it does not follow that it is true at ρ and at 
any time before τ. If the event denoted by Ctp is not causally determined before τ, 
C*p has no truth-value before τ. But if (ii) does not hold, the deterministic 
conclusion can be avoided. We have already seen a consequence of this position, 
i.e. the invalidation of the Principle of Bivalence, and we know that Ammonius 
did not want to abandon it, nor was he prepared to introduce truth-value gaps. 

Ammonius not only avoided introducing truth-value gaps (or truth-values 
different from the standard ones) but also, as we have seen, maintained the 
possibility of true human predictions. Therefore in his view step (ii) must be 
preserved. How can he then escape the conclusion of the deterministic argument? 
His answer consists essentially in denying step (iv). What he says is as follows: 

(J) To this argument376 one must reply that it was not true of what has occurred 
now or has already happened to say before the event that it will, in any case 
(πάντως), be pale.377 For we should not think it has happened by a necessary 
pre-establishment just because time has brought it into being. Thus, of those who 
make predictions about it, it is not the one who says that of necessity it will be 
pale who will speak truly, but rather the one who says all of this, <namely> that 
it will occur in a contingent manner. If this is so, it is clear that it was also 
possible for it not to occur, since it would not otherwise have been true that it 
would occur in a contingent manner. Therefore, let those who say this not judge 
what is still going to be378 from what has already occurred, but let them keep it as 
not yet having occurred and inquire whether it will occur of necessity.379 

Ammonius' point seems to be that predictions are possible and they do not 
rule out contingency.380 Take C,p to denote a contingent event and suppose that it 

I.e. the determinist argument developed in text (H). 
Ammonius is here hinting at the example of the new-born pale child mentioned in 
text (H). 
οι ταντα λέγοντος is probably a misprint since the sense requires λέγοντες. 
In Int. 145,9-18. 
According to R. Gaskin 1995, 155 n.39 Boethius would not "allow prediction of the 
simple truth of FCSs [future contingent statements], compatible with their 
contingency". But this does not seem to be Boethius' view, when e.g. he says: 
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is true at τ, so that (i) is satisfied. According to Ammonius nothing prevents us 
from admitting that C p̂ is true at any time before τ, in accordance with premisses 
(ii) and (iii) of the deterministic argument. The question is: in what sense is C,p 
true before τ, being a contingent proposition? Well, if we look at our analysis of 
the notions of definite and indefinite truth, the answer is clear: it is indefinitely 
true. Because of (i) C,p takes the assigned truth-value 1 at τ. Since by hypothesis 
the event denoted by C,p is the case in the real history of the world, it is simply 
true. It is precisely this situation which allows the possibility of Qp being truly 
predicted. On the other hand, Qp is contingent before τ, in the sense that it leaves 
open the possibility of the opposite. This means that the possibility for C,p of 
being false is not ruled out, or, if you prefer, that before τ the conditions which 
determine the event denoted by it are not yet given. We must expect therefore that 
in one of the possible histories of the world different from the "real" one C,p takes 
the assigned truth-value False. Therefore, Ctp is indefinitely true according to our 
definition. 

If this interpretation is correct, the whole point of Ammonius' refutation of 
determinism lies in the distinction between definite and indefinite truth. If every 
proposition were definitely true or false before the time to which the event 
denoted by it refers, no contingency would be allowed in the world. As he says 
with reference to a pair of contradictory contingent propositions concerning the 
future: 

(K) If one of these <the people foretelling the event> will be speaking truly in a 
definite manner, and the destruction of the contingent followed from the fact that 
one sentence of the contradiction is true in a definite manner, then it is apparent 
that the contingent will disappear from among the things which exist.381 

The claim is clear. Suppose that Cxp is not only plainly true, but definitely true 
before τ, for instance at τ-l, or, more precisely, in a node Sj whose level is less 
than τ. Then in no node developing from Sj can the assigned truth-value False be 
given to C,p and in this sense the future of C p̂ is by no means open. Its 
truth-value situation is settled and in this way Cj) is not different from present or 
past propositions. But there is no reason to assume that C^p should be definitely 
true before τ. We can assume that it is indefinitely true. Since indefinite truth does 
not rule out contingency, it may happen that one and the same proposition 
concerning the future is plainly true and contingent. In this way prediction does 
not imply necessity, since the fact that Cp is definitely true or false does not 
depend on its possibility of being predicted but rather on the nature of the event it 
denotes. In this way the deterministic argument is made ineffective. 

oportet enim in contingentibus ita aliquid praedicere, si vera erit enuntiatio, ut 
dicat quidem futurum esse aliquid, sed ita, ut rursus relinquat esse possibile, ut 
futurum non sit. (In Int., sec. ed. 213,7-10). I take it to mean that (i) it is possible to 
state a prediction; (ii) this prediction can be true; (iii) in order to be true the 
prediction should not be formulated as a necessary proposition, in the sense that it 
must have the form: 'it will be so, but it might be differently'. 
In Int. 143,17-20. 
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One might object to this view by repeating the deterministic argument. If 
Ctp is indefinitely true at Sj it is simply true. This means that C,p in due course 
will take the assigned truth-value 1 in the real history of the world. Therefore, the 
future of C,p at Sj is not at all open, since it is already decided that C,p will be true 
in the real world. In other words, the contingent state of C^p before τ is only 
apparent, since it does not play any role in the development of the real world. This 
difficulty, I believe, can be met by underlining the difference there is between 
being definitely and indefinitely true. What makes Cf> indefinitely true before τ is 
that the real development of the world at the stage in which Gp is evaluated is not 
yet fixed. We may refer to the future real history of the world, but how the world 
will evolve is still completely open. Therefore, what we actually say when we 
claim that C*p is indefinitely true at Sj is that C,p is true under the condition that 
the world develops in a certain way. And this condition is a real condition, 
because at Sj the future of C p̂ is still open. 

But again one might urge that at Sj C,p is either true or false. Then, since it 
is, say, true, then the "real" development of the world will be such and such and in 
this sense already determined. This statement would be true if Qp at Sj had an 
assigned truth-value. But this is not the case. Attributing a simple truth value to 
C,p does not depend on the fact that the course of the events is fixed in the future, 
but it is the consequence of admitting that there will be a future and a real history 
of the world, whatever it may be. In other words, what is simply true, by itself, is 
not part of the furniture of the world in the sense that it refers to events which are, 
in some sense, already there and which can be causally related to other events. 
That there is a sea-battle at τ is not a fact before τ nor is it causally implied by 
other facts which are already given, although the proposition which expresses this 
fact is true or false even before the actual obtaining of the fact. 

To admit such a possibility, we must concede that the relation between 
propositions and facts is not a temporal relation. This point is important because it 
marks a relevant difference between the traditional interpretation and Ammonius' 
view. As we have seen, the traditional interpretation is based on the idea that a 
proposition can only be said to be true or false, when the extra-linguistic 
conditions for this attribution are given. In the case of future contingent 
propositions these conditions do not obtain. Therefore, no truth-value can be 
assigned to them. What comes out from this view is that truth is a totally temporal 
notion, i.e. a notion which can only be applied when appropriate extra-linguistic 
conditions are the case. 

Notwithstanding its simplicity, one might feel this position unpalatable. 
From the fact that it is not true now that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow it 
cannot be inferred, according the traditional interpretation, that a sea-battle will 
not occur tomorrow. This looks not at all obvious and one might prefer to think of 
truth as something which is not completely given in time. Of course, the 
conditions which make a proposition true or false are given in time. It is in time 
that a sea-battle takes place and it is in time that an assigned truth-value is given 
to the corresponding proposition. But it does not follow from this that the 
predicate True can only be applied to a proposition when the corresponding 
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extra-linguistic conditions occur. If at some time a proposition becomes true in a 
proper sense, we are allowed to refer to this fact even before it happens. If "there 
is a sea-battle at τ" is T*-true, i.e. true in an assigned way at τ, so that the 
conditions for its truth are given at τ, then we can refer to the plain truth of this 
proposition at any time whatsoever. This does not mean that the conditions which 
make the proposition true are given at any time. By hypothesis, they are not given 
before τ. Nonetheless, if a sea-battle happens at τ the proposition "there is a 
sea-battle at τ" is in a sense "always" or simply true because once and for all it 
takes the truth-value 1 at τ. 

We cannot pursue any longer this inquiry which has deep and controversial 
philosophical implications. I would like to conclude this section by facing a 
further objection to our interpretation. Consider once more C,p with reference to 
figure (II). As we have seen, Qp is indefinitely true at Si and it becomes definitely 
true at S3. What makes the difference between its being indefinitely and definitely 
true is that when C ^ is indefinitely true, it is (simply) true and it admits the 
possibility (never fulfilled) of being false at a further node, while this possibility is 
ruled out once Gp becomes definitely true. Therefore, one might claim that, in 
some sense, if C,p is true, it is always true. But, according to Ammonius, what 
seems to be characteristic of propositions about contingent events is that they are 
not always true.382 Therefore, these propositions change their truth-value, which 
does not happen with C,p in our model. Thus, one might claim that since C,p is 
not a contingent proposition, it is necessary even when it is indefinitely true, and 
conclude that the interpretation proposed is inadequate to express Ammonius' 
view. 

I do not think that we should accept such a catastrophic conclusion. First of 
all, I am not sure that Ammonius' position about the modal operators is such that 
it simply allows us to equate necessity with what is always true and contingency 
with what is sometimes true and sometimes false. What he says is in almost all 
cases plainly compatible with the claim that a contingent proposition is such that 
it can have a different truth-value (even if it never changes it) and a necessary 
proposition is a proposition which cannot have a different truth-value. In this 
vein, a proposition which is necessary in an absolute sense is defined by him as a 
proposition whose predicate is in such a way always true of its subject that the 
subject cannot exist without the predicate.383 Taken in this way Ammonius' view 
about modalities would be perfectly consistent which the claim that Cjp is a 
contingent proposition and never changes its truth-value. 

There is however at least one passage where Ammonius seems to hold that 
in some cases the contingent members of a contradictory alternative are not 
always true. He says: 

(L) Therefore, it is clearly necessary for sentences said about contingent 
<things> (which he indicated by the elimination of the extremes, i.e. the 

382 Cp. e.g. In Int. 154,34-155,6. 
383 In Int. 153,13-15. 
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necessary and the impossible, of which he called the one 'what always exists' 
and the other 'what always does not exist') not in every case to have one 
member of the contradiction be true in a definite manner—which was what we 
were to investigate from the beginning—but either to have both members 
equally receptive of truth and falsity, as what is said contingents which are 
however it chances, or to have one member which is rather such as to be true and 
the other rather such as to be false, but not to have that which is true be always 
true nor that which is false be always false, which he <Aristotle> indicated by 
'but not already true or false'.384 

The first part of the passage is a standard repetition of Ammonius' position: there 
are cases in which truth and falsity do not apply to a pair of contradictory 
propositions in such a way that one is definitely true and the other definitely false, 
and this happens with equally contingent and in most cases contingent 
propositions, when, of course, they are referring to future events. What is difficult 
is the last part of the text where Ammonius seems to claim that in the cases in 
question the part of a contradiction which is true is not always true and the part 
which is false is not always false. This seems to imply that "tomorrow there will 
be a sea-battle", if it is true, it not always true, and this statement is against our 
interpretation. 

I have two possible answers to this objection. The first consists in supposing 
that Ammonius here uses 'always true' and 'always false' not in the proper 
temporal sense, but in the sense in which he says that he has taken the 
corresponding Aristotelian expressions at the beginning of the passage, i.e. as 
synonymous with 'necessary' and 'impossible'. In other words, what he claims is 
simply that "tomorrow there will a sea-battle" is a proposition which, if it is true, 
is not "always true", i.e. necessarily true, in the sense that it does not rule out the 
possibility of its being false. Since it does not rule out this possibility, it is not 
definitely true, as we have seen, and it is not necessary in an absolute way. 

The second possible answer depends on taking "the member which is true is 
not always true" as meaning 'the member which is true is not always definitely 
true', which fits our interpretation very well. "Tomorrow there will a sea-battle" is 
obviously not always true in a definite way: if it is true, it is indefinitely true 
before tomorrow, and it is only after tomorrow that it becomes either definitely 
true or definitely false. This interpretation of the passage has the advantage of 
making it easier to understand the meaning of expressions such as "both members 
of the contradiction are equally receptive of truth and falsity" or "one member is 
rather such as to be true and the other is rather such as to be false" by which 
Ammonius refers to propositions expressing contingent events that happen as 
often as not or for the most part.385 The truth and falsity which are in question here 
are clearly definite truth and falsity and not simple truth and falsity.386 Therefore, 

In Int. 154,34-155,6. The Aristotelian reference is at 19a39. 
On what is contingent "for the most part" (ως έπι το πολύ) and "equally" (en' ΐιτης) 
see also In Int. 142,1 ff. 
Pace R. Gaskin 1995,157 n.51. 
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it may also be that what is not always true is meant to be what is not always true in 
a definite way. 

V.3.8 

As is easy to guess, Ammonius was not the man who invented the theory we have 
tried to present. He did not possess the capacity for such a creative and difficult 
task. Moreover, the same theory can be found in Boethius and nowadays scholars 
are inclined to think that Boethius did not take it from Ammonius. There are 
similarities between the two commentators and the more natural way of explaining 
them is by supposing that they drew information from the same source in an 
independent way. 

The problem arises: what was the common source of Ammonius and 
Boethius? The question has been studied with reference more to Boethius than 
Ammonius and for the Latin commentator the answer seems to be: Porphyry.387 

However, there is no clear evidence for Ammonius. He quotes more than once 
Porphyry who seems to be his main source for the discussion of alternative 
readings of Aristotle's text.388 Sometimes he mentions some of his views with 
approval389 and in one case he says that he will follow Porphyry's theory in his 
exposition trying to make it clearer.390 From this evidence we cannot even infer 
that Ammonius had direct access to the works of Porphyry, since it may be that 
his quotations were taken from a later source. In fact, his main source seems to be 
Proclus, who is mentioned at the beginning of the commentary in a rather solemn 
way as the "divine teacher", having made Ammonius' work possible by his 
research on Aristotle.391 In the course of the commentary on Chapter 9 Iamblichus 
is quoted for the decisive step concerning the solution of the problem of how 
Gods can know contingent events.392 Here the distinction between having definite 
and indefinite knowledge of future contingents plays an important role, but it is 
not clear whether this distinction has something to do with the distinction between 

Cp. M. Mignucci 1987, 38-41. What is still in dispute is whether Boethius had 
direct access to Porphyry's commentary on the De Interpretatione or he only 
translated a Greek codex with marginalia mostly taken from Porphyry. On this 
question, which does not affect our problem very much, see J. Shiel 1958, 356-361 
and S. Ebbesen 1990, 375ff. 
For instance, a different reading of Int. 16b9-10 is attributed by Ammonius to 
Porphyry (In Int. 50,8-12) and the same happens with reference to Int. 16b22 (In Int. 
56,14-18). Again, Porphyry's discussion of Int. 17bl6 ff. is considered with his 
reading ίττο^αντικως instead of ίντιφατικως at Int. 17bl7 (In Int. 109,24 ff.), and a 
variant at Int. 19b24-25 is discussed by quoting Porphyry (In Int. 171,16). 
E.g. In Int. 32,35; 70,3 ff.; 99,8 ff. 
In Int. 94,25-28. 
In Int. 1,6-11. Strangely enough, Proclus is quoted only in another passage at 181,30 
ff. (cp. Stephanus, In Int. 46,25-26). 
In Int. 135,14. 
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definitely and indefinitely true or false propositions.393 At any rate, Iamblichus' 
point was well known to Proclus,394 and we can once more suppose that Proclus 
was the direct source of Ammonius. A prudent conclusion may be that Ammonius 
refers to a doctrine whose existence can be traced back to Porphyry. 

However, we could try to push our inquiry a step further by asking whether 
Porphyry was the creator of the doctrine. There are some testimonies which 
render the answer controversial. A passage of Simplicius must be taken into 
account, to which Richard Sorabji first attracted attention.395 A certain Nicostratus 
is mentioned in it, who is probably to be identified with the Nicostratus who got 
an honorific inscription at Delphi and was a Platonic philosopher whose acme has 
to be put in the middle of the second century AD.396 Simplicius reports that 
Nicostratus denied any truth-value to future contingent propositions, making of 
him a partisan of the traditional interpretation.397 If we are to trust Cicero's 
testimony, Nicostratus was not the only ancient follower of the traditional 
interpretation, since Epicurus was among its supporters.398 After Nicostratus 
Simplicius considers the position of the Peripatetics and he says: 

(M) But the Peripatetics say that the contradiction regarding the future is true or 
false, while it is by nature unseizable and uncertain which part of it399 is true and 
which part is false. For nothing prevents us from saying the contradiction with 
respect to any time, as for instance "it will be or it will not be", and each of the 
two parts contained in it, as for instance "it will be" or "it will not be", is already 

true or false in a definite way (αφωρισμΑνως) with respect to the present or 
past time. But those parts of a contradiction which are said with respect to the 
future are not yet (<η&η) true or false, and they will be true or false. Let these 
things be sufficient against (ηρός) Nicostratus.400 

One might think that the view of the Peripatetics is not clear. On the one hand, the 
fact that the adverb αφωρισμένως (407,10-11) is connected with rj αληθή vj ipevifj 
lets us imagine that Ammonius' doctrine is hinted at here. On the other hand, 
contingent propositions concerning past or present events are not opposed to 
future propositions which have an indefinite truth-value, as one might expect, but 
to propositions which are not yet true or false. That future contingent propositions 
are not yet true or false would not be admitted by Ammonius and this statement 
reminds us rather of the traditional interpretation. Were the Peripatetics referred 
to by Simplicius followers of the traditional interpretation or partisans of the same 
position Ammonius holds? 

393 In Int. 135,12 ff. 
3,4 El. Theol. 124 (110,10-13 Dodds); Theol. Plat. I 15 (69,10-12, 70,22-25, 74,9-16 

Saffrey-Westerink); Decern Dubitationes 6-8 (Boese). 
395 Cp. R. Sorabji 1980b, 92-93. 
396 Cp. K. Praechter 1973,101-113; J. Dillon 1977, 233-236. 
397 Simpl., In Cat. 406,13-16. 
m Cie., De Fato IX18; X 21; XVI37; Acad. Π 97. 
3,9 Adopting Kalbfleisch's suggestion I read at 407,7 πότερου ie ίιτται μόριον αύτης 

αληθές instead of ... αυτών αληθές. Cp. 407,9-10. 
400 In Cat. 407,6-14. 
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On reflection, I would be inclined to choose the second alternative. Suppose 
that the Peripatetics embraced the traditional interpretation. If Ρ is a future 
contingent proposition, the Principle of Bivalence does hold for P. But Simplicius 
at the beginning of our passage says that according to the Peripatetics "the 
contradiction regarding the future is true or false" and this statement can only 
mean that (PB) applies also to future contingent propositions. Moreover, if the 
Peripatetics adopted the traditional interpretation, they would have held the same 
view as Nicostratus. But the position of the latter is clearly opposed by Simplicius 
to the view of the Peripatetics.401 The conclusion is that the Peripatetics did not 
embrace the traditional interpretation. How can we explain then the view 
Simplicius attributes to them with respect to future contingent propositions? In 
what sense are these propositions not yet true or false? The question is easily 
answered if we admit that 'not yet true or false' means 'not yet definitely true or 
false', i.e. if we understand αφωριαμένως to be connected to rjivi μεν ουκ eVnv η 
αληθή <η φευ&η at 407,12-13. In this way the Peripatetics must be taken as 
representatives of the view defended by Ammonius.402 

Unfortunately, Simplicius does not tell us whom the Peripatetics holding the 
same view as Ammonius are. Nor does he give us any hint at identifying them. 
One might think that the Peripatetics were led to formulate their doctrine as a 
reaction to the position put forward by Nicostratus. If so, we have a terminus post 
quem for the origin of Ammonius' view and we might suppose that it was created 
before Porphyry in a Peripatetic milieu after the middle of the second century AD. 
The name of Alexander of Aphrodisias comes spontaneously to mind. But 
Simplicius' words assure neither the starting point nor the consequences of this 
interpretation. He uses the Peripatetic view against Nicostratus to show that his 

This remark has been made also by R. Sharpies 1978a, 263. 
Richard Sorabji has suggested to me another possible interpretation of what 
Simplicius says. It may be that he only pointed out that future contingent 
propositions are such that they eventually get a truth-value. Their view would still be 
different from Nicostratus' position. I have two worries about this interpretation. 
First of all, is the fact that a future contingent proposition becomes true or false 
eventually sufficient to warrant that the Principle of Bivalence holds 
unconditionally? I am not sure that we can easily give a positive answer to this 
question. Secondly, if for a future contingent proposition it is essential to become at 
some time true or false, the reference to a date or fixed time becomes crucial: (1*) 
surely becomes either true or false at τ. But what happens with a statement such as 
"it will be raining" (without the addition of a date)? Suppose that tomorrow it does 
not rain. Can we say that it is false? Of course not, because it may be raining the day 
after tomorrow. Until it does rain we cannot attribute a truth-value to our statement, 
and so it may never happen that it receives a truth-value. One might retort that the 
interpretation of indefinitely true or false propositions is also focused on dated 
future contingent propositions and it cannot be extended to every kind of non -dated 
future-tensed statements. However, since their truth or falsity is not strictly 
dependent on the time of their utterance, I think that it is not impossible to 
accommodate the theory underlying the distinction between indefinite and definite 
truth (falsity) to cover also the case of "it will be raining". 
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position is not the only possible one. But this does not mean that the Peripatetics 
themselves elaborated their conception to avoid Nicostratus' view. To make 
things worse, the position of Alexander about future contingents which is known 
to us from his remaining works is far from being clear. We cannot examine this 
question here. It is sufficient to remember that some scholars who have studied 
this problem at length are inclined to think that Alexander was rather near to the 
traditional interpretation, although the Greek commentator is never explicit on this 
point.403 Therefore, no relevant clue can be extracted from the Simplicius passage 
to find a way out for our question. 

There is however another testimony which has led some scholars to 
associate the origin of Ammonius' doctrine with the Peripatetics near to 
Alexander.404 I am referring to a passage in the Quaestiones traditionally 
attributed to Alexander, but in fact made up of rather heterogeneous materials.405 

This is true especially for the Quaestio which interests us, i.e. Quaest. 1 4.406 In the 
last part of it an allusion is made to a doctrine which is prima facie similar to 
Ammonius' position. There are two passages where αφαιρισμένως is used in 
connection with the truth and falsity of a contradictory pair of future contingent 
propositions. The first of them runs as follows: 

(N) And further, if that is possible from which, if it is supposed that it is the 
case, nothing impossible results; and if, from everything of which the opposite is 
truly said beforehand, there results, if it is supposed that it is the case, something 
impossible, i.e. that the same thing both is and is not at the same time; then none 
of those things, of which one part of the contradiction referring to the future is 
true definitely (αφωρισμένως άλ-ηθβς eariv) would be the case contingently. But 
they say that in all cases one part of the contradiction is true definitely 
(άφωρισμένως αληθές είναι).407 

The Greek is in a rather poor condition and it is not very easy to follow the 
development of the argument in favour of determinism outlined here. The main 
idea seems to be that if a contingent proposition such as (1*) is definitely true 
before τ, then it is necessary, because the hypothesis that the negation of (1*) is 
true entails a contradiction. What is important to underline is that in the last lines 
of the passage a sort of Principle of Bivalence is laid down with reference to 
definitely true propositions, which says that either [P] or [—>P] is definitely true. 
We can express it formally as follows: 

403 Cp. R. Sharpies 1978a, 264; 1983a, 11-12. See also R. Sorabji 1980, 92-93 and 
especially p. 93 n. 5; D. Frede 1984, 286. 

404 Cp. D. Frede 1970, 26; R. Sharpies 1978a, 264; id., 1982, 38-39; R. Sorabji 1980, 
93 n.10. 

405 On the Quaestiones see R. Sharpies 1990, 83-111. In particular for Quaest. I 4 
which will be at issue here see I. Bruns 1889; M. Mignucci 1981, 198-204; R. 
Sharpies 1982,23-38. 

406 Cp. R. Sharpies 1982, 24-25. 
407 Quaest. 14 12,13-18. Following Bruns I delete m at 12,13 and I add συμ&ησεται at 

12,15. For an analysis of this passage see also I. Brans 1889, 627-628. The 
translation is taken from R. Sharpies 1992. 
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(PB*) Td*[P] V Td*[-"P] 

where, of course, 'Td*[P]' stands for 'P is definitely true'. The relevant point is to 
see whether the predicate 'definitely true' which is mentioned here is the same as 
the predicate used by Ammonius, i.e. whether 'Td*' can be reduced to 'Td '. The 
simple fact that the same expression 'definitely true' is used is not a sufficient 
reason to give an affirmative answer to our question. It might be that ίφωρισμένως 
αληθές used in the Quaestio has the same meaning as Ammonius' expression, but 
that is neither necessary by itself nor imposed by the context, α^ωρισμχνως αληθές 
might simply refer to what is already true with respect to what is not yet true. 
From this point of view the deterministic argument would have its main point in 
the premiss that even future contingent propositions always have a truth-value. 
But if C,p is true even before τ then it is always true and therefore necessarily 
true.408 

The answer of the author of the Quaestio to the deterministic argument 
contains the other occurrence of αφωρισμένως αληθές. He says: 

(O) But if it is alike possible for the same thing to come to be and not to come to 
be, how is it not absurd to say, in the case of these things, that one part of the 
contradiction spoken beforehand is true definitely (άφωρισμένως αληθές), and 
the other false, when the thing in question is alike capable of both?409 

Unfortunately, here it is not clear either what άφωρισμένοΛς αληθές means. The 
core of the answer to the deterministic argument is that it is inconsistent to 
maintain that every proposition is definitely true or definitely false and that there 
are contingent events. If (1*) is always true in a definite way, then there is no 
possibility that the event denoted by it does not obtain. But it is absurd to reject 
the existence of contingent events. Therefore, it cannot be admitted that every 
proposition always has a definite truth-value. The question is: shall we infer that 
future contingent propositions have an indefinite truth-value or must the 
conclusion rather be that these propositions have no truth-value at all? If we give 
the first answer, we have Ammonius' view and we are entitled to say that the 
doctrine was born among the pupils of Alexander. On the other hand, if we prefer 
the second answer, we have to reckon Alexander's school among the supporters 
of the traditional interpretation and the problem of the origin of Ammonius' 
theory is left in the dark. Needless to say, we would like to embrace the first 
answer, because it gives a nice solution to our problem. But it would be unfair to 
adopt it simply because it offers an explanation of what we are looking for. I do 
not see any reason to prefer the first interpretation to the second. In our passage it 
is not said to what ίφωριαμένως αληθές is opposed, and it might be contrasted 
either to what is indefinitely true or to what is not yet true. Consequently, the 
author of the Quaestio might be equally a forerunner of Ammonius or a follower 
of Nicostratus. 

N. Kretzmann 1998, 27-28 expresses similar worries about the interpretation of this 
passage. 
Quaest. 14 13,26. Also here I follow Sharpies' translation. 
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Although we do not know where his view ultimately comes from, 
Ammonius' doctrine is far from being uninteresting in an historical and 
philosophical perspective. Its commitment to an atemporal theory of truth, on the 
one hand, and its exploiting of the notions of necessity and possibility, on the 
other, clearly show how ample the range of the problems involved is and how 
modern they are.410 

This is a further revised version of a paper that appeared originally as: 'Ammonius 
on Future Contingent Propositions', in M. Frede and G. Striker 1996, 279-310 and, 
revised, as: 'Ammonius' Sea Battle', in D. Blank and N. Kretzmann 1998,53-86. 
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