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Introduction by Marilyn McCord Adams

HACKETT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Indianapolis | Cambridge

PREFACE

In this volume we are presenting the first English translation of
William Ockham'’s Tractatus de praedestinatione et de praescientia De
et de futuris contingentibus. The three Appendices contain the first
complete English translations of closely related discussions from
Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, Commentary
on Aristotle’s De interpretatione, and Summa logicae. Except for the
translation of Chapter 9 of Aristotle’s De inferpretatione in Appen-
dix 11, all the translations are based on the editions prepared by
Philotheus Boehner, O.F.M. These editions were published in The
Traclatus de Praedestinatione et de Praescientia Dei et de Futuris Con-
tingentibus of William Ockham. Edited with a Study on the Medieval
Problem of a Three-Valued Logic (“Franciscan Institute Publications”
No. 2); St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: The Franciscan Institute, 1945. We
gratefully acknowledge the permission granted us by the Francis-
can Institute to publish these translations.

We are especially grateful to Barbara Ensign Kretzmann and
Robert Merrihew Adams, who helped in many ways in the prepara-
tion of this book.

Marilyn McCord Adams
Norman Kretzmann

Ann Arbor and Ithaca
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INTRODUCTION

OCKHAM’S LIFEkAND THE DATE OF THE
TREATISE =

William Ockham, a highly influential philosopher of the four-
teenth century and one of the most important logicians of the
Middle Ages, was born before 1290 (c.1285), probably in the vil-
lage of Ockham, near London. He entered the Franciscan order
while still quite young and began studying theology at Oxford
around 1309, when the work of Duns Scotus (d.1308) was very
influential here. We have no reason to think that the pattern of
Ockham’s years at Oxford deviated from the course normal for
students of theology at that time: five years of study followed by
two years of cursory lectures on the Bible, two more years of lec-
tures on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, and a four-year period
during which no teaching was done but preaching and formal
disputation were allowed. Ockham commented on the Sentences
between 1317-19, thereby attaining the rank of formed bachelor
(baccalarius formatus). Although he spent. the following two years
completing the requirements for a master of theology degree,
Ockham never became a regent master (magister actu regens), oc-
cupying the Franciscan chair, because others were in line ahead of
him and because his appointment was opposed by the chancellor
of the university, John Lutterell. Probably, after finishing his
studies, Ockham went to the studium generale of the London Cus-
tody, where he taught and wrote philosophy until 1324, complet-
ing all of his nonpolitical works. In 1323 Lutterell appeared be-
fore the pope in Avignon with a list of 56 allegedly heretical
theses taken from Ockham’s writings. Ockham was summoned to

1
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vxghon to answer these charges in 1324. After two years’ delib-
~ eration, a papal commission found 51 propositions open to cen-
sure, although none was formally condemned by the pope.
Toward the end of his four years in Avignon, however, Ockham
became involved in a quarrel between the Franciscan order and
the pope, John XXII, over Franciscan poverty. Assigned to re-
search the issue by the minister general of the order, Michael of
Cesena, Ockham concluded that John XXII had contradicted the
Gospels and earlier papal pronouncements and was thus no true
pope. Fearing an official condemnation of their position, Ockham
and other leading Franciscans left Avignon in 1328, taking thfe
seal of the order with them, whereupon they were excommuni-
cated. In Pisa they came under the protection of Louis of Bavaria,
whose election as Holy Roman Emperor the pope did not recog-
nize. Settling with Louis at Munich, Ockham wrote many political
treatises against John XXII and his successors. According to his
epitaph, Ockham died at Munich on April 10, 1347, perhaps of
the black plague. ’

Ockham’s Treatise on Predestination, God’s Foreknowledge, and
Future Contingents was written before 1324, about the same time as
the Summa Logicae (and hence as the material in our Appendix
II), and a couple of years after the completion of his Ordinatio
(Book I of his Sentence-commentary) and Perihermenias-
commentary (and hence after the passages in our Appendices I
and II, respectively).!

ANALYSIS OF THE TREATISE

Ockham’s main business in this Treatise is to resolve problems
for Christian theology, arising from its acceptance of the philo-
sophical claim that some things are both future and contingent.?
Briefly, an event, action, or state of affairs is contingent, if and
only if it is both possible for it to be and possible for it not to be.?

'For further information on Ockham’s life and works, see Gedeon Gail,
“William Ockham,” The New Catholic Encyclopedia, McGraw Hill, N.Y., 1967, vol.14.
Pp.932-5, as well as his introductions to the new critical editions of Ockham’s
works.

+ *For information on treatises of this sort before Ockham, see J- Groblicki, De
scientia Dei futurorum contingentium secundum S. Thomam eiusque primos sequaces.
Cracow: University Press, 1938; and J. Isaac, Le Peri Hermeneias en Occident de Bosce
d Saint Thomas, Paris: J. Vrin, 1953,

3The senses of ‘necessary’, ‘possible’, ‘contingent’, and ‘impossible’ most rele-

vant to the discussion in the Treatise are explained more precisely on pp. 5-7
below.
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Ockham takes it to be part of Christian doctrine (i) that ‘Peter will
be saved’ and the like are future contingent propositions, and (ii)
that God has infallible foreknowledge of future contingents. But
Aristotle’s fatalistic arguments in De interpretatione, Chapter 9,
seem to imply that (i) and (ii) are incompatible.* Ockham responds

and God’s foreknowledge as well..

The remainder of this Introduction provides some back-
ground for a study of Ockham’s Treatise. ' We shall begin (in Part I)
with his exposition of -Aristotle’s fatalistic arguments, together
with his solution of the problems arising from them. Then (in
Parts II-1V) we shall see how Ockham applies his view about
truth and future contingents to handle four related topics.

i

I. Fatalism, God’s Foreknowledge, and

Predestination: ' ‘

Briefly, fatalism is the view that whatever happens must hap-
pen of necessity and whatever does not happen of necessity does
not happen at all; According to the fatalist, it is never both possi-
ble that something will happen and possible that it will not hap-
pen. That is, the fatalist denies that any events, actions, or states
of affairs are contingent, It is generally taken to be an obvious
consequence of fatalism that nothing a man does is ever really up
to him. What he has done he had to do; and what he will do he
must do.5

Many philosophers, including Aristotle, have thought that
this highly implausible conclusion could be deduced from appar-
ently impeccable principles of logic. In his De interpretatione, Chap-
ter 9, Aristotle argues for this conclusion along the following line.
Every singular proposition,® whether about the past or about the
future, is either true or false. (The generalized form of this prin-

*A translation of the medieval Latin text of this chapter is included as part of
Appendix II, pp. 96— 109 below. Cf. J.L. Ackrill's translation of the original Greek
in Aristotle’s Categories and De Interpretatione, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963,

*On fatalism see Antony Flew’s article “Precognition",(Encyclopedia of Philoso-
phy, Vol. VI, pp. 436441, especially, Pp- 438-39) and Richard Taylor’s article
“Determinism” (Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Vol.ll, pp. 359-373).. .

°A singular proposition is a proposition the subject term of which is a proper
name or a definite description—e.g., ‘Socrates’, ‘the man to-whom you introduced
me yesterday’, ‘her only brother’,
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ciple is sometimes called “the principle of bivalence” because it
recognizes only two truth-values, excluding for propositions any
middle ground between being true and being false. It is some-
times described as a “law of thought” because it has been com-
monly taken to be not only unexceptionable but also one of the
principles on which all reasoning is founded.) Consider some sﬁn-
gular proposition about the future—‘The Empire State Building
will be colored white on January 1, 2068’. Either that proposition
is true or it is false. But, so the reasoning goes, if it is true now
that the Empire State Building will be colored white at that time,
then nothing that can occur between now and January 1, 2068,
can prevent it from being colored white then. In fact, if it is true
" now that the Empire State Building will be colored white on Janu-
ary 1, 2068, then it always was true. Consequently, it never was
possible for anything or anyone to prevent the Empire State
Building from being colored white at that-time. On the other
hand, if that proposition is now and always has been false, then it
never was possible for anything or anyone to bring it about that
the building will be colored white then. Thus, if it is now and
always has been true that the Empire State Building will be
colored white at that time, then the Empire Building will of neces-
sity be colored white at that time; and if it is now and always has
been false that the building will be colored white at that time, then
it is impossible that the Empire State Building will be colored white
on January 1, 2068. No matter how much anyone deliberates
about the color of the building, no matter what steps are taken to
give it that color then or to prevent it from having that color, it
will make no difference. What will be will be of necessity. Obvi-
ously, if these observations hold regarding our example, they hold
regarding any and every singular proposition about the future.
But every event, action, or state of affairs either is now or was at
some time future. The general conclusion, then, is that no events,
actions, or states of affairs are contingent.

The crux of this line of reasoning is the inference from the
hypothesis that a singular proposition of the form % will be A at tn’
is true (or is false) at every time prior to ¢n to the conclusion that
at tn x will be A (or will not be A) necessarily. Many philosophers
have challenged this step in the argument. In his commentary on
De interpretatione, Chapter 9, Ockham understands the inference
as depending on special notions of modality, truth, and falsity.”

7Ockham’s interpretation of Aristotle’s two arguments is substantially the same
as that of Boethius and Thomas Aquinas. G.E.M. Anscombe has contested this
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The modalities at issue are not logical, but real: p is contin-
gent in the relevant sense, if and only if there is a potency in

\ ‘.things @in re.bus) for b and a potency in things for not-p; necessary,
- if and only if there is no potency in things for not-p; and impossi-

ble, where there is no potency in things for p. From one side, such
potencies are measured causally: if something is causally sufficient
for p, there is no potency in things for not- and p is necessary;
but where nothing is causally sufficient for p and ndthing for
not-p, .there is a potency for each (potentia ad utrumlibet) in things
and p is contingent. From another side, contingency may be iden-

tified with ontological indeterminateness, by appeal to the princi-
ple that ‘ i

(T1) where there is a potency for opposites, the potency for p (not-p)

does not survive the reduction of the potency for not-p (p) to
act. ) '

If in the past there was a potency for opposites—say a potency for
Peter’s denying Christ and a potency for Peter’s not denying
Christ—the one has now been actualized to the exclusion of the
Qt!ler—Peter’s denial has cancelled whatever potency there was in
things for his' not denying Christ on that occasion. Thus, Ockham
will say that merely past events, actions, or states or affairs, such as
Peter’s denial, are necessary,® not in the sense that their
opposites—e.g., Peter’s never having denied Christ—are logically
impossible, but in the sense that there is no longer any potency in
things for their being otherwise. To mark the distinction, some
logicians referred to this as “necessity per accidens.”® Where the
double potency of contingency remains, neither p nor not- has
been determinately actualized yet.

Thus, O_ckham follows standard medieval interpretation
when he ascribes to Aristotle

(T2) x’s being A at tm is determinate at in, if and only if there is no

potency in things at tn for x’s not being (having been, bein
going to be) A at tm. :

traditional interpretation in her article “Aristotle and the Sea Battle” (Mind, Vol.

LXV (1956), pp. 1--15), and much discussion has followed. See Part V of the Bib-
liographies below.

8E.g., Question I, Objection 2, p.38 below; cf. p- 38 below, n.14. Sec also As-
sumption 3, pp. 46-47 below. :
°See William of Sherwood, Introduction to Logic, translated by Norman
Kretzmann, University of Minnesota, 1966, chapter 1, section 23, p. 41.
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‘ alohg with the view that propositions are true or false according as
" they correspond oy fail to correspond with re'allt:y.10 Because, by
" (T2), everything past or present is detern}mate, propositions
solely about the past or present have determmate truth-value. So
do propositions about future things nece_ss1tated by past or pres-
ent things. But since singular future contingent propositions rep-
resent a double potentiality or “gap” in actuality that has yet to be
filled in, there must be a corresponding “gap” in truth-values.!!
That is,

(T3) “ is (was, will be) A at ¢m’ is determinately true at tn,.if and oply
if there is no potency in things at tn for x’s not being (having
been, being going to be) A at tm, -

and

(T4) “x is (was, will be) A attm’ is determinately false at in, if‘and only
: g if there is no potency in things at in for x’s being (having been,
ciini 0 being going to be) A at tm.A?

Just as, by (T2), things (events, actions, states of affairs) are de-
terminate (or indeterminate) only at a given time, so singular
propositions are determinately true or determinately false (if at
all), not absolutely, but at a given time.!3 Propositions about fu-
ture contingents will not, so long as they are future, satisfy either
(T3) or (T4) and so will be neither determinately true nor deter-
minately false. This does not mean, Ockham cautions, that the
disjunction of a singular future contingent proposition and its
denial lacks truth value. Quite the contrary, it is always true, be-
cause future contingents will be rendered determinate one way or
the other at the future time in question.!*

Returning to Aristotle’s fatalistic arguments, Ockham repre-
sents the key inference of the first in these words: “what happens
fortuitously is no more determined to one part than to the
other—i.e., no more determined to being than to not being.
Therefore, if it is determined that this will be, or that it will not
be, it happens not fortuitously but of necessity.”!® In view of the
allegedly Aristotelian truth-conditions in (T3) and (T4), however,

%See Appendix 11, p. 101 and 105.

See Appendix 11, pp. 105 and 106 below. See also Treatise, Assumption 5, pp.
47-48 below, and Summa Logicae 11,c.33; OPh I, p. 317.

128ee Appendix II, p. 105 below,

13See, e.g., Appendix II, p. 104 below.

14See Appendix II, p. 105 below,

15 Appendix 11, p. 98 below.
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if * will be A’ is determinately true now (or determinately false
now), it is determinate now that x will be A (or determinate now
that x will not be A). Therefore, if % will be A’ is determinately
true now (or determinately false now), there is now no potency in
things for x not to be going to be A (for x being going to be A) and
x will of necessity come to be A (or not come to be A). And in
general, if every singular proposition about the future is either
determinately true or determinately false, then nothing occurs (or
fails to occur) contingently but all things occur (or fail to occur) of
necessity. R SN AT ‘

Ockham exposes the nerve of Aristotle’s second argument in
this passage: “This argument is based on. the proposition that a
singular proposition true about the past is necessary. Therefore if
‘this is white’ is true now, ¢ “this will be white” was true’ is neces-
sary. Consequently, it is necessary that it happen, and it cannot
come about otherwise.”'® If ‘“x will be white” was true’ is neces-
sary about the past, then something actual in the past necessitated
x’s being white now, so that there was no potency in the way things
were then for x’s not being white now. It follows that x did not
come to be white contingently but necessarily. Thus, if every sin-
gular proposition about the future is determinately true or de-
terminately false, everything that happens happens necessarily.

Aristotle draws the further consequence that the efficacy of
deliberation would be destroyed. For, on the medieval reading, he
held that

(T5) future free actions are among the future contingents.

Ockham goes so far as to say that “ . . . nothing of which the
Philosopher speaks here is fortuitously contingent except what is
in the power of someone acting freely or depends on such an
agent ...”'" But if every singular proposition were either deter-
minately true or determinately false, “there would be no need to
deliberate or to take trouble, since from the fact that it is deter-
mined [it follows that] it will occur as it was determined from the
outset, whether or not we deliberate”'® Aristotle’s reasoning is
remarkably fallacious: if everything came to pass of necessity, our
deliberations would come to pass just as necessarily as our actions.
Nevertheless, (T3)-(T5) do combine with the original
hypothesis—that every singular proposition is either determi-

15Appendix II, p. 99 below.
'"Appendix 11, p. 106 below.
18Appendix 11, p. 101 below.
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nately true or determinately false—to yield Aristotle’s conclusion.
On the medieval interpretation, he takes it to be a reductio ad ab-
surdum of the original hypothesis; and, refusing to give up his
belief in human freedom, he admits exceptions to the principle of
bivalence where singular future contingent propositions are
concerned. '

As philosophers and logicians, Ockham and other medievals
were fascinated with the idea that such a substantive metaphysical
position as fatalism might follow from impeccable princip.lefs of
logic together with plausible assumptions about truth-conditions.
" But their interest in Aristotle’s fatalistic arguments was intensified

when they saw how additional theological problems could be de-
rived from them. Two sets of arguments advanced by Ockham’s
opponents in the Treatise do just that.

(a) Arguments (1), (2), and (4) in Question 11, Article I of the
Treatise (pp. 54—55) make use of Aristotle’s arguments to chal-
lenge

(T6) God has determinate knowledge of future contingents.

Arguments (1) and (4) are substantially alike except that (1) omits
the first premiss found in (4); both contend that if there are any
future contingents (if anything is indeterminate), then God has no
determinate knowledge of them. Replying to argument (1), Ock-
ham acknowledges its Aristotelian underpinnings by citing his As-
sumption 5, where he has explained in detail how Aristotle’s posi-
tion yields a dential of (T6).'® The reasoning developed there mir-
rors the account found in his commentary on Aristotle’s De inter-
pretatione, Chapter 9, where he explicitly concludes that Aristotle
“would say that God does not know one part of such a contradic-
tion more than the other; neither is known by God.”*

Argument (2) goes the other way around: if God has deter-
minate knowledge of one or the other part of a contradiction in-
volving future contingents, then one or the other part is determi-
nately true—i.e., the doctrine of God’s universal foreknowledge
entails the principle of bivalence as applied to all singular propo-
sitions. But as shown above,?! it follows from the principle of biva-
lence together with the Aristotelian truth conditions (T3) and (T4)
that deliberation is in vain.

YTreatise, p.55.

20 A ppendix 11, p. 105 below; cf. Summa Logicae 111 (3), ch.30 (Appendix 111, p.
110 below.)

210n pp. 10-11 above.
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(b) The objector’s argument in Question 1, Objection 2 (p. 38)
qf the Treatise begins with an appeal to the principle of the neces-
sity of t.he past, which is then applied to the proposition ‘Peter is
predestinate.” The objector and Ockham agree that at least part of
what that proposition means is that Peter will be granted supreme
blessedpess on the day of judgment. Thus, even though ‘Peter is
predestinate’ is a present-tense proposition, consideration of it in-
V'O'IVCS one in the Aristotelian problems regarding singular propo-
smons.about the future. The argument is to the effect that if
‘Peter is predestinate’ is true now, there will never again be any
potency in the way things are for Peter’s not being granted su-
preme blessedness in the future. But in that case Peter will be
granted supreme blessedness necessarily, and his receiving su-
preme blessedness or eternal punishment in no way depends on
his deliberation hereafter or, indeed, on any subsequent event,
created or divine—which is contrary to the faith. The objector
assumes in accordance with the faith that we must say that the
tl.”l.lth or falsity of some propositions—and in particular of propo-
sitions about one’s eternal destiny—depends in part on human
deliberation and choice. And he intends to show that since it is
only with respect to indeterminate things that deliberation and
choice can conceivably make a difference, it must be the case that
some propositions—such as ‘Peter is predestinate’—are about in-
determinate things and hence neither determinately true nor de-
terminately false.

_The strategy of the objection parallels that of Aristotle’s re-
dyctzo arguments. It begins with a specific application of the prin-
ciple of bivalence to singular propositions about the future and
f.rom that principle, together with the Aristotelian truth condi-
tions (T3) and (T4), deduces the conclusion (absurd from a
fourteenth-century Christian point of view) that a man’s receiving
supreme blessedness or eternal punishment has nothing to do
with his deliberation or choice. The rejection of that absurd con-
clusion leads the objector to an Aristotelian denial of the principle
of bivalence as applied to singular propositions in the specific case
of singular future contingent propositions.

Thus, all three of these objectors’ arguments (the first and
third considered under (a) and the second considered under (b)
above) may be seen to depend more or less explicitly on Ockham’s
account of Aristotle’s stipulations regarding determinate truth
and determinate falsity.

The substance of Ockham'’s replies to these objections is dic-
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tated by the need to preserve the doctrine of God’s universal
foreknowledge in the face of the contention that (T5) future free
actions are future contingents. Conceding the validity of these
arguments, Ockham seems to regard them as a reductio ad absur-
dum of the Aristotelian truth-conditions on which they rest. He
apparently reasons that if the Aristotelian conditions in (T2)-(T4)
for being determinate, determinately true, and determinately
false, respectively, are accepted, conclusions incompatible with
truth and the faith must be granted; hence (T2)-(T4) must be
replaced with others that permit an unproblematic application of
the principle of bivalence to every singular future contingent
proposition.

Ockham’s alternatives can be reconstructed from his many
remarks (in the Treatise and elsewhere) on the way in which singu-
lar future contingent propositions are determinately true and de-
terminately known by God. For (T2), he substitutes

(T7) x’s being A at tm is determinate at tn, if and only if at some time or
other there is (was, will be) no potency in things for x’s not
being (having been, being going to be) A at tm,

which allows a thing future relative to tn to be determinate at tn,
even if nothing real or actual in the past or present relative to in
necessitates its future existence, provided that something that
exists at some time or other settles its future existence. By contrast
with (T2), (T7) makes being determinate only trivially time-
relative, because the fact that something—e.g., Peter’s denial of
Christ—is actual at some time or other suffices—on (T7)—to
make it determinate at any and every time.

Assenting to the fundamental thesis of Aristotelian truth-
theory-—viz., that propositions are determinately true or determi-
nately false as they correspond or fail to correspond with what is
determinately actual—Ockham likewise replaces (T3) and (T4) with

(T8) 'x is (was, will be) A attm’ is determinately true at in, if and only
if at some time or other there is (was, will be) no potency in
things for x’s not being (having been, being going to be) A atim

and
(T9) “x is (was, will be) A at tm’ is determinately false at ¢n, if and only

if at some time or other there is (was, will be) no potency in
things for x’s being (having been, being going to be) A at tm,

which close the truth-value gaps where future contingents are
concerned and restore the principle of bivalence. On Ockham’s
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~view, every singular future contingent proposition is either de-
terminately true or determinately false, and the doctrine of God’s
‘universal foreknowledge is preserved. :

Ockham insists that his solution does not compromise the
efficacy of human deliberation and choice either. According to
(T3) and (T4), the determinate truth (falsity) of a proposition at a
time is settled by something real or actual in the past or present
relative to that time and so is something past relative to any later
time. Hence, if p is true’ is true (false) now, ‘» was true’ will be

necessary (impossible) at any later time; as Ockham’s Aristotelian
opponents stipulate,

(T'10) Every proposition true (false) about the present relative to one
time has corresponding to it a necessary (impossible) proposi-
tion about the past relative to a later time.2?

By contrast, (T8) and (T9) allow that where future contingents are
concerned the past or present truth of a proposition may be some-
thing yet to be settled by what will become actual in the future. In
such cases, Ockham says that the proposition is true in such a way
that it can be false and can never have been true, since nothing
real or actual excludes the potency for the opposite.2* Thus, he
maintains that (T'10) applies only where “propositions are about
the present as regards both their wording and their subject matter
(secundum vocem et secundum rem)” and not otherwise.?* Apparently,
a proposition of whatever tense is about the future as regards its
subject matter (secumdum rem), if it is exponible by such in the way
in which ‘God foreknew from eternity “Peter will deny Christ” ’ is.
And Ockham concludes that “just as this or that future contingent
contingently will be, so God knows that it contingently will be, for
if He knows it, He can not know that it will be”?® And if neither
the past truth nor God’s past foreknowledge of future contingents
falls under the necessity of the past, the Aristotelian argument
that His determinate knowledge of them would destroy the
efficacy of human deliberation and choice, fails.

Thus, just as the objectors’ arguments in Question I, Objec-
tion 2, and in (1), (2), and (4) of Question II, Article I, are based
on the Aristotelian truth-theory (in (T8) and (T4)), so Ockham’s
replies are grounded on his own alternative theory (in (T8) and
22See Assumption 3, pp. 46—7 below.

23Treatise. q.1,p. 42; q.2.a.4. Part One, p.67.

*4Assumption 3, pp. 46— 7 below. Cf. Ordinatio 1,d.38,q.1 P; Appendix 1, p.92
o below.
*Treatise, q.2,2.4 L, p.67.
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" (T9)). Several of the more important features of Ockham’s trth-
theory are brought out in Assumptions 2, 3, and 4 of the Treatise.

II. The Ontological Status of Predestination
and Reprobation:

Another of the essential applications Ockham makes of his
view of future contingents in the Treatise is to the problem qf the
nature of predestination (and reprobatiqn). He takes particular
pains to reject two theories relating to thls proplem. The ﬁrgt of
these (Theory 1) is the view that predestination is a “real relation
(the relata of which are the predestinate person ar}d God): Tl}e
second (Theory 2) is the view that active predestination consists in
and passive predestination depends on acts of God’s will in the
past—acts that, because they are past, cannot be lchanged and
that, because they are acts of God’s will, cannot be obstructed.

According to Theory 1, considered at the very outset of
Question 1 of the Treatise, to say that a person is predestinate now
is to say, at least in part, that there is something real—the fqrm of
passive predestination—inhering in that person now. The inher-
ence of this real form necessitates that person’s receiving supreme
blessedness on the day of judgment. Thus from ‘Peter is predesti-
nate’ one may validly infer ‘On the day of judgment God will give
Peter supreme blessedness.” Moreover, according to Theory 1, the
truth now (at tn) of ‘Peter is predestinate’ is settled by what is
actual at in—viz., the inherence of the form of passive predesti-
nation in Peter. Consequently, at any time tm after tn ‘Peter was
predestinate’ will be necessary. Thus at any time ¢m after (n it will
be necessary that on the day of judgment God will give Peter su-
preme blessedness.

On the basis of this consequence Ockham proceeds to reduce
Theory 1 to an absurdity, employing the strategy to be found both
in his reply to Question I, Objection 2, and in Assumption 2. His
own position, the indirect conclusion of the reductio ad absurdum, is
that there is no form of passive predestination inhering in Peter at
or before tn in virtue of which ‘Peter is predestinate’ is true at in.

Theory 2 is embodied in Question I, Objections 3 and 3a,
where it is invoked as the basis of an attempt to reduce to an
absurdity the view that the predestination or reprobation of any
person is something to be settled by what will be actual in the
future. To say that Peter is predestinate is, as the word ‘predesti-
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' nate’ suggests, to say that God has in the past determined Peter’s

eternal destiny by an act of His will. Since God has willed that
Peter is to be saved, if Peter can thereafter by an act of his own
will commit the sin of final impenitence and thereby bring about
his own damnation, it follows that God’s will can be obstructed by
Peter’s will. But this is inconsistent with the doctrine of divine
omnipotence, according to which ‘God wills that p is true’ entails ‘p
is true’, and hence absurd. Thus, if what has been actual in the
past settles it that God willed that p be true, in such a way that
there is now no potency in things for His willing that p be false, it
has also been settled that p is true, in such a way that there is now
no potency in things for p’s falsity. If God has willed that Peter
will be saved, then, since God is omnipotent, Peter follows the
divine will necessarily and cannot commit the sin of final impeni-
tence that would bring about his damnation.

Ockham’s rejection of Theory 2 is best understood in the
light of a distinction between the antecedent and consequent dis-
posing will of God. Although Ockham never introduces this dis-
tinction explicitly in the Treatise, a number of his remarks seem to
presuppose it.2¢ In Ordinatio, Distinction 46, Question I, B, Ock-
ham takes note of this and other technical distinctions regarding
the divine will: “it is commonly said that the will of God is
twofold —viz., the disposing will (voluntas beneplaciti) and the re-
vealed will (voluntas signi). [The revealed will] is distinguished into
these five: prohibition, precept, counsel, fulfillment, and permis-
sion. Similarly, the disposing will is distinguished into the antece-
dent and consequent will"?” The revealed will consists of God’s
commands to men and is not at issue here. The disposing will of
God is whatever ‘God is pleased to bring about. Regarding the
consequent disposing will Ockham says that it is that “by which God
wills efficaciously in positing something in being.”?® According to
Christian doctrine nothing is brought about (“posited in being”)
or continues to be unless God wills that it be brought about or
continue. That is, as regards the consequent disposing will of God,
‘p is true’ entails ‘God wills that  is true’. On the other hand,
Ockham observes that “nothing occurs contrary to the consequent
disposing will of God,” since “the will of God is omnipotent and
not capable of being obstructed.”?® Thus, it is also the case regard-

26E.g., in his replies to Question I, Objection 3,33, and 5, and in Assumptions
1 and 6.

Y"Ordinatio 1,d.46,q.1 C.
281bid.

280rdinatio 1,d.46,q.1 D; similar remarks occur also at B and E.
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ing the consequent will that ‘God wills .that p is true’ entails .‘;b is
true’. In effect, then, Ockham chara'cterlzes the consequ.ent will 11(;
such a way that the proposition ‘it is the. gons‘equent w1ll, of Go
that x is A at tn’ is equivalent to the proposition x is A at tn. There-
fore, if Peter’s receiving supreme bless.edness on the day of judg-
ment is not only future but also contingent-—1.€., not 'settled by
something actual in the past or present, so that thgre is now no
potency for ‘the opposite—tl'len.-the.consequent will of Godh.re-
. garding that state of affairs is likewise not settled by something
~actual in the past or present, so that there is now no potency for
osite. o
the (;\Il)gfertheless, according to Ockham there are determinations
" of the divine will regarding future con?ingents ‘that are settled
from eternity—viz., those designated jointly as “the anteced.er.lt
disposing will of God.” Of this aspect of God’s will he says that it is
“that will by which God gives to someone r_1atural properties (natu-
%alz'a) or antecedent conditions (antecedentia) that can bgs(t;ollowed
by something with which God will be prepared to coact. In par-
ticular, Ockham says that “God antecedently wills everyone to be
saved” and thus antecedently wills everyone to act so as to ~perse-
vere to the end.”

For He evidently gives [to everyone] antecedent conditions that can
be followed by salvation, along with precepts and co.unse'ls to perse-
vere to the end; and He will be prepared to coact with him, permit-
ting him to will freely to act towards the attainment of salvation.?!

But, as these passages show, in antecedently willing from eternity
that a given created will should act in a certain way qu does not
determine the created will to act in that way. Accordingly, Ock-
ham says:

Now that these distinctions have been understood in this way, I say,
along with others, that although nothing occurs contrary to the Econ-
sequent] disposing will of God, something may occur contrary either
to the antecedent [disposing will] or to the revealed will of God . . .
The second point—that something may occur contrary to the an-
tecedent will of God—is proved as follows. For it is manifest that
God gives everyone natural properties that can be f'ollowed by a
meritorious act. And God is prepared to coact with everyone
towards a meritorious act; nor will He show him the contrary —viz.,
His being unwilling that he should choose a merito‘rious'act—-—for He
will never command him [to do] the contrary. And He gives precepts

390rdinatio 1,d.46,q.1 C.
310rdinatio 1,d.46,q.1 G.
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and counsels in order that he should follow through with a meritori-
ous act. Nevertheless, not everyone chooses a meritorious act; many,

indeed, choose demeritorious acts. The latter, therefore, act con-
trary to the antecedent divine will.32

Thus, although God’s antecedent will regarding some future con-
tingent may be settled by what is actual in the past, in such a way
that there is no potency in things for Him to will the opposite, the
proposition ‘God antecedently. willed that x will be A at tm’ does
not entail x will be A at tm’.” .

In his replies to. Objections 3 and 3a in Question I of the
Treatise, Ockham could, therefore, have agreed with the objector
that Peter’s predestination does involve a past action of God’s
will—viz., God’s antecedently willing everyone to be saved. He
would, however, disagree with the objector’s claim that it is absurd
to suppose that a past action of God could be obstructed by an act
of a created will; for the action in question is an action of God’s
antecedent disposing will, which, as we have seen, may be
obstructed in that way. In the replies he actually makes to Objec-
tions 3 and 3a, however, Ockham obviously takes the objector to
be referring to the unobstructable consequent disposing will of
God. Ockham grants the objector’s premiss that if someone pre-
destinate can be damned, he can be so only as a result of an act of
a (his own) created will. What Ockham denies, however, is that it
follows from this that the (consequent) divine will can be
obstructed. The consequent divine will regarding Peter’s predes-
tination could be obstructed only if God’s consequent will regard-
ing Peter’s predestination were settled in such a way that there
was no potency in things for His willing the opposite, at a time
when there was a double potency in things regarding Peter’s eter-
nal destiny—a potency for Peter’s perseverance and supreme
blessedness and a potency for his final impenitence and eternal
damnation. But where the consequent will of God is concerned,
‘God willed from eternity that Peter would receive supreme
blessedness on the day of judgment’ is equivalent to ‘Peter will re-
ceive supreme blessedness on the day of judgment.’ Consequently,
it is not possible that the truth of the former be settled when the
truth of the latter has yet to be settled by some future act of
Peter’s will, and not possible that the former be true when the
latter is not true.

The position on which these replies are based, then, may be
summarized as follows: (a) the antecedent disposing will of God re-
garding Peter’s predestination is something settled by what is real

820rdinatio 1,d.46,q.1 D.
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or.actual in the past, in such a way that there is now no potency in
things for the opposite, but something that can be Qbstructed by
an act of Peter’s will. (b) The consequent disposing will of God re-
garding Peter’s will is something yet to be settled by what will be
actual in the future—in particular, by Peter’s actual choices—in
such a way that before Peter’s death there is still a potency in the
way things are for God to will the opposite. But, as determined by
Peter’s choice, it cannot be obstructed by it or by anything else. In
taking this position Ockham in effect denies that Peter’s predestl-q
nation is necessitated by any wholly past fact about God. In As-
sumption 1 Ockham explicitly rejects both this view and the view
that predestination and reprobation are real }*elaglor}s. Th‘ere he
brings out his own view that neither ‘predestm_atlon nor ‘repro-
bation’ signifies anything really existing now or in the past except
God and the person who will receive eternal blessedness or eternal
punishment.

III. Is God’s Knowledge of Future
Contingents Certain and Infallible?

In Assumption 6, Ockham affirms,

It must be held beyond question that God knows with certainty all
future contingents-—1i.e., He knows with certainty which part of the
contradiction is true and which false,3?

but immediately acknowledges,

It is difficult, however, to see how He knows this [wi§h certainty],
since one part [of the contradiction] is no more determined to truth
than the other.?*

The question is equally about divine psychology and the logical or
metaphysical possibility of such knowledge. Both prove difficult
for Ockham.

His predecessor, Duns Scotus, had not found them so. For he
had held that God eternally has determinate knowledge of one
part of a contradiction regarding future contingents, because He
eternally wills one part to be true and the other to be false and His
willing eternally settles it that one part rather than the other is
determinately true.

Scotus’s explanation may seem plausible at first. On the one
hand, because God is omnipotent, ‘God wills that Socrates will sit

33p. 48 below (italics added).
31bid.
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down at &m’ entails ‘Socrates will sit down at tm’. Thus, it seems
that God’s willing one part of a contradiction to be true would
suffice for His knowing that part to be true. On the other hand,
because everything owes its existence and duration to God’s creat.
ing and conserving it, nothing can come to be or continue to be
unless God wills that it comes to be or continues to be. That is,
‘Socrates will sit down at #m’ entails ‘God wills that Socrates will sit
down at ¢tm.” Thus, it might seem that for any pair of contradic-
tories whatever, God wills one part rather than the other to be
true. Therefore, God’s willing one part rather than the other to be
~true would suffice to insure the certainty of God’s determinate
foreknowledge of one part of a contradiction in every case.

Scotus assumes that where propositions about the creation are
concerned, God has a potency for willing the truth of p and a
potency for willing the truth of notp and that His eternally willing
the truth of p eternally actualizes the former potency to the ex-
clusion of the latter. Relying on his own understanding of the
scope of the antecedent and consequent disposing will of God,3
Ockham contends that Scotus’s account cannot “preserve the cer-
tainty of God’s knowledge in respect of future things that depend
absolutely on a created will 36

To begin with, Ockham holds, it is the antecedent disposing
will of God that is settled by what is actual from eternity. But
where future things that depend absolutely on a created will are
concerned, God’s antecedent disposing will regarding them can-

not insure the infallibility of His determinate cognition of them
from eternity: '

P

For I ask whether or not the determination of a created will neces-
sarily follows the determination of the divine will. If it does, then the
will necessarily acts [as it does], just as fire does, and so merit and
demerit are done away with. If it does not, then the determination
of a created will is required for knowing determinately one or the
other part of a contradiction regarding those [future things that de-
pend absoutely on a created will]l. For the determination of the
created will does not suffice, because a created will can oppose the
determination [of the uncreated will]. Therefore, since the determi-
nation of the [created] will was not from eternity, God did not re-
ceive certain cognition of the things that remained [for a created will
to determine).?”

For what the antecedent will eternally determines regarding acts
of a created will is only (a) that every person should have certain

85See section II above.
6See Assumption 6, p. 49 below.
37P. 49 below.
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" 'natural properties—e.g., being a rational animal—and (b) that
every person should be provided with precepts and counsels to
guide him in his actions. Ockham assumes that the latter do not
suffice to make the created will go one way rather than another.
Consequently, if God’s antecedent will determined a created will
to act in a certain manner, this would be because (a) the natt}ral
properties thereby endowed determined the will so to choose, just
as the nature of fire (or heat) determines fire to heat nearby com-
bustible objects. In that case, the created will would be a natl}ral
cause that acted by natural necessity and hence not an-appropriate
subject of merit or demerit. And this is contrary to the doctrine
‘that Ockham shares with.Scotus—viz., that the will is a self-
determining power for opposites. '
It is only where the consequent disposing will of God is at issue
* that such propositions as ‘God wills that Peter will deny Christ at
tm’ and ‘Peter will deny Christ at #m’ are equivalent. But that fact
cannot help explain the eternal certainty of God’s knowledge re-
garding future things that depend absolutely on a created will.
For it follows from this equivalence that the consequent will of
God regarding the truth of a future contingent proposition is just
as contingent as is the truth of the proposition. Thus, even if God
wills that Peter will deny Christ at ¢m’ and ‘Peter will deny Christ at
tm’ were—by (T8) and (T9)—determinately true from eternity,
the exclusion of the potency in things for their determinate falsity
had to await Peter’s actual choice at tm. Ockham makes this very
point regarding the (consequent) will of God in the second part of
his critique of Scotus.

Secondly, when something is determined contingently, so that it is
still possible that it is not determined and it is possible that it was
never determined, then one cannot have certain and infallible cog-
nition based on such a determination. But the determination of the
divine will in respect of future contingents is such a determination,
both according to him [Scotus] and in truth. Therefore God cannot
have certain cognition of future contingents based on such a deter-
mination.

[The argument] is supported as follows. All such propositions as
‘God from eternity willed this part of the contradiction to be true’
and ‘God from eternity determined this’ are contingent, as is clear
from Assumption 2. Consequently they can be true and [they can be]
false. Therefore one will have no certain cognition based on such a
determination.®®

If the consequent disposing will of God regarding the truth of a
future contingent proposition is just as contingent as is the truth

38 Assumption 6, pp. 49-50 below.
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(I)—If' the proposition', then God’s cognition of (or belief about) what
! nl(si conlsequent yvllll regarding such a proposition is, is no more
no less certai is Hi i ’ iti
and no nly correct than is His belief that the proposition
According to Ockham, then, it is not by knowing something »
Eternally actual that God eternally has certain and infallible
nowledge of one part of a contradiction regarding future con-
tllnf(gients. For h? _d_emes that_ anything that is eternally actual ex-
cludes the poss_ﬂ:.nhty,. of falsity (truth) for true (false) future con-
tingent propositions. What: alternative explanation can Ockham
give of how God knows such propositions with certainty? He ad-

mits that ‘it is impossible to express clearly the way in which God

knows future contin 2 i
gents .. . Nevertheless, foregoing si
suggests that AR 5, 10 ‘g ng silence, he

. . the following way [of knowing future contingents] can be as-
cribed [to GOd]; Just as the [human] intellect on the basis of one and
thg: same [m}gutwe] cognition of certain non-complexes can have
evgdept cognition of contradictory contingent propositions such as ‘A
exists” and “A does' not exist’, in the same way it can be granted that
the d}V}ne essence is an intuitive cognition that is so perfect, so clear
that it is an evident cognition of all things past and future,’so that it

knows which part of a contradicti i i i i
A on [involving such th
and which part false.®® & mes] is true

.Ock.h:am recalls his own doctrine that in human knowledge, an
intuitive cognition of Socrates is a cognition by virtue of which one
has evident knowledge that Socrates exists when he exists, or evi-

. dent knowledge that Socrates does not exist if he does not exist.

An evident co'gnition is a cognition of a true proposition, a
sufficient mediate or immediate cognition of which is an z;p—
prehension of its terms. If I have an intuitive cognition of Soc-
rates, whether I am caused to judge that Socrates exists or that he
does not exist depends on whether Socrates exists, is present, and
acts together with the intuitive cognition to cause the former
Judgment in me. Since all possible particular creatures are objects
of God’s thqught, Ockham is proposing to regard the divine act of
understanding as an intuitive cognition of all of them and hence
as an act by virtue of which God can have evident knowledge that
they exist when they exist and that they do not exist when they do
not exist. Unfortunately, the analogy falters at crucial points
Given the medieval doctrine of divine impassibility, no object ever
causes anything in God. Further, our perfect intuitive cognitions
cause evident judgments about the present only, whereas the

3 Assumption 6, p.50.
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' puzzle is how God has certain and determinate knowledge regard-
ing future contingents. Ockham does allow that we have imperfect
intuitive cognitions which cause evident judgments about the past
and even the future (Reportatio 11,q.16; q.20 E). But the latter shed
no light on how God knows future contingents with certainty,
since Ockham offers no account of how we know on the basis of
such premonitory cognitions either.

If Ockham is forced to plead ignorance of divine psychology,
he must also face the charge that divine certainty and infallibility
regarding future contingents is not even logically or met_aphysi-
~ cally possible. For God could not have known from eternity that

_Peter would deny Christ at tm unless He judged from eternity that
Peter would deny Christ at tm. Assuming that God’s judgments
are analogous to ours, for Him to judge that Peter would deny
Christ at ém is for His act of understanding to be determinately
directed in a certain way towards the proposition ‘Peter will deny
Christ at ¢m’ rather than the proposition ‘It is not the case that
Peter will deny Christ at tm’. If so, given Ockham’s position that
temporal predicates apply nonmetaphorically to God, the propo-
sition ‘God judged from eternity that Peter would deny Christ at
tm’ was always a necessary proposition about the past. By contrast,
‘Peter will deny Christ at tm’ was a contingent proposition about
the future for all times prior to tm, so that there was, for all that
time, a possibility in things that God’s eternal judgment should
turn out to be false. Yet, if God were infallible regarding such
propositions, it would be logically impossible for Him to be mis-
taken.

Ockham’s response would be to insist on divine infallibility
and compromise the analogy between divine and human judg-
ment. For if God’s judgments are all infallible, ‘God judges that p
is. true’ is expounded in part by ‘p is true’, just as much as ‘God
knows that p is true’ is. Where p is a future contingent proposi-
tion, ‘God judges (judged) that p is true’ will also be a future con-
tingent proposition, so far as its subject matter is concerned (sec-
undum rem). But Ockham can sustain the latter claim only by deny-
ing that (T1) applies to divine judgments. Further, he would have
to maintain the bizarre thesis that nothing real about the divine
act of judgment, considered as it really is in itself, determines
whether it is directed towards p or towards not-p instead. The lat-
ter move had already been made by Robert Grosseteste, but it
leaves the intentionality of divine judgment utterly mysterious.
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IV. Contingent and Immutable Truth

in Propositions about the Future

. Another group of arguments in the Treatise attempts to raise
problems for the doctrine that God has determinate knowledge of
future contingents (Question 11, ‘Artic/le 11, Part One, (1), and Part
Four) and the doctrine of predestination and reprobation (Ques-
tiOI'l I, Objections 5, 5a, 6, 6a, and 7). In these arguments it is
rpalntained that propositions about predestination and reproba-
tion and propositions about God’s knowledge cannot be true (or
false) both contingently and immutably. This claim would, if true,
pose difficulties for both doctrines.

. The reasons for insisting on the contingency of such proposi-
tions have been reviewed in Parts I and II above. For, as Ockham
and at least some of his objectors understand the doctrine of pre-
destination and reprobation, it requires that a person’s receiving
supreme blessedness or eternal punishment on the day of judg-
ment depends at least in part.on that person’s deliberation and
free choice. But if ‘ “Peter is predestinate” is true at ¢n’ entailed
“Theére is no potency in things after in for “Peter is predestinate”
to be false’, then a person’s (Peter’s) deliberation would make no
difference. Again, if the truth of propositions about God’s de-
terminate knowledge of future contingents were not something
yet to be settled by what will be posited in actuality in the future,
so that there is still a potency in things for the opposite, every-
thing would happen of necessity and deliberation would be in
v.ain. Thus it is Ockham’s view that all such propositions are con-
tingent.

The objectors, on the other hand, advance two sets of argu-
ments to show that propositions about predestination and repro-
bation and propositions about God’s knowledge must be immutably
true (or false). .

(i) Arguments of the first set depend on a principle that
Ockham accepts—viz., that the assertion that someone is predes-
tinate (or reprobate) entails the assertion that God will give su-
preme blessedness (or eternal punishment) to that person on the
day of judgment. The reasoning is that if propositions such as
‘Peter is predestinate’ and ‘Peter is reprobate’ could change their
truth-value, then ‘Peter was predestinate at {1’ and ‘Peter is repro-
bate at {2’ could be true at one and the same time (t2). But, by the
principle cited above, ‘Peter was predestinate at tI’ and ‘Peter is

&
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reprobate at t2° entail contradictory propositions (about the fu-
ture) and therefore cannot both be true at once. Therefore, such
propositions as ‘Peter is predestinate’ and ‘Peter is reprobate’ can-
not change their truth-value, or are immutably true (or false).

(ii) Arguments of the second set rest on the claim that a
change in the truth-value of a proposition about predestination or
reprobation or in the truth-value of a proposition about God’s
knowledge would involve a change in God—i.e., in His will or in
‘His knowledge, respectively. Any change in God is impossible,
however; God is absolutely immutable. Therefore propositions
about predestination or reprobation or propositions about God’s
knowledge cannot change their truth-value but are immutably
true (or false). Ockham does. not accept the claim on which these
arguments rest and so rejects this second set of arguments.

The objectors’ arguments that propositions about predestina-
tion or reprobation cannot be true (or false) both contingently and
immutably are based on two closely related principles:

(T11) Every proposition thatis true now and can be false can change
from truth to falsity*®

and

(T12) When opposites are related to each other in such a way that
one cannot succeed the other, then if one of them is posited
the other cannot be posited.*!

For a proposition to change from truth to falsity as stipulated in
(T'11) it must first be settled by something posited in actuality that
the proposition is true and at some later time be posited in actu-
ality that the proposition is false. (The proposition “The Empire
State Building is gray,” for example, can change from truth to
falsity. For if it is true now, its truth is settled by the actual inher-
ence of gray color in the Empire State Building now; and if the
Empire State Building is afterwards painted white, it will then be
settled by what is posited in actuality that the proposition ‘The
Empire State Building is gray’ is false.) (T11) is a corollary of the
Aristotelian truth-theory, accordmg to which the determinate
truth (or falslty) of a proposition is invariably somethmg settled by
what is actual in the past or present. For when it is said in (T11)
that a proposition can be false, what is meant is that there is still a

1°Question I, Objection 5a, p.42 below.
“1Question I, Objection 6, p, 42 below.
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_potency in things for the proposition to be false at a future time.
Accordmg to Aristotelian truth- theory, if the proposition in ques-
tion is true now, then its truth is settled by something p051ted in
‘actuality"in the past or present, in such a way that there is no
longer any potency in things for its falsity. But contradictories
‘cannot be posited in actuality at one and the same time. There-
fore, on the Aristotelian truth-theory, if a proposition is true now
‘and can be false, then the thing posited in actuahty in the past or
resent that settles the truth of that proposmon can at some fu-
~ ture time cease to be posited in actuality, in which case the propo-
sition can change from truth to falsity.

The two pairs of opposites to which principle (T12) is espe-
cially directed are, on the one hand, passive predestination and
- passive reprobation considered as real relations in the predesti-
' nate and reprobate, respectively and, on the other hand, active
predestination and active reprobation considered as past or pre-
sent acts of God’s will.*? For according to either of these views of
predestination and reprobation, if Peter is predestinate now, then
his' predestination is settled by something posited in actuality in
‘the past or present—i.e., either the form of predestination inher-
1ng in Peter now or God’s past or p\x’{esent act of will. But, as noted
in the arguments sketched above, whoever is predestinate is im-
mutably predestinate, so that predestination and reprobation are
opposites that cannot succeed each other. In that case the form of
predestination cannot cease to inhere in Peter or the act of pre-
destinating Peter cannot cease to be identical with the divine es-
sence. Since contradictories cannot be posited in actuality in a
single thing at one and the same time, the possibility no longer
remains open that the form of reprobation should at some time
inhere in Peter or that God should at some time will eternal
punishment for Peter. Therefore, Peter cannot be predestinate
but is rather necessarily predestinate, which is absurd.

Suppose, on the other hand, that one maintains that Peter,
who is predestinate now, can nevertheless, not be predestinate.
What this means, according to the two views of predestination
cited above, is that even though the real form of predestination
inheres in Peter now, the possibility still remains open that at
some future time the form of predestination will not inhere in
Peter (or that even though God now wills or has in the past willed
supreme blessedness for Peter, the possibility remains open that at

“*Theories 1 and 2, respectively, in Part 11, pp. 12-16 above.
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- some future time God will not will supreme blessedness for Peter).
But to allow either of these two possibilities is to allow that Peter
can change from being predestinate to being reprobate, so that
predestination and reprobation can succeed each othér. (T12)

would have a similar application to God’s foreknowledge if one -

understood God’s foreknowledge to be an act of cognition identi-
cal with the divine essence.

Ockham thinks the objectors are correct in deducing the con-
sequences from (T11) and (T12). He agrees, for example, that
“whatever is immutable and real is necessary.”*? Indeed, he uses
Jjust such entailments in his attempt to reduce to an absurdity the
Aristotelian truth-theory and the “real relations” view of predesti-
nation and reprobation.** Ockham replies to the objectors not by
raising quarrels over the putative consequences of (T11) and (12)
but by denying the principles themselves,

He considers the rejection of (T11) so important that he de-
votes the whole of Question V to it, claiming to show there how
future contingent propositions can be both immutably and con-
tingently true (or false).

As for (T12), Ockham denies that it is true in general, since it
does not have application to those opposites to which future con-
tingents correspond. Ockham’s rejection of the claim that predes-
tination and reprobation are something real—either identical
‘with the divine essence or in the persons predestinate or
reprobate—has been discussed in Part I1 above, together with his
arguments that ‘Peter is predestinate’ and ‘God predestinated Pe-
ter’ are equivalent to future contingent propositions. His claim
that propositions about God’s foreknowledge of future contin-

gents are themselves future contingent propositions is discussed in
Part I above. ‘

V. The Contingency of Acts of Will

Scotus and Ockham agree that the will contrasts with natural
causes in being or having a capacity for opposite objects or oppo-
site acts. Both hold, too, that the will is naturally prior to its acts in
that the acts depend for their existence on the existence and

*3In his reply to Question I, Objection 5, p. 42 below.
““Question 1, A, pp. 34-36 below and Assumption 2, pp. 45-46 below, re-

spectively. (Boldface letters in our text correspond to marginal letters in Boehner’s
edition).
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ausal efficacy of the will, but not vice versa. And both concur in
(T1), that when the will acts, it actualizes its capacity for one object
~or act to the exclusion of the other.
By contrast with fire, the will existing at a time before its
.choice has a capacity for opposite objects or acts at some future
“time: e.g., the will at ¢/ has a capacity for willing E at #2 and a
capacity for not willing E at t2. Likewise, the will willing E at ¢2 has
the capacity to continue to will E at t3 and a capacity to cease
willing E at t3. On this much, Scotus and Ockham are in accord.
So far, this account does not allow any contingency to the

- divine will, which chooses eternally and immutably. Neither does
it allow that an angel could sin freely and contingently at the first

instant of his creation. Accordingly, Scotus argued that in addition
to the above-mentioned “evident” capacity for opposites, the will
has a “non-evident” capacity for opposites without succession. To

- be sure, if the will is to choose contingently, it must be that the will

has a real capacity for opposites prior to the choosing. Neverthe-
less, Scotus observes that among things that exist at one and the
same time, some are naturally prior to others, so that within an
instant of time (or even the “now” of eternity) it is possible to
distinguish many instants of nature. Since the will and its
capacities are naturally prior to its acts, it is possible to remove the
contradiction apparent in the nonevident capacity for opposites by
relativizing the predications to instants of nature: ‘The will has at
(t1 ,m1) a real capacity for willing A at ¢l and a real capacity for not
willing A at tI, and the will’s real capacity for willing A at ¢/ is
actualized at (¢1,n2) is free from contradiction, although ‘The will
has at (¢1,n1) a real capacity for willing A at ¢/ and a real capacity
for not willing A at ¢, and the will’s real capacity for willing A at
tl is actualized at (tI,nI) is not. Neither is ‘The will wills A at
(tI,n2) and the will does not will A at (¢1,22)’. Thus, although God
eternally and immutably wills whatever He wills, His volitions re-
garding creation are contingent, because at a prior instant of na-
ture He eternally and immutably has a capacity for opposite
created objects; and an angel at the first instant of his creation
would have a capacity for opposite objects at an instant of nature
prior to that at which he actualizes one to the exclusion of the
other.

Scotus’ solution of the theological puzzles about the divine
and angelic wills in terms of the “non-evident” capacity for oppo-
sites without (temporal) succession depends on his notion that “at
one and the same time, there is more than one instant of na-
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ture.”*® But. Ockham found the doctrine, with its ingenious at-
tempt to justify the predication of contradictories about one and
the same thing for one and the same time, entirely unacceptable,
(a) In many passages, Ockham argues that there are no such in-

stants of nature, because there are no things that such instants of

nature could be. If there were, they would have to be either ex-

tramental or mind-dependent. Not the latter, because then “if

there were no mind, nothing would be naturally prior-—which is
false.”#¢ If instants of nature were, extramental, they would have
to be substances or accidents. Not accidents, because accidents
exist in substances, not the reverse, whereas Socrates exists in an
instant of nature prior to his volition. Not substances, because
Socrates does not exist in an instant of nature in the way in which
one substance exists in another extrinsic to it—e.g., water in a
vase. ‘

i This frequently rehearsed attack seems doubly frivolous,
however. First, Scotus never asserts that instants of nature are
things (res) distinct from (other) substances and accidents. Second,
relativizing predications to instants does not require instants to be
things distinct from those that are said to exist in them. If it did,
Ockham, who denies that instants of time are such distinct things,
could not consistently relativize predications to instants of time.

(b) Ockham’s sober objection to Scotus’s instants of nature is
that “it is proper to say that the prior exists in something prior in
which the posterior did not exist,”*” only where there is some
measure of priority and posteriority. And Ockham contends that
a measure is always really distinct from what is measured. The
motions of heavenly bodies such as the sun provide such a really
distinct measure of states of affairs. For example, we say that
Moses’ receiving of the law on Sinai occurred in an earlier period
than the Babylonian captivity, because Moses’ conversations with
God coexisted with earlier and the Babylonian captivity with later
revolutions of the sun. The prepositional phrase ‘in an earlier
period of time’ signifies that the events are related to the succes-
sive revolutions in those ways. But Scotus cannot identify any such
really distinct measure of natural priority and posteriority where
God’s eternal thoughts and volitions are concerned. For the natu-
ral priority of God’s thought/volition of Himself over that of His

45Treatise, Question 1II B, p. 72.

*SExpositio in Librum Praedicamentorum Aristotelis, ¢.18; OPh 11, 328; Ordinatio 1,
d.9,q.3; OTh 1IL 304

AOrdinatio 1,d.9,q.3; OTh 111, 309.
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ought/volition of others obtains eternally whether or not
lrﬂfyt‘hing other than God exists, whereas no creature exists
ernally.*8

Ockham’s discussion in Question I1II is difficult to follow, be-
ause he fails to make explicit his distinction between the antece-

' dent and the consequent disposing will of God.*® If this distinction

s not taken into account, his position in Question III may seem
nconsistent with his claims in Question I and the Assumptions
egarding certain acts of the divine will. For in Question III Ock-
am maintains—apparently as regards any act of any will—that if
wills E at ¢/, it is not the case that at tI x can not will E, nor is it
he case that at {2 x can never have willed E at ¢/. In his discussion

.of predestination and reprobation earlier in the Treatise, how-

ever, Ockham maintains that such present-tense propositions as

‘God wills supreme blessedness for Peter’ are determinately true

(or false) and yet can not be true and can never have been true.
Ockham seems thereby to commit himself to the view—at least as
regards such an act of the divine will—that there are instances of
x’s willing E at t] in which at ¢l x can not will E and at {2 x can never
have willed E at ¢tI. As an objector points out,’® Ockham himself

-seems thus to have provided a counterexample to his position in

Question III.

The objector’s mistake would be apparent if Ockham had
explicitly introduced his distinction between the antecedent and
the consequent will into the Treatise. For it is only in the case of
propositions regarding acts of God’s antecedent disposing will that
the determinate truth (or falsity) of past- and present-tense prop-
ositions is settled by what is posited in actuality—viz., by an act of
will identical with the divine essence—in such a way that there is
no potency in things for the opposite. The consequent disposing
will of God regarding future contingents is not settled by what is
actual in the past or present but has yet to be settled by what will
be posited in actuality. Thus the truth (or falsity) of past- and
present-tense propositions regarding acts of God’s consequent
disposing will in respect of future contingents—e.g., ‘God has
willed supreme blessedness for Peter,” ‘God wills supreme
blessedness for Peter’—has yet to be settled, and there is still a
potency in things for their falsity (truth).

481bid.; OTh 111, 303—4. Expositio in Librum Praedicamentorum Aristotelis,c.18;
OPh 11, 328.

49See Parts Il and III of this Introduction.

S0P, 73 below.
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Ockham takes such propositions to be about God’s conse-
quent will when he maintains (in Question I and the Assumptions)
that although true they can be false and can never have been true.
His later conclusions (in Question 11I) regarding acts of the will
apply to the will of God considered only as the antecedent c}ispos-
ing will, which is in all relevant respects like the human will.

V1. Can the Past Be Made Not

to Have Been?

Our discussion above shows how (T1) lies at the root of many
problems about the determinateness, certainty, and infallibility of
divine foreknowledge, and the unobstructability of divine predes-
tination. But (T1) had its medieval detractors— Gilbert of Poitiers
and William of Auvergne in the thirteenth century and Thomas
Buckhingham in the fourteenth—who denied the putative neces-
sity of the past. Joining the medieval consensus that divine om-
nipotence does not include the power to make contradictories
true, they went on to observe that ‘Adam never existed’ and ‘Peter
never denied Christ’ are not contradictory. Further, God once had
the power to make these propositions true—e.g., by deciding not
to create Adam or Peter. And God’s immutable power cannot be
diminished by the passage of time or anything that happens
among creatures.’! Accordingly, they concluded that

(T13) Even if x was A atim’ is true about the past, both as regards its
wording and its subject matter, God has the power now (eter-
nally) to bring it about that x was not A at tm, although He
eternally never exercises that power.

Thus, even if Adam did exist, there is still a potency in things—
viz., in God—for his never having existed; and even if Peter did
deny Christ, there is still a potency in things—viz., in God —for
his never having done so. ,

Their rejection of (T'1) does not automatically rid them of the
above problems about predestination, God’s foreknowledge, and
future contingents, however. For they have defended an excep-
‘tion to {T'1) where divine power is concerned: whatever God wills,
has willed, or shall will, He wills it in such a way that it is still
(eternally) possible that He never have willed it. Like Scotus, they

$1See Aquinas, Summa Theologica 1, q.25,a.5, objection 2; and Gregory of Ri-
mini, Super Primum Sententiarum, dd.42-44,q.1, f. 162rb—165ra.
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thereby.preserve the contingency of propositions about created
world history-—those about the past as much as those about the
present and the future. But created free choice requires a real
potency for opposites, not merely in God, but in the creature him-
self. And our questions have been whether the determinateness of
God’s knowledge (judgments) or choices is compatible with a real
potency for opposites in the free creatures thereby known or de-
stined. Even if a potency for opposites in God could coexist with
God.’s determinate foreknowledge and choice that Peter deny
Christ and yet not die in the sin of final impenitence, was there
any potency for the opposite in Peter? And could a potency for
the opposite in Peter survive Peter’s actual denial? Further argu-
ment would be needed to show that (T1) admits of exceptions
where created wills are concerned as well.

VII. “Causes” of Predestination
and Reprobation

~In Question IV, Ockham addresses himself, in cryptic fash-
lon, to the thorny question of God’s motives in predestinating
some: and reprobating others. Certain statements in the Gospels
and Epistles seem to commit Christians to

(T14) From eternity, God immutably chose some rational creatures
(the elect) to order to eternal life (to predestine) and rejected
others, thereby abandoning them to eternal punishment.

But is there anything about the particular creatures that explains
God’s actual choice? Some—e.g,, Aquinas—argued that there
could not be: since God is free and sovereign, He can accept or
predestine (reject or reprobate) whomever He likes. His two-fold
goodness requires only that there be some of each: the predesti-
nate to show forth His mercy and the reprobate His justice
(Summa Theologica 1,q.23, a.5 ¢ and ad 3um). Others—e.g., Henry
of Ghent—contended that in view of the high stakes for

cregtures—eterr}al life versus eternal punishment—as well as the
Scriptural assertion that

(T'15) God does not play favorites,

it must be that God bases His decision on foreseen free choices of
the creatures themselves (Quodlibeta VIIL,q.5; 1518 ed.). Yet, grace
must play some role, if the Pelagian heresy is to be avoided.
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In his own solution, Ockham tries to give full weight to divine
grace, freedom, and sovereignty, while assigning created free
choice a criterial role. So far as God’s actual redemptlve plan is
concerned, Ockham agrees with Augustme that “God is not a
punisher before man is a sinner,” and in Ordinatio 1, d.40, q.u,
assumes that “eternal life is conferred on an adult only because of
some meritorious deed, while “no one is condemned to perpetual
punishment—i.e., sensory punishment—except by reason of his
own demerit.”%? To escape the snares of Pelagianism, he invokes
his own unique value-theory, according to which

(T16) “God is in no way a debtor to anyone.”®?

(T15) is its trivial consequence: for “it can be said that He
plays favorites, only when the persons are equal and something is
owed to each and conferred on one and not the other,”** But God
owes nothing to any created person—in particular, neither eter-
nal life nor eternal punishment. Again, it follows that

(T'17) No creature is such that it is necessarily or intrinsically accept-
able (unacceptable) to God; none such that is necessarily or
intrinsically worthy of eternal life (eternal punishment).

Although creatures do have natural goodness or privations prior
to and independently of divine acceptance or rejection, the prop-
erties of being worthy of eternal life or eternal punishment are
not to be identified with any of them. Rather they are created by
divine free choices to count this person worthy of eternal life
(eternal punishment) under certain conditions, the way the com-
mercial value of coins or paper money is created by government
laws and the semantic properties of marks and sounds by the con-
tingent habits of language-users. That there is any plan of salva-
tion at all, and that it assigns eternal life to obedient free choices
and eternal punishment to ultimate and unrepentent sinning, is a
matter of divine free choice, which could have turned in another
direction.

In Question IV, Ockham acknowledges that his general ac-

52Reportatio 111, 9.5 L, N; 1V, q. 3 F.

530Th IV,593-4.

%40rdinatio 1,d.41,q.7; OTh 1V, 608.

%5Asserted regarding acceptance or worthiness of eternal life: Ordinatio
1,d.17,q.1; OTh 111, 446, 449, 452, 454-5; d.17,q.2; OTh 111, 471-2; Reportatio
111, q.5 0; Reportatio 1V, q.3 Q. Regarding God’s hating a creaturae: Ordinatio
1,d.17,q.1; OTh 111, 447, 449. Regarding a deed or person being worthy of eternal
punishment: Reportatio 1V, q.3 F.
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count of God’s motives admits of apparent counter- -examples.

Most obvious are the baptized and unbaptized infants who die be-
fore they reach the age of reason. Here Ockham follows a popular
line that God’s reasons for predestinating the former and con-

+ demning the latter lie in the free choices, not of the infants, but of

the adults who do or do not bring them to the sacrament. And he
adds that such infants suffer a milder penalty than adults who are

- condemned for their own sinful free choices.

Of special importance for Ockham was the case of the Blessed
Virgin. Surely God would have found the idea of Christ’s mother
suffering eternal punishment entirely unacceptable. Yet, God

- would be forced to accept that risk, given (T5) and a general pol-

icy of predestinating adults only on the basis of the person’s own
free choices.

In Question IV, Ockham reasons that either the Blessed Vir-
gin and the good angels actually did choose in such a way as to
merit eternal happiness, given existing divine ordinances, or they
did not. If they persevered to the end and did not commit the sin
of final impenitence, then the general policy of predestination on
the basis of foreseen free choices does not admit of an exception
in their case. On the other hand, if they did not persevere, the
policy does admit of exceptions.

Facing the same difficulty in Ordinatio 1,d.41, q.u, Ockham
seems unwilling to’ countenance the idea that the Blessed Vlrgm
actually sinned, and so concludes that

“some will be saved because of their merits in such a way that if they
had not voluntarily earned merit, they would not be saved. Some,
however, are ordered to eternal life by a special grace, in such a way
that they are not left on their own the way others are, but are pre-
vented from putting any obstacle [to their having] and are prevented
from losing eternal life. This is the way it was, for example, with the
Blessed Virgin and certain others: divine grace prevented them
from sinning and losing eternal life.”s®

In the former case, the foreseen created free choice is God’s rea-
son for predestination, but in the second

there seems to be no reason why they are predestinated except that
God wills it, so that whatever He gives them, He gives them in order
that eternal life may follow, and He does not permit anything in
them that could be an obstacle to eternal life.?”

%$Qrdinatio 1,d.41,q.4; OTh 1V, 606.
$71bid., 607.
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God takes no risk that the Blessed Virgin might commit sin, be-
cause He prevents her by certain grace. Yet, if so, how is she free?

Ockham struggles with this problem in Reportatio 111,q.2. His
first thought is that God insures her impeccability with respect to
sins of commission by regularly cooperating with her to produce
good or virtuous acts and withdrawing His cooperation from bad
or vicious acts. Since without divine cooperation, no act exists, the
Blessed Virgin will never perform any sinful acts. She is free to
will or not to will a good act, but she is not {ree to elicit a bad act.>®
Nevertheless, she can act meritoriously, because she is free to
choose from a variety of good acts.5®

Preserving her from sins of omission is more difficult. For it
seems that if the Blessed Virgin ceased to elicit a good act that she
was obliged to perform, she omits to fulfill one of her obligations.
Ockham’s first response is that she would never have been without
any act to which she was obligated; for had she ever ceased to
produce it, God would have acted alone to preserve that act in
existence. This answer seems inadequate, however. For a sin of
omission is not avoided by the mere presence of the act in the
agent. For if God acts alone to continue an act that the Blessed
Virgin was obliged to continue but did not, she has still abdicated
her responsibility to be a partial efficient cause of the continuance
of that act.

In the end, Ockham appeals to his divine-command theory of
obligation, according to which a creature’s obligations are entirely
a matter of divine choice. God could preserve the Blessed Virgin’s
impeccability in ceasing to produce the act simply by ordaining
that she does not sin if she does not elicit the act,® or He may
have ordained that “when she elicited a good act, she earned
merit, but when not, then He ordained that she was not obliged to
act meritoriously.”8!

Nevertheless, it may be objected that Ockham’s account—
according to which God preserves the impeccability of the Blessed
Virgin and select others by making exceptions to His general
policy—runs afoul of (T15). When God loves Jacob and hates
Esau, blesses Mary and curses Judas, is He not exhibiting unjust
favoritism? Ockham will repeat that God commits no injustice, be-
cause creatures have no rights against God for Him to violate.

58Reportatio 111, q.2 C.
S Reportatio 111, q.2 D.
$%Reportatio 111, q.2 E.
$1Reportatio 111, q,2 F,
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Neither Mary nor Judas has any right to receive eternal life or to
avoid eternal punishment.

Yet, if God is not thus unjust, is this arbitrariness not a mark
against His wisdom? Ockham will insist that it is not. For God is
not said to be wise because His choices measure up to some stan-
dards of moral appropriateness independent of His will. Rather
He is wise in that He is rational in pursuing His purposes, skilled
in selecting the means to His chosen ends. Whether or not He is
rational in treating like cases differently depends upon whether or
not it suits His purposes. Even from a human point of view, we
can understand a reason for wanting to guarantee the Mother of
Christ a place in His heavenly kingdom. And if His eternal selec-
tion of Mary instead of Elizabeth to be the Mother of Christ were,
like His election of Jacob over Esau, arbitrary, this fact would not
keep it from being a manifestation of divine wisdom. In the end,
Ockham could insist that if it is at times not irrational or foolish

for us to do something simply because we want to, how much less
so for God! : :

~—MaRriLYN McCorp ApAMS



PREDESTINATION,
GOD’S FOREKNOWLEDGE,
AND FUTURE CONTINGENTS

[QUESTION It

A Regarding the subject of predestination and foreknowl-
edge, it should be observed that those? who suppose that passive
predestination and passive foreknowledge are real relations in the

!Square brackets enclose words or phrases introduced into the text by the trans-
lators. An asterisk following a word (as on p. 36) indicates that we are adopting one
of the variant readings cited in the footnotes to Boehner’s edition. The contents of
Ockham'’s treatise are organized around the consideration of five questions, all but
the first of which are explicit in the text. Question I might be worded ‘Are passive
predestination and passive foreknowledge real relations in the person who is pre-
destinate and foreknown?’ Ockham first produces an argument in support of a neg-
ative answer to this question and then deals with a series of objections to the argu-
ment or the answer. In Boehner’s edition of the treatise the heading “[Quaestio Prima
seu Dubium Primum]” is not supplied until the point at which marginal letter B ap-
pears. In his article “Ockham’s Tractatus de Praedestinatione et de Praescientia Dei et de
Futuris Contingentibus and its Main Problems” (in Philotheus Boehner, Collected Arti-
cles on Ockham, ed. Eligius M. Buytaert, “Franciscan Institute Publications, Philoso-
phy Series” No. 12; St. Bonaventure, N.Y., The Franciscan Institute, 1958; pp- 420-
441) Boehner is accordingly led to the mistaken view that Question I is concerned to
show that “Even he who is opposed to real distinct relations has to admit contradic-
tory propositions” (p. 422). In the manuscripts on which Boehner's edition is based
the only occurrence of the heading “Quaestio Prima” is here at the beginning of the
treatise.

?One of those Ockham is referring to may be Alexander of Hales (d. 1275), who
© 34

[Question 1] 35
[person who is] predestinate and foreknown have necessarily to
admit contradictories.?

Proof of the claim: I take someone — A4 —who is now predestin-
ate, and I ask whether or not 4 can commit the sin of final impeni-
tence.?

If he cannot, then necessarily he will be saved, which is absurd.

If he can, then suppose that he does commit [that] sin. On this
supposition ‘4 is reprobate’ is true. And then I ask whether or not
the real relation of predestination has been destroyed.

If it has not been destroyed, then it remains in 4 when A is
reprobate. Consequently 4 will be at one and the same time both
reprobate and predestinate, since if such a relation is a relation
really existing in 4, A can be denominated by it.®

If it is destroyed, then at any rate it will always be true to say

held the view that predestination (or reprobation) is a form really inhering in the
predestinate (or reprobate) person. Alexander thought, moreover, that the inher-
ence of the form of predestination (or reprobation) in someone “settled it” that that
person would receive eternal life (or eternal punishment) on the day of judgment.
Thus ‘4 is predestinate’ would entail ‘4 will receive eternal life’ and ‘B is reprobate’
would entail ‘B will receive eternal punishment.’ See Alexander’s Summa lheologv((f,
Pars 1, Inq. I, Tract. V, Sect. 11, Quaest. IV, Tit. 1, ¢ iii, 233, where he seems, evi-
dently mistakenly, to ascribe this view to Peter Lombard (d. 1160/64), the author of
the Sentences.
3Compare the similar argument in Book One of. Ockham’s Commentary on the
Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 30, q. 2, C; also his Summa logicae, 111 (3), ¢. 31 (edn. Ve-
net., 1508, fol. 90ra). (Boehner) (The data in references followed by Boehner’s
name in parentheses are supplied in the notes to his edition of the Treatise.) To sup-
pose that passive predestination —i.e., the condition of being predestinate —is a real
relation in the predestinate person is to suppose that it is on a par with, say, the
real relation of filiation in a child. For Ockham’s opponents, a real relation was net
only one that obtains independently of any mental act, but a thing (res) really dis-
tinct from substance and quality.

‘A person is said to commit the sin of final impenitence when he dies without
having confessed or repented of some mortal sin he has committed. o

50ckham’s reasoning is. governed by the doctrine that predestination and
reprobation are jointly exhaustive as well as mutually exclusive conditions for all
human beings. \

®].e., passive predestination and passive reprobation can be ascribed to or pred-
icated of A. Cf. Ockham’s Summaulae in libros Physicorum 111, c. 15: *In the broad sense
‘denominatio’ is used for ‘praedicatio.’ ‘Denominatio’ is taken strictly when a denomina-
tive name [such as ‘predestinate’] signifying two things (one directly and the other,
inhering in the first, indirectly) .". . is predicated of something.” On denominative
names (or paronyms) generally see Aristotle, Categories, Ch. 8 (10a27-10b12), and
Desmond Paul Henry, The De Grammatico of St. Anselm: The Theory of Paronymy, Uni-
versity of Notre Dame Medieval Studies, Vol. XVIII; Notre Dame, Ind., University
of Notre Dame Press, 1965.
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. afterwards that there was such a relation in 4, since according to

the Philosopher in Book VI of the Ethics [Ch. 2, 1139b10-11], “in
this alone is God deprived: to make undone things that have been
done.” (This is to be understood in the following way. If some as-
sertoric proposition’ merely about the present that is not equiva-
lent to one about the future is true now, so that it is true of the pre-
sent, then it will always be true of the past.® For if the proposition
‘this thing is’—some thing or other having been indicated —1is true
now, then ‘this thing was’ will be true forever after, nor can God in
His absolute power® bring it about that this proposition be false.)
Therefore, since ‘this relation is in A4’ was true at some time, ‘this
relation was in 4’ will always be true. Therefore ‘4 was predestin-
ate’ will* always be true, nor can it be false as the result of any
power whatever. And then this follows further: he is reprobate
now; therefore ‘he was reprobate’ will always be true after this in-
stant. Thus at one and the same instant ‘4 was predestinate’ and ‘4
was reprobate’ will be true. Further, he was therefore predestinate
and not predestinate, reprobate and not reprobate.

There is no way in which this argument can be resolved as long
as one supposes that predestination and foreknowledge are real
relations.

B There are, nevertheless, some objections to what has been
said so far.

[Objection]1. The conclusion seems to be opposed as much to
those who deny as to those who suppose [that they are real] relations.
For I take someone existing [in a state of] charity!®—the same is

?Reading ‘de inesse mere’ for ‘mere de inesse.” Ockham, Summa logicae 11, c. 1: "An
assertoric proposition (propositio de inesse) is one without a mode . . . [the four princi-
pal modes being] necessary, impossible, contingent, and possible.”

8As is shown by the examples in the next sentence, this is stated oversimply.
Ockham ordinarily claims in this treatise, and evidently means to claim here, that
such a proposition about the present has corresponding to it a proposition about the
past such that if the first is true now the second will be true forever alter.

%Viewed as absolute, God’s power is His ability to act in any way not involving a
contradiction. God's acting in accordance with the laws He has freely established is
described as the exercise of His ordered power. Ockham discusses this distinction in
Quodlibeta V1, q. 1, and in Summa logicae 111 (4), c. 6.

vQOckham, Quodlibeta V1, q. 1: “['Caritas’] is taken in one way for a quality of the
soul [the quality commonly known as ‘Christian charity’], in another way for divine
acceptance.” Cf. Leon Baudry, Lexigue Philosophique de Guillaume d'Ockham (Paris, P.
Lethielleux, 1958), art. “Caritas”™: . . . a man can be acceptable to God from the
standpoint of absolute power without caritas in the first sense of the word: [without
caritas} in the second sense, he cannot.”

[Question 1] 37

predestinate—and then I ask whether or not charity can be de-

stroyed; and the conclusion deduced earlier follows whether it can or
cannot be destroyed.!!

[Reply.] I maintain that what he assumes is false, for ‘everyone
existing [in a state of] charity is predestinate’ is false, just as ‘everyone
who commits mortal sin is reprobate’ is false. For Peter and Paul
committed mortal sin but were never reprobate; similarly, Judas
sometimes performed a meritorious act'? (meruit) but was not then
predestinate. For these propositions [viz., ‘everyone existing in a
state of charity is predestinate’ and ‘everyone who commits mortal
sin is reprobate’] are equivalent to some about the future, since they
are equivalent [respectively] to these: ‘God will give these [existing in
a state of charity] eternal life’ and ‘God will give those [having
committed mortal sin] eternal punishment.” [But corresponding
propositions about the future —viz., ‘God will give Peter eternal life’
and ‘God will give Peter eternal punishment’] do not follow [respec-
tively] from ‘Peter is in [a state of] charity’ and ‘Peter has committed '
mortal sin.’’® Therefore, if no one could be in [a state of] charity
without having been predestinate, the conclusion of the argument
would be opposed as much to those who deny as to those

N

"Note that the “I” of this paragraph is not Ockham but an objector. Objection
1, unlike the other objections in Question 1, is a direct criticism of the argument
Ockham has just offered. It evidently rests on the claim that whether or not passive
predestination is a reall relation in the \predestinate, charity is a quality really dis-
tinct from and inhering|in the personiwho is in a state of charity. The objector
assumes not only the)commonly accepted;thesis that if x is in a state of charity, x is
accepted by God, butjalso that % is in ajstate of charity’ entails ‘x is predestinate’.
Ockham follows the|theological consensus|when he rejects the latter entailment.

2Baudry, Lexique, art. “Meritum”: “. . .* As far as we know, Ockham nowhere pre-
sented a formula that summarized his entire doctrine of merit. Butsince he defends
Duns Scotus's views against Peter Auriol, the following definition, propounded by
Duns Scotus, may perhaps be presented as expressive of his thought: A meritorious
act is the act of a free will produced under the influence of grace and accepted by
God as worthy of supreme blessedness. . . .” If this definition is expressive of Ock-
ham’s thought, then God’s acceptance of an uct as worthy of supreme blessedness is
not tantamount to his predestinating the agent of that act. In this reply Ockham ob-
viously does take it for granted that if one performs a meritorious act one is in a
state of divine acceptance, even if only temporarily. :

*The position Ockham takes in opposition to the view that passive predestina-
tion is a real relation, and on which he bases this reply, is stated in Assumptions 1-4,
of which Assumption 4 is especially pertinent here. Ockham’s reply is complicated at
this point by an unnecessary shift from a plural to a singular example.
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- .who suppose [that they are real] relations. But that is false, and so
“the conclusion is not [of that sort]. '

C [Objection] 2. Every proposition about the present that is
true at some time has [corresponding to it] a necessary'* proposi-
tion about the past. For example, if ‘Socrates is seated’ is true, ‘Soc-
rates was seated’ will be necessary forever after. But suppose ‘Peter
is predestinate’ is now true; in that case ‘Peter was predestinate’ will
_always be necessary. Then I ask whether or not he can be damned.
. If he can be so, suppose that he is. Then ‘Peter is reprobate’ is true
:of the present; therefore ‘Peter was reprobate’ will always be neces-
sary of the past. Thus ‘Peter was predestinate’ and ‘Peter was rep-
robate’ would be true at one and the same time.

[Reply.] I maintain that the major premiss is false (as is clear
from Assumption 3 [pp. 46-47 below]); for that proposition that is
about the present in such a way that it is nevertheless equivalent to
one about the future and its truth depends on the truth of the one
about the future does not have [corresponding to it] a necessary
proposition about the past. On the contrary, the one about the past
is contingent, just as is its [corresponding proposition] about the
present.'® All propositions having to do with predestination and
reprobabion are of this sort (as is clear from Assumption 4 [p.
47 below]), since they all are equivalently about the future even
when they are verbally (vocaliter) about the present or about the
past.’® Therefore ‘Peter was predestinate’ is contingent just as is
‘Peter is predestinate.’

And when you ask whether Peter can be damned,‘l reply that

“In the terminology of at least one thirteenth-century logician, William of
Sherwood, such a proposition is “necessary per accidens” and not to be confused with
propositions “necessary perse”: “. . . in case something cannot be false now or in the
future or in the pastitis said to be ‘necessary per s —e.g., ‘God is.’ But it is ‘necessary
per accidens’ in case something cannot be false now or in the future although it could
have been {false]in the past—e.g., ‘I have walked’” (in Norman Kretzmann, William
of Sherwood’s Introduction to Logic, Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1966.
p- 41). See Introduction, pp. 5-9 above. In at least one place (Ordinatio, Prologus, q.
6) Ockham himself uses the label “necessary per accidens.” He says, “Many proposi-
tions about the past are of this sort. They are necessary per accidens because it was
contingent th'at they would be necessary, and they were not always necessary.”

SFor a discussion of the basis of this objection see Introduction, pp. 5-9 above.
For the basis of Ockham’s reply, see Introduction, pp. 12-16.

_ '%The frequently recurring phrase “all propositions having to do with predes-
tination and reprobation” (our rendering of the even vaguer Latin “omnes proposi-
tiones in ista materia”) is intended to cover primarily propositions (a) in which passive

[Question 1] ' F , 39

he can be so and that we can suppose that he is. In that case, how-
ever, ‘Peter is reprobate and Peter was predestinate’ will be false,
since if one of a pair of contradictories is posited —i.e., if it is pos-
ited that it is true —the other will be false. But ‘Peter was predestin-
ate’ and ‘Peter was reprobate’ include contradictories--viz., ‘God
will give eternal life to Peter’ and ‘God will not give eternal life to
Peter.’'” Therefore if one is true the other is false, and vice versa.

D [Objection] 3. If someone predestinate can be damned,
[he can be so] only as a result of an act of a created will. Conse-

' S -

predestination or passive reprobation is preaicated of some person or (b) in which
God is said to predestinate or reprobate some person. Propositions of type (a) and of
type (b) are discussed in present-tense and in past-tense versions. Where present-
tense versions alone are at issue, Ockham is likely to say that such a proposition “is
equivalent to one about the future” (see, e.g., pp. 36, 37, 38). Thus, for example, itis
part of Ockham’s view that ‘Peter is predestinate’ is equivalent to ‘Peter will receive
eternal life.” His treatment of past-tense versions is, however, more problematic.
Where they are at issue, eith’er‘alone or together with present-tense versions, he is
likely to say not that such a proposition is equivalent to one about the future but
rather that it is “equivalently about the future” (see, e.g., p. 47). One reason for the
apparent ambivalence of this claim may bt the difficulty regarding the status of such
a proposition after the time of the granting of'eternal life. On the one hand it seems
clear that after that time ‘Peter will receive eternal life’ is false (see p. 62) and ‘Peter
is predestinate’ is likewise false, even though both were true before that time. On
the other hand there is at least an understandable tendency to say that ‘Peter was
predestinate’ continues to be true after that time, and this may account for the
apparent ambivalence of the claim regarding its logical relation to ‘Peter will re-
ceive eternal life.’ One reason why Ockham rejects the “real relations” view is that
he rejects the notion that there is any event in the past that can be correctly de-
scribed as the occasion of Peter’s predestination, or that there is anything actual in
the past that settles it that Peter will receive eternal lite on the day of judgment, or
that there is any temporally persisting real condition in Peter that can be correctly
described as Peter's status as a predestinate person. Consequently, Ockham would
want to deny that ‘Peter was predestinate’ remains true after the time of the grant-
ing of eternal life, but he seems never to have come to the point of doing so explic-
itly. Perhaps he ought to have disallowed or at least cautioned against such past-
tense versions as ‘Peter was predestinate’ and (more especially) ‘God predestinated
Peter’ as at best misleading on his view. At any event his treatment of them will be
less confusing if one reads all of it as conducted under the condition he states ex-

plicitly near the end of the Treatise (p. 79): “. . . with the understanding that the
proposition . . . is under consideration only prior to the granting of supreme
blessedness.”

7As was pointed out in note 16, Ockham almost certainly does want to claim
that the first and second of these propositions are equivalent to the third and fourth,
respectively. Still, it is worth noting that he here makes what appears to be a weaker
claim — viz., that the first and second include (evidently entail) the third and fourth,
respectively —and that even that claim is most easily accepted under the condition
mentioned at the end of note 16.



~ quently an act of the divine will can be obstructed by such an act
[—which is absurd].'®

[Reply.] I grant the premiss, but I reject the inference. An act
of the divine will is not obstructed by an act of a created will, unless
something opposed to a standing divine ordinance were to occur as
a result of some other will, in which case ‘God has predestinated
Peter’ and ‘Peter is damned as a result of an act of his own will’
would be true at one and the same time. But they cannot hold good
(stare) at one and the same time, since if ‘Peter is damned because
of an evil act of his own will’ is true, then ‘Peter is predestinate’ was
never true. Similarly, if ‘Peter is . damned’ is true, then ‘Peter was
preordained to eternal life’ was never true,

[Objection 3a.] The argument is supported in the following
way. Suppose God has determined Peter to be saved. I ask whether
or not in that case Peter’s will would follow necessarily the determi-
nation of the divine will. If not, the divine will is obstructed. If $0,
the thesis [that someone predestinate cannot be damned] is estab-
lished.

~ [Reply.] I maintain that a created will follows a divine ordi-
nance or determination not necessarily but freely and contingently.
But it does not follow further from the previously stated argument
that the divine will can be obstructed, since the truth .of ‘God pre-
destinated Peter’ is inconsistent with (non potest stare cum) the truth
of ‘Peter is damned.”*®
E [Objection] 4. The proposition ‘God predestinated Peter’
was true from eternity. Therefore it cannot be false. Therefore it is
necessary.?

[Reply.] I reject the inference, since many propositions were
true from eternity that are false now. For example, ‘the world does
not exist’ was true from eternity and nevertheless is false now.
Thus I maintain that even if ‘God predestinated Peter’ will have
been true from eternity, it can nevertheless be false and-it can fail
ever to have been true.

8n his Opus Oxoniense (1, d. 40,q. u., n. 1, arg. 2 (Boehner)), Duris Scotus ad-
dresses himself to this argument expressed in these same words. Ockham’s reply is,
however, quite different from Scotus’s in its strategy.

1°See Assumption 6. See also Introduction, pp- 17-20 above, on the antecedent
and the consequent disposing will of God.

*®Objection 4 bears some resemblance to Aristotle’s argument in De caelo 1, Ch.

12, 281b20-25, which concludes “therefore everything that exists forever is abso-
lutely indestructible.”
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.- [Question I] ‘ 41

F [Objection] 5. Since everything that is God or is in God is
necessary, divine predestination is necessary.?! Therefore, neces-
sarily He predestinated Peter. Therefore Peter necessarily is pre-
destinate, and so not contingently. :

[Reply.] I maintain that 'predestination is necessary’ can be
understood in two different ways. In one way [it can be understood
as the claim] that that which is principally signified by the noun
‘predestination’ is necessary. [Understood] in this way, I grant it,
since that [which is principally signified] is the divine essence,
which is necessary and immutable. In another way [it can be under-
stood as the claim that that which is secondarily signified by the
noun ‘predestination’ —viz.,] that someone is predestinated by God
[—is necessary]. [Understood] in this way, [predestination] is not
necessary, for just as everyone who is predestinate,* contingently is
predestinate, so God contingently predestinates everyone [who is
predestinate].?? ~

And when it is said that divine predestination is immutable
and therefore absolutely necessary, I maintain that what is immu-
table and real is necessary.?® When, however, we are speaking of an
immutable complex?® —['mutable’ and ‘immutable’] in the sense in
which one complex can change from truth to falsity and vice versa
and another complex cannot change in that way—then not every-
thing immutable is necessary. For there is some contingent propo-
sition that cannot be first true and afterwards false and vice versa,
so that it is [not] true to say of it ‘this proposition is true now but
was false earlier’ and vice versa, and yet [this proposition] is not

1Objection 5 is evidently based on the “real relations” view of active predestina-
tion, considering it to be a condition really inhering in God and hence necessary.
The basis of Ockham’s reply is his general denial of the “real relations” view. Active
predestination is no more a real relation in God than is passive predestination in
Peter, and to speak of God’s predestination of Peter is simply to speak of God’s
granting eternal life to Peter at some future time.

22Compare the account of the signification of ‘predestination’ in Assumption 1
with the account presented in this reply. The difference between the two accounts is
partly the result of the fact that it is really the signification only of ‘divine (or active)
predestination’ that is presented here. This account is more easily followed if one
thinks of it as applied to the analysis of ‘divine predestination’—viz., ‘God’s granting
eternal life to someone at some future time’—which signifies principally God Him-
self, the agent, and secondarily His future action.

#Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 40, q.
1, B (Boehner). Notice that the first clause of this sentence introduces a variation on
Objection 5 and that Ockham’s reply to it begins in the second clause and continues
through the remainder of the paragraph.

A “complex” here is a complex of terms —i.e., a proposition.
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necessary but contingent. The reason for this is that although* by
hypothesis [the proposition] is true and will have been true, it is
nevertheless possible that it is not true and that it will never have
been absolutely true. For example, ‘God knows that this person will
be saved’ is true and yet is possible that He will never have known
that this person will be saved. And so that proposition is immutable
and is nevertheless not necessary but contingent.?

[Objection 5a.] On the contrary: every proposition that is true
now and can be false can change from truth to falsity. But suppose
" that the proposition ‘Peter is predestinate’ is true now and can be
false (as is* consistent); therefore [‘Peter is predestinate’ can
change from truth to falsity].?®

{Reply.] I maintain that the major premise is false, since more

is required —i.e., that the proposition that will be false or will be
capable of being false was true at some time.Therefore, although
the proposition ‘Peter is predestinate’ is true now and can be false,
nevertheless when it will be false, it will* be true to say that it never
was true. Therefore it cannot change from truth to falsity.
G [Objection] 6. When opposites are related to each other in
such a way that the one cannot succeed the other, then if one of
them is posited the other cannot be posited —as is clear regarding
blindness and vision.-But to be predestinate and to be damned are
[opposites] of this kind. Therefore [if one of them is posited the
other cannot be posited].

[Reply.] I maintain that this is not true as regards such oppo-
sites as those to which future contingents correspond —opposites
such as to be predestinate and to be reprobate. Therefore, al-
though they could not succeed each other, still it does not follow
that if one obtains the other cannot obtain.*

#1In this reply Ockham presents the first sketch of the main line of his position,
which is retraced in greater detail in, e.g., Question I, Article 111, Part One, and
Question V. See Introduction, pp. 26-30 above.

*Here as elsewhere in the remainder of the Treatise the conclusion is left unex-
pressed, the argument ending with the formula “igitur, etc.” In every such case we
supply the intended conclusion within brackets.

#The objector’s example is open to misinterpretation unless it is understood
that the blindness is absolutely incurable. The fact that incurable blindness can suc-
ceed vision while vision cannot succeed incurable blindness is of no consequence to
the objection or to Ockham’s reply, even though in the case of predestination and
reprobation neither can succeed the other. The reply rejects the objector’s analogy
solely because blindness is a real condition and hence subject to necessity per accidens
(see note 14). Peter’s blindness is a condition that is posited in actuality: Peter’s pre-
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[Objection 6a.] On the contrary: concerning everyone of

- whom it is true to say today that he is predestinate and nevertheless

that he can be reprobate tomorrow, ‘predestinate’ and ‘reprobate’
can be successively verified of?® him. Therefore [these opposites
can succeed each other].

[Reply.] I deny it, unless it could be truly said when he is rep-

robate that he was at some time predestinate. Therefore, since this
cannot be said in the case put forward, they are not successively
verified of one and the same person, nor can they be.
H [Objection] 7. One whom God predestinated from eter-
nity He cannot not predestinate, for otherwise He could change
[—which is absurd]. Therefore if God predestinated Peter from
eternity, then from eternity He cannot not predestinate him. As a
consequence, necessarily he will be saved.

[Reply.] I maintain that the first proposition is false, since all
such [propositions] as ‘God predestinated Peter from eternity’ and
‘Peter was predestinated from eternity’ are contingent, since they
can be true and they can be false — not successively, however, so that’
they are true after they were false, or vice versa. Therefore, even
though ‘God predestinated Peter from eternity’ and [other propo-
sitions] of that kind are true now, before Peter is granted supreme
blessedness, they can nevertheless be false. If he should in fact be .
damned, then [that proposition] is false in fact (or [such proposi-
tions] are false in fact). [Such propositions,] therefore, are just as
contingent with the phrase ‘from eternity’ as without it. Nor do’
they present any difficulty other than that presented by those that
are verbally about the present.?®

destination, on the other hand, has not been posited in actuality and will not be pos-
ited in actality (if at all) until the day of judgment. If ‘Peter is blind’ is true now, then
‘Peter sees’ cannot be true now (or at any subsequent time). But to say that ‘Peter is
predestinate’ is true now is to say only that ‘Peter wiil receive eternal life’ is true now.
Ockham acknowledges that there cannot be a subsequent time at which that ceases
to be true and ‘Peter will receive eternal punishment’ begins to be true, but in the
absence of a past or present real condition in Peter determining a necessity per acci-
dens he sees no reason to deny that ‘Peter will receive eternal punishment’ can be
true even though ‘Peter will receive eternal life’ is true.

ZHere, as elsewhere in the Treatise, ‘verified of means ‘used as predicate terms
in true, afirmative, present-tense propositions about.’

2Qckham’s denial of any special force to the phrase ‘from eternity’ seems justi-
fied, but (for reasons given in note 16) it is not so easy to accept his claim that past-
tense propositions present no special difficulty. (In connection with the discussion in
note 16 itis worth noting that he does here explicitly introduce the condition ‘before
Peter is granted supreme blessedness.’)
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J [Objection] 8.%° 1 ask regarding the things that have been
revealed by the Prophets whether or not necessarily they come to
pass as they have been revealed. If so, then since such things are
future, it follows that their opposite cannot come to pass. On the
other hand, if not, then ‘this is revealed’ —where some such thingi
indicated —was true at some time and therefore was ever after-
wards necessary. Now it was not revealed as false, for the Prophet ‘
did not say what is false. Therefore it was revealed as true. There
fore it is necessary that what is revealed come to pass, since other
wise what is false could form the basis of a prophecy.

[Reply.] I maintain that no revealed future contingent come
to pass necessarily; rather, contingently. 1 grant that ‘this is re- |
vealed’ was true at some time and that its [corresponding proposi--
tion] about the past was ever afterwards necessary. 1 grant also that
it was not revealed as false, but as true and contingent (rather than:
as true and necessary). Consequently it could have been and can be
false. Nevertheless the Prophets did not say what is false, since all
prophecies regarding any future contingents were conditionals.
But the condition was not always expressed. Sometimes it was ex- |
pressed —as in the case of David and his throne®' —and sometimes
it was understood —as in the case of [the prophecy ot] the destruc-
tion of Nineveh by the prophet Jonah: “Yet forty days, and Nine-
veh shall be overthrown™?—i.e., unless they would repent; and
since they did repent, it was not destroyed.

[ASSUMPTIONS]

In order to resolve these objections I first make certain
ssumptions. Once these are seen, the resolution of the arguments
vill be clear. )

" Assumption 1.3 Neither active predestination nor. active rep-
robation is a real thing distinct in some way or other from God or
he divine Persons. Nor is passive predestination something abso-
lute or relative distinct in some way from the person who is predes-
inate.* But the noun ‘predestination’ (or the concept), whether
ken in the active or in the passive sense, signifies not only God
Himself who will give eternal life to someone but also the person to
whom it is given. Thus it signifies three things: God [who will give
eternal life to someone], eternal life, and the person to whom it is
given. Similarly, ‘reprobation’ signifies God who will give eternal
punishment to someone, [eternal punishment, and the person to
whom it is given].% '

L Assumption 2.%¢ All propositions having to do with pre-
destination and reprobation are contingent whether they are of
present tense —e.g., ‘God predestinates Peter’ and ‘Peter is predes-
tinate’ —or of past tense, or of future tense. If any [such proposi-
tion] were necessary, it would be one about the past. But ‘Peter was
predestinate,’ for example, is neither a necessary proposition nor a
proposition de necessario.® For 1 ask whether or not Peter could be

30Cf. Ockham’s Quodlibeta, 1V, 4 (Boehner).

3Psalm 131 [132], 12 (Boehner): “If thy children will keep my covenant, and
these my testimonies which I shall teach them: Their children also for evermore
shall sit upon thy throne.”

2]onah 3, 4 (Boehner).

8Cf. Book One of Ockham's Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 41, q.
1, F (Boehner).

3The first two sentences of Assumption 1 constitute Ockham'’s first explicit as-
sertion of the position he took in response to Question I and which formed the ulti-
mate basis of his replies to all the preceding objections.

%See note 22.

%At this point in the text Boehner has a note referring to Book One of Ock-
ham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 38, q. 1, N. (See Appendix I, pp.
90-91 below.) The passage referred to, however, does not bear directly on Assump-
tion 2 but rather on Assumption 6.
37Qckham, Expositio aurea (Bologna, 1496), fol. 122c: “A necessary proposition
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damned. If not, then necessarily he will be saved, and in that case
there would be no need to deliberate or to take trouble —which is
absurd.? If he can be damned, suppose that he is so in fact. Then
‘Peter is damned’ is true. Therefore after this instant ‘Peter was
damned’ will always be true. But according to you® ‘Peter was pre-
destinate’ is necessary. Therefore ‘Peter was predestinate’ and ‘Pe-
ter was reprobate’ will be true at one and the same time; and con-
tradictories follow from these [propositions], as is clear. (Scotus,
too, maintains this conclusion.)*’

M Assumption 3. Some propositions are about the present
as regards both their wording and their subject matter (secundum
vocem el secundum rem). Where such [propositions] are concerned, it
is universally true that every true proposition about the present has
[corresponding to it] a necessary one about the past—e.g., ‘Socrates
is seated,’ ‘Socrates is walking,” ‘Socrates is just,’ and the like.

Other propositions are about the present as regards their
wording only and are equivalently about the future, since their
truth depends on the truth of propositions about the future.”
Where such [propositions] are concerned, the rule that every true
proposition about the present has [corresponding to it] a necessary

is one that cannot be false. But a proposition de necessario is one that takes on such a
mode [e.g., one to which the modal operator ‘it is necessary that’ has been applied].
Thus a proposition de necessario is sometimes true and sometimes false, sometimes
necessary and sometimes impossible.” (Quoted in Baudry, Lexique, art. *Propositio
necessaria.”)

3Qckham is quoting a key phrase from Aristotle’s De interpretatione, Ch. 9,
18b26 ff. (See Appendix 11, p. 101 below.)

Evidently a reference to the objector represented in Objection 2.

Cf, Duns Scotus, Reportata Parisiensia, [, d. 40, q. u., n. 11 (ed. Vives, t. 22, p.
477), against St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, 1. q. 14, a. 13. Cf. also Duns Sco-
tus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 39, q. u., nn. 31-33 (ed. Vives, 1. 10, pp. 653 fI.). (Boehner)
The conclusion that Scotus, too, maintains is the thesis of Assumption 2 —viz., that
all propositions having to do with predestination and reprobation are contingent.
Scotus’s reasons for maintaining this are, however, somewhat different from Ock-
ham’s. According to Scotus ‘predestination’ properly signifies an act of the divine
will, in particular the ordination by God of some rational creature to election, or to
grace and glory. Every such act of the divine will is contingent rather than necessary.
A past-tense proposition about such an act—e.g., ‘God predestinated Peter’ —does
not come under the necessity of the past (is not necessary per accidens) because the
act of the divine will to which it refers is not in the past but is rather always present
in “the now of eternity.” (See note 54 for other approaches to these problems along
this line.)

41See note 16.
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one about the past is not true. And this is not remarkable, since
_there are true propositions about the past and about the ;‘uture
hat have no true [proposition] about the present [correspondin
o them]. For example, ‘what is white was black’ and ‘what is whit%
will be black’ are true while their [corresponding proposition]
about the present—‘what is white is black’ — is false.4
N ' Assumption 4. All propositions having to do with predes-
‘tination and reprobation, whether they are verbally about the
present or about the past, are nevertheless equivalently about the
uture, since their truth depends on the truth of propositions for-
mally al?out the future.*® But Assumption $ shows that such true
[propositions] about the present do not have a necessary one about
yt'he past [corresponding to them] but rather one that is merely con-
tingent, just as the one about the present is contingent. From these
‘[cor'151derations] it follows that no proposition about the present
‘having to do with predestination and reprobation has a necessary
-one about the past [corresponding to it].
0 Assumption 5. From the Philosopher’s point of view*
.God does not know one part of a contradiction [to be true] any .
‘more than [He knows] the other, not only as regards future contin-
‘gents but also as regards those [propositions] about the present and
about the past that are equivalent to propositions about the fu-

‘zpckham's white/black example (see Appendix 11, p. 100 below) and the ob-
servations with which he introduces it constitute a special case that cannot help to
show that there is nothing remarkable in his claim that such a proposition as ‘Peter is
predestmatg’—apparemly about the present but really about the future— has no
cor.res.pondmg proposition about the past that is necessary per accidens. Ockham’s
point is that the present-tense proposition ‘Peter is predestinate’ is to be treated as a
proposition whose truth has yet to be settled by what will be posited in actuality i;]

- the future (such as ‘Socrates will be seated’) and not as one whose truth is setiled by

whatf:s posited in actuality in the present (such as ‘Socrates is seated’).
] A proposition formally about the future” is a proposition about genuinely
uture things, about things that have yet to be settled —i.e., a future contingent

“proposition. Not every proposition “verbally about the future” is also formally about

the future. See pp. 61-62. Assumption 4 is an explicit applicati f i
. A
to the present subject matter. P prication of Assumption 3
o ; . . .
. Al istotle, De mterpre{atzone, Ch. 9; cf. Ockham, Expositio aurea, on the conclu-
sion of‘ Book One of De interpretatione; Summa logicae, 111 (8), ¢. 31 (edn. Venet.
1508, f()!. 89va—9()ra and elsewhere); Book One of his Commentary on the Sentences
(the Ordinatio), d. 38, q. v. M (Boehner) See Appendix I, pp. 89-90 below; Ap-

> pendix 11, pp. 105107 below; Appendix II1, pp. 110-113 below. See also Introduc-

tion, p. 12 above.
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ture.®> On the contrary, according to him neither [part of the con-
tradiction] is known by God, since according to him in Book One of
the Posterior Analytics [Ch. 2, 71b26] nothing is known unless it is
true. But as regards these [propositions] truth is not determinate,
since according to him no reason can be given why one partis true

rather than the other. Consequently both parts will be true or nei-

ther will be true. But it is not possible that both parts be true.
Therefore neither is true. Therefore neither is known.

P Assumption 6. It must be held beyond question that God
knows with certainty all future contingents—i.e., He knows with
certainty which part of the contradiction is* true and which false.
(Nevertheless all such propositions as ‘God knows that this part—
or that part—of the contradiction is true’ are contingent, not neces-
sary, as has been said before.*")

It is difficult, however, to see how He knows this [with certain-
tyl, since one part [of the contradiction] is no more determined to
truth than the other. The Subtle Doctor?® maintains that the divine
intellect, insofar as it is in some respect prior*® to the determination

#See note 16. Aristotle does not discuss God’s knowledge in De interpretatione,
Ch. 9, or in Posterior Analytics, Bk. 1, Ch. 2. All that Ockham means to claim is that
some of what Aristotle says in those passages applies to God’s knowledge (in virtue
of applying to all knowledge whatever).

| #Reading ‘est’ for ‘erit” Suppose that the contradiction in question is that be-
tween the future contingents ‘Peter will be saved’ and ‘Peter will not be saved.” One
or the other of these is true now and hence is known by God to be true now. This
reading is confirmed by the wording of the example in the next sentence: “Deus scit
hanc partem contradictionis esse [rather than fore] veram vel illam.”

“Evidently a reference to the end of Ockham’s reply to Objection 5 (p. 42).

“Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, I, d. 39, q. u., n. 23 (ed. Vives, t. 10, p. 639); Re-
portatio, 1, d. 38,q. 2, nn. 3-4 (t. 22, pp. 469 ff.). Cf. Book One of Ockham'’s Commen-
tary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 38, q. 1, D. [Appendix I, pp. 83-84 below.}
(Boehner)

49Scotus maintains that the divine imellect is naturally (although not temporally
prior to the determination of the divine will. This is a special case under his general
principle that an act of understanding is naturally (although not always temporally)
prior to an act of will. (See, e.g., Reportata Parisiensia, 1.1, d. 17,q.3,n. 3 [ed. Vives, t.
22, p. 213}; Opus Oxoniense, 1.1, d. 17, q. 4, n. 5 [ed. Vives, t. 10, p. 104]; 1.3, d. 18, n.

20 {ed. Vives, t. 14, p. 703]. See especially Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 2, q. 1, art, ii -

[“Absolute Properties of God”], parti [“Intellect and Will”], in Allan B. Wolter, Duns
Scotus: Philosophical Writings [Latin and English], Edinburgh and New York, Nelson,

1962, pp. 52-61.) When Scotus says that God at one instant apprehends those com- \

plexes and at another, subsequent instant determines that one part is true and at
another, subsequent instant knows that part to be true, he is speaking not of instants
of time but of “instants of nature.” To say that 4 is naturally but not temporally
prior to B is to say that B occurs at an instant of nature subsequent to that at which 4

81-83 (especially n. 7).

| [Assumptions] 49

of the divine will, apprehends those complexes®™ as neutral with
respect to itself, and then* the divine will determines that one part
[of the contradiction] is true for some instant, willing that the ofher
part is false® for that same instant. After the deter
dlylne will is effected, however, the divine intellec
mma‘tion of its own will, which is immutable. It see
partis true with certaint
- be true.

I argue*
' does not

mination of the
t sees the deter-

. s clearly that one
y —viz., that part which its own will wills to

against this opinion, however, for [in the first place] it
: seem to preserve the certainty of God’s knowledge in re-
 spect of future things that depend absolutely on a created will.52

Fonj I ask whether or not the determination of a created will nece.s-
: sarlly.follows the determination of the divine will. If it does. then
 the will necessarily acts [as it does], Just as fire does, and so ,merit
! a.nd demerit are done away with. If it does not, then the determina-
tlon of a created will is required for knowing determinately one or
3the other part of a contradiction regarding those [future things
_that depend absolutely on a created will]. For the determination of
. the uncreated will does not suffice, because a created will can op-

ose the determination [of the uncreated will]. Therefore, since
the determination of the [created] will was not from eternit)’/, God

_did not have certain cognition of the things that remained [for a

created will to determine].
Secondly, when something is determined contingently, so that

it is still possible that it is not determined and it is possible that it

was never determined, then one cannot have certain and infallible
cognition based on such a determination. But the determination of
the divine will in respect of future contingents is such a determina-
tion, both according to him [Scotus] and in truth. Therefore God

cannot hgve certain cognition of future contingents based on such
adetermination. '

occurs although 4 and B occur at one and the same instant of time,
and B cannot be located in time at all. Ockh
of nature.” See Question I1I,

: or although 4
am rejects Scotus’s doctrine of “instants
PP- 71-72 (especially n. 104) and Appendix I, PP-

¥See note 24.
*'Reading ‘falsam’ for ‘veram.

*2See Question I, Oobjection 3 ~ i
, » pp. 39-40. See also Introduction, pp. 17-20
above, on the antecedent and the consequent disposing will of God. PP
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[The argument] is supported as follows. All such prppositions
as ‘God from eternity willed this part of the contradiction* to be

true’ and ‘God from eternity determined this’ are contingent, as is -

clear from Assumption 2. Consequently they can be true gnd [they
can be] false. Therefore one will have no certain cognition based
on such a determination.

For that reason I maintain® that it is impossible to express
clearly the way in which God knows future contingents. Never-

theless it must be held that He does so, but contingently. That :

must be held because of the pronouncements of the Saints, who
say that God does not know things that are becoming in a way
different from that in which [He knows] things that have already
occurred.*

Despite [the impossibility of expressing it clearly], the follow-
ing way [of knowing future contingents] can be ascribed [to God].

Just as the [human] intellect on the basis of one and the same

[intuitive] cognition of certain non-complexes can have evident
cognition of contradictory contingent propositions such as ‘4 ex-
ists,” ‘A does not exist,” in the same way it can be granted that the
divine essence is intuitive cognition that is so perfect, so clear, that
itis evident cognition of all things past and future, so that it knows
which part of a contradiction [involving such things] is* true and
which part false.?®

53Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 38, q.
u., M[Appendix I, pp. 89-90 below]. (Boehner)

#What “must be held because of the pronouncements of the Saints” is evidently
only that God does know future contingents determinately—this much is confirmed
by what Ockham reports of them—and not also that His knowledge of them is con-
tingent. Both St. Thomas Aquinas (in Summa theologica, 1, q. 14, a. 13 [see Boehner,
“Ockham’s Tractatus . . . ,” p. 435]) and St. Anselm (in On the Harmony of the Fo.re~
knowledge, the Predestination, and the Grace of God with Free Choice), for example, main-
tain that God knows all things, past, present, and future, as eternally. present to
Himself. The same sort of account of God’s knowledge of temporal things can be
found much earlier in Boethius as well (in The Consolation of Philosophy, V). Ockham’s
position is plainly opposted to that of St. Thomas (loc. cit.), who held that God's

knowledge is necessary even though the things known by Him are contingent.

550ckham’s suggested account of the nature of God’s knowledge of future con-
tingents is somewhat obscured by the occurrence in this sentence of (a) inaccuracies
of expression and (b) technical terms deriving from his theory of kqowledge. As to
(a), what he seems to have intended in the first part of the analogy might better have |
been expressed as follows: “Just as the human intellect on the basis of one ;?r?d the -
same intuitive cognition of a non-complex such as 4 can have evident cognition of
the present existence or nonexistence of 4 so that it knows which one of the contra-

[Assumptions] 51

Suppose it is said that that which is not true in itself cannot be
L known by anyone, but that [the proposition] that I
- tomorrow is of that sort.

In that case I maintain that [that proposition] is true, so that [it
* i5] not false, but contingently true, since it can be false.
’ On the contrary: each part of this [contradiction] ‘I shall sit
. down tomorrow,’ ‘I shall not sit down tomorrow,’ can, indifferemly,
i be true. Therefore one part is not more true than the other.5

Hence either neither is now true or both [are now true]. Not both;
therefore neither.

shall sit down

I maintain that one part is now determina[ely true, so that [it
ot false, since God wills the one part to be true and the other to
be false. Nevertheless He wills contingently. Therefore He can not
will the one part and He can will the other part, inasmuch as the
other part can come to pass.5”

Q Assumption 7. In connection with the subject of predes-.
‘tination and reprobation the verb ‘to know’ (scire) is taken either
‘broadly —i.e., for the cognition of anything whatever —and in that
sense God knows (cognoscit) all things, non-complexes as well as
‘complexes, necessary, contingent, false, and impossible; or strictly,
-and in that sense it is the same as to know (cognoscere) what is true.

“is]n

.dictory present contingent propositions ‘4 exists,’ ‘4 does not exist’ is true, in the
;same way it can be granted that . . .” As to (b}, the terms “evident cognition’ and ‘in-
tuitive cognition’ can be understood thoroughly only within Ockham’s epistemolo-
gy, which is most readily accessible in the translated material in Part 1] of Boehner’s
1Ockham: Philosophical Writings ([Latin and English] Edinburgh and New York. Nel-
son, 1957: (English only} New York, Library of Liberal Arts, 1964). (Cf. also Baud-
1y, Lexique, art. “Notitia.”) Itis enough for present purposes to say that evident cogni-
tion is indubitable cognition and that “intuitive cognition of a thing is that cognition
in virtue of which it can be known whether or not the thing exists, so that if the thing
does exist the intellect judges immediately that it exists and has evident cognition
that it exists . . .” (in Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordi-
-natio), Prologus, q. 1, Z). The gist of Ockham's suggestion thus seems to be that all
things past and future are objects of intuitive cognition for God in the way in which
a presently existent thing can be an object of intuitive cognition for a human being.

$This objection is obviously intended as-an allusion to the position attributed to
Aristotle in Assumption 5.

. ¥For a discussion of Ockham’s remarks here, see Introduction, pp. 20-26
above.

*8Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 39, q.
1, B (Appendix I, pp. 92-93 below), where Ockham distinguishes the same two
senses of ‘to know’ as are distinguished in Assumption 7.
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It is in this sense that the Philosopher says in Book One of the Pos-
terior Analytics [Ch. 2, 71b26] that nothing is known unless it is true.

R Assumption 8. Some propositions having to d(? with
predestination and reprobation are to be distinguished with re-.
spect to composition and division, such as those in which a mode 1s '
posited together with a clause in indirect discourse (ponitur _modus
cum dicto).®® The result is that what is indicated (denotatur) in the
sense of composition is that the mode is predicated of the prejacent
of the clause in indirect discourse, or of the proposition belonging
to that clause.®* What is indicated in the sense of division, however,
is that the predicate belonging to the clause in indirect discourse,
or to the proposition belonging to that clause, is predicated to-
gether with such a mode of that for which the subject of the c!ause
supposits, as is shown in logic.®* This shows that ‘the predestinate

guished with respect to composition and division.3
S Assumption 9.% For present purposes ‘cause’
two ways. In one way for a real thing having another r.
its effect. That from whose existence something els
called the cause, for when it is posited the effect is
when it is not posited [the effect] cannot be posited.
 Itis used in another way when it means (emportat) the priority
. of one proposition over another with respect to an inference. We
ay, for instance, that when there is a natural inference from one
| proposition to another and not vice versa, the antecedent is the
ause of the consequent and not vice versa.®

Once these [assumptions] have been seen one can respond to
he arguments that have been propounded, proving that the pre-
estinate can be damned, and also to other [arguments] pro-

ounded for other questions concerning God’s knowledge in re-
pect of future contingents. '

is taken in
eal thing as
e follows is
posited, and

**Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 40, q.
1, C. Cf. also Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 39, q. u, n. 17 (ed. Vives, t. 10, pp.
629 ff.) and d. 40, q.u., n. 2 (pp. 680 fI.). With respect to the logic, cf. Ockham's
Summa logicae, 11, c. 9. (Boehner)

®In Summa logicae, 11, c. 9, Ockham distinguishes between modal propositions
that do not contain a clause in indirect discourse (a “dictum”) and those that do con-
tain one. The latter are called “de modo” propositions. A de modo proposition, he says,
“is always to be distinguished with respect to composition and division. In the sense
of composition what is indicated is always that the mode is verified of [see note 28]
the proposition belonging to the dictum. Thus what is indicated by ‘that every man is
an animal is necessary’ [in the sense of composition) is that the mode ‘necessary’ will
be verified of the proposition ‘every man is an animal,’ the dictum of which is that
which is said (dicitur) — viz., ‘that every man is an animal.’ For it is called a dictum of a
proposition when the terms are taken in the accusative case and the verb in the in-
finitive mood [the regular Latin construction for indirect discourse]. But the sense
of division of such a [de modo] proposition is always equipollent to the proposition
taken together with the mode and without the dictum. Thus ‘that every man is an
animal is necessary’ in the sense of division is equipollent to ‘every man of necessity
(or necessarily) is an animal'” (ed. Boehner, p- 246). In Summa logicae, 11, c. 10,
Ockham says that modal propositions of the other sort, those that do not contain a
dictum, are “entirely equipollent to propositions with a dictum [de modo propositions]
understood in the sense of division.” He then observes that a de modo proposition
may be true in the sense of composition and false in the sense of division, or vice
versa, introducing the following as one of his examples: “. . . this is true —‘that ev-
erything true is true is necessary’—and nevertheless this is false —‘everything true
necessarily is true’” (pp. 248-249).

*'The “prejacent” of, or the proposition “belonging to” the dictum ‘that every
man is an animal’ is ‘every man is an animal.’ This difference is more apparent
grammatically in Latin, where the corresponding dictum is ‘omnem hominem esse ani-
mal and its prejacent is ‘omnis homo est animal.’

®The notion of a term’s suppositing something is part of the theory of the
properties of terms developed by thirteenth-century logicians (see, e.g., Kretzmann,

iliam of Sherwood’s Introduction to Logic, especially Chapter Five).and discussed ex-
nsively by Ockham (in Summa logicae, 1, ¢. 63—c. 77, some of which appears in
[English in Part 1V of Boehner’s Ockham: Philosophical Writings). For present pur-
poses it is enough to say that “that for which the subject of the clause supposits” is
hatis named or referred to by means of the subject-term in the dictum of a de modo

ropqsitior}. Applying this remark of Ockham’s to the proposition ‘that Socrates is

f division, then what is understood is that animality is predicated with necessity of
he man Socrates, as in ‘Socrates necessarily is an animal.’

%The ‘not’ in this sentence appears in most manuscripts of the Treatise but is
mitted from one and erased in another. Everything else in Assumption 8 (as well as
the discussion in Summa logicae, 11, c. 9 and c. 10) suggests that the ‘not’ does belong *
here. “The predestinate can be damned’ is a modal proposition but not a de modo
proposition. It should, then, be equipollent to the corresponding de modo proposi-
tion understood in the sense of division (see note 60). The corresponding de modo
proposition is ‘that the predestinate is damned is possible.’ In the sense of composi-
tion this is understood as “‘the predestinate is damned’ is possible,” which Ockham
denies. In the sense of division it is understood as ‘the i ssi
damned,” which Ockham maintains is true, and to which the predestinate can be
damned’ is equipollent.

#Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 41, q.
1, F (Boehner).
*On an antecedent as cause of a consequent or a premiss as cause of a conclu-

sion cf. Aristotle, especially Posterior Analytics, Book 11, Ch. 11 (94a20); also Metaphys-
ics, Book V, Ch. 2 (1013b17).
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(4) Whatever is not determinately* true in itself is not known
by God with determinate co

gnition. But a future contingent is of
that sort. Therefore [God does not have determinate cognition of
one part of a contradiction b

etween future contingents].
The Faith is in opposition [to all these arguments}.

B In reply to this part of the question I maintain* that, as was
said in Assumption 6, God has determinate cognition in respect of
future contingents since He knows determinately which part of the
contradiction will be true and which false.

Reply to (1). It is clear from Assumption 5 what must be said,
for from the Philosopher’s point of view neither part [of the con-
tradiction] is determinately true in the case of future contingents
that depend absolutely on a free power—e.g., on a created will.
This is clear in the same [Assumption]. What must be said in ac-

cordance with truth and the F aith, however, i
tion 6.

Reply to (2). The first consequence does not hold good, for
although He does know one part [of the contradiction] determi-
nately, nevertheless He knows contingently, and He can not know,

and He can® never have known. Therefore, deliberation does
make a difference.

[QUESTION 11]

. . .
A In respect of all future contingents does (;od.have dfe(t;e
minate, certain, infallible, immutable, necessary cognition o

5 2
part of a contradiction?®

[Article 1}

[The following arguments are advanced to show] that it is not
detel(‘;r)l‘?\?et?t'her truth nor falsity is determipate in fut}J.re COfl:l;l:(; _
gents. Therefore [God does not have determmate cognition o
part of a contradiction between future contingents]. telberated

(2) 1f it were determinate, then V\{het.her or not wg Cfl: (11 erated
[about something] necessarily that which is known Zyd l(?b zte ok
nately would come to pass. Consequently we would deliber

le in vain.% L
take(tf;;)l;l; ?t were determinate, th.en God would lll)e ofdhtr:;:g
knowledge.* Proof: If God can bring .about sometHlng ogdeter ’
nately, so that He cannot [bring about} its 9pP051te, . fe 1(5; ) deter

‘minate and limited power. Therefore, similarly, [i Go coul
know one part of a contradiction betwgen futu.re c;ntmg:lr:l 8 e
terminately so that He could not know its opposite, He wo

determinate and limited knowledge].®®

s clear from Assump-

would be of limited power. Similarly,
[of the contradiction] in such a way
other, then He would have limited a
ither [of these antecedents] is true.

if He were to know one part
that He could not know the
nd imperfect knowledge. But

| .~ Reply to (4). It is clear that the minor premiss is false. Never-
theless, [although a future contingent is determinately true,] it is

true contingently, for it can be false and it could never have been
true.

O O 0500w fed. Vives 11 8,‘;’.esff’s‘5?21‘;%2’532255255‘}’:%_
sg:nd"ggfiﬁ'l and 2,(?, 22: pp- 468 ff.l). Cf. ;lésg_/;}]e;ar(lgg; }?iel;l)ales, Summa theo

gica"’l”sr:e“.rllgé-;%? (Seeden;'ilcs%“;?tcrggilztio,rsp}.)p. 12-16, above, on the derivation of
argusxglvf/f;t;(a?e» (s%l)i);lllngéll&ls concl}lsi'on in ordt;r1 ::1 tbg:rgn o:ntall)(l);i;li); tslll]eo ‘irrlla{)c;gitc::
f)l’cl?ll;i;enrc:f()tfh&:rgtl)l;?ie‘r;it;nﬂil;:ral;’lBtlztal?e?(;rg: the conclusion is left to be supplied

(igitur similiter, etc.) and by the character of Ockham’s reply to it (on p. 55). In order
to read it as an argument from analogy, however, we have had to adopt a rare var-
iant in the first sentence. Of the eight manuscripts and one fifteenth-century
printed text on which Boehner’s edition is based only one manuscript has ‘scientiae’

‘knowledge’). The other eight sources all have ‘potentiae’ (‘power’), which obliterates
the point of the argument.

**Reading ‘potest’ for ‘potuit.’
54
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[Article 11]7

57

:same time, for if God cognized that I would sit down tomorrow it
follows that ‘I shall sit down tomorrow’ is true, for nothing is
known unless it is true. Therefore its opposite is false, since other-
wise contradictories would be true at one and the same time.

But whatever is the case regarding the first inference, it is cer-
tain that* the second does not hold good. In order for such a
mixed inference (mixiio) to hold good the major premiss would
have to be omnitemporally assertoric (de inesse simpliciter), so that it
would always be necessarily true, however much that de possibili
premiss should be posited in fact. In that case the de possibili conclu-
sion follows; otherwise not.” I prove this claim in the following
way. If we argue from the opposite of the conclusion together with
that same de possibili premiss we infer only the opposite of a neces-
sary omnitemporally assertoric proposition. In truth, then,* from
‘God cannot be deceived’ and ‘it is possible that I shall not sit down
tomorrow’ only this conclusion follows: ‘God knows (scit) not neces-
sarily but only contingently that I shall sit down tomorrow.” There-

C In the second part of the question it is principally argued* -
that He does not have certain and infallible cognition.

(1) Proof: ‘God cognized (novit) that I would sit down tomor-
row, and I shall not sit down tomorrow; therefore He is deceived.’
This inference is clear, for in believing that that is in fact the case
which is not in fact the case He is deceived. Similarly, then: ‘God
cognized that 1 would sit down tomorrow, and it is possible that
I shall not sit down tomorrow; therefore it is possible that He be
deceived,* and consequently He can be deceived.” This second in-
ference is proved as follows: just as an assertoric conclusion
follows from two assertoric premisses,* so a de possibili conclusion
follows from [two premisses] one of which is assertoric and the
other de possibili.”

(2) If God cognized that I would sit down tomorrow, and it is
possible that* I shall not sit down tomorrow, suppose that in fact I
shall not sit down tomorrow. Then it follows that God is deceived.
Since what is impossible does not tollow from the positing in fact of
what is possible, ‘God is deceived’ is not impossible.

The Faith is in opposition [to both these arguments].

Ockham’s treatment of the second inference in argument (1) is not easy to fol-
low. Itis not hard to see that he is right to reject the inference; the difficulties arise in
considering his stated reasons for doing so. For one thing, he uses technical terms
that are used elsewhere in the Treatise (see p. 70) but are not defined in the Treatise
A “mixed inference” is an inference involving either assertoric and modal proposi-
tions (as here) or modal propositions governed by different modes. (Ockham dis-
cusses many varieties of both sorts of mixed inference in Summa logicae, 111 (1), c.
31-c. 64; ed. Boehner, pp. 402-456.) An “omnitemporally assertoric” proposition is
an assertoric proposition “in which the predicate cannot be attached to the subject at
one time and denied of it at another time, but [the proposition] is constituted uni-
formly at all times, so that [the predicate] is predicated truly either always or never”
(Summa logicae, 111 (1), c. 31; p. 403). It is distinguished in Ockham’s logic from a
“temporally assertoric” (de inesse ut nunc) proposition, “in which the predicate can be
truly affirmed of the subject at one time and truly denied at another time” (loc. cit.).
Given this distinction (which Ockham evidently considers exhaustive), it looks as if
he is here claiming that the objector’s major premiss — ‘God cognized that I would sit
down tomorrow'—is not a necessary omnitemporally assertoric proposition, and
that the inference is therefore invalid. Ockham’s reply would have been justified if
the objector had used the word ‘knew’ (scivit) rather than ‘cognized’ (novit); for ‘God
knew that I would sit down tomorrow’ is, from Ockham’s point of view, a future
contingent proposition despite its being verbally about the past. The premiss as the
objector has it, however, is not a future contingent proposition but a proposition
necessary about the past and hence one that satisfies Ockham’s demand. Ockham
may have misconstrued these arguments by interpreting ‘cognized’ as if it were
‘knew.’ (See his truth-value-neutral use of ‘notitia’ in Assumption 6.) Notice that in
his reply to (1) Ockham twice uses a form of ‘scio’ rather than of ‘nosco.’

D I maintain that He does have certain and infallible cogni-
tion. This is proved by means of Assumption 6.

Reply to (1) in opposition. I maintain that the first inference is
good, although not syllogistic. For to be deceived is to think thata
thing is otherwise than it is for the time for which it is believed to be
so. And this is what is entailed by those assertoric premisses, for’
they entail that God believes otherwise than will be the case. And
the conclusion follows from those two premisses if they can be true
at one and the same time. But they cannot be true at one and the

Cf. Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 39, q. u., nn. 1 and 3 (ed. Vivés, t. 10, p.
613), where these arguments are to be found nearly word for word. Scotus’s solu-
tions to them appear in n. 27 (t. 10, p. 651). (Boehner)

On assertoric propositions sce note 7. A de possibili proposition is a de modo
proposition (see note 60) involving the mode ‘possible.” The rule of inference ap-
pealed to may be expressed as follows: If ‘p and g, therefore 7’ is the form of an ac-
ceptable inference, then ‘p and it is possible that ¢, therefore it is possible that 7' is the
form of an acceptable inference. ‘
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" fore in order for the first mixed inference to hold good the major
* premiss would have to be omnitemporally assertoric. But* it is clear
that it is not so, for it is merely contingent, inasmuch as it can be

true and can be false and can never have been true. This is clear

from Assumptions 2 and 3 above.

Reply to (2). I maintain that what is impossible never follows
solely from the positing in fact of a de possibili* proposition. Never-

theless the assertoric proposition [I shall not sit down tomorrow’]
in which the de possibili proposition is posited can be inconsistent

with an assertoric proposition with which the posited de possibili -

. pProposition is not inconsistent. (For an antecedent can be inconsist-
ent with something with which its consequent is not inconsistent, as
whiteness is inconsistent with something with which color is not
inconsistent.) And that assertoric proposition entails the de possibili
proposition, and not vice versa, as is clear. Therefore from that
assertoric proposition, which is an antecedent for the de possibili
proposition, and another assertoric proposition inconsistent with
the first there can follow an impossible conclusion that* does not
follow from that de possibili proposition, which is a consequent, and
the other assertoric proposition. So it is no wonder that an impossi-
ble conclusion follows from incompossible premisses, for an impos-
sible conclusion does follow from opposite premisses in a syllogism.

In reply to what is claimed [in (2)] I now maintain that nothing
impossible follows from ‘it is possible that I shall not sit down to-
morrow’ when it is posited in fact. But from ‘I shall not sit down
tomorrow,” in which it is posited in fact, and ‘God cognized that I
would sit down tomorrow’ the impossible proposition ‘God is mis-
taken’ does follow; and it does so because the premisses are incom-
possible. For example, ‘Socrates is seated’ and ‘Socrates can stand’
are true at one and the same time. Nevertheless ‘Socrates is seated’
and ‘Socrates is standing’ do not hold good at one and the same
time but rather are inconsistent; therefore it follows from those
two propositions that sitting is standing. That conclusion does not
follow, however, from ‘Socrates is seated’ and ‘Socrates can stand.’
‘The whole cause [of the difficulty] is the inconsistency of the prem-
isses in the uniform [inference] and the lack of it in the mixed in-
ference. And in the same way in all respects this is [the whole cause

of the difficulty] in what is claimed [in (2)].

[Question 11] 59
[Article 1117

E Third, it is argued that He does not have immutable
knowledge (scientiam)™ regarding future contingents.
[Part One]

(1) There can be no passage from contradictory to contradic-
tory without any change.” Proof: It does not seem that that which

- was true earlier is now false, or vice versa, unless there is some
- change. But God knowing the contingent proposition ‘I shall sit

down’"® can not know it, for it can be false, and what is false is not

- known.”?

(2) Similérly: God does not now know the proposition ‘I am in
Rome,’ for this is now false, and He can now know it for the year
when it will be true. Therefore it seems that God changes.™

Cf. Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 39, g.u,nn. 1,3, and 4 (ed. Vives, t. 10,
pp- 613-614); also Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio),
d. 39, q. u. [Appendix 1, pp. 92-95 below]. (Boehner)

"Although Ockham used ‘notitia’ (‘cognition’) in framing Question 11 originally
and in the specific questions of Articles | and 11, he uses ‘scientia’ (‘’knowledge’) in the
specific questions of Articles 11 and 1V,

*I.e., He cannot first know the one part of a contradiction and then know the
other part without changing.

®All the examples using direct discourse and the pronoun ‘I in this argument
and the two following should have used either indirect discourse or a proper name
in place of the pronoun, since the ‘I of the examples is surely not intended to refer
to God but rather to the framer of the arguments.

"The point of argument (1) is brought out more easily by using the example
supplied by Ockham in what is evidently his reply to it (on p. 61). Consider only all
times prior to ¢, and suppose that the proposition ‘Socrates will sit down at ¢,"is true
and therefore known by God. Since the proposition is contingent, it can be false and
hence God’s knowledge can be otherwise than it is. But this is not to say that God’s
knowledge admits of change; in particular, it is not to say that God's knowledge pas-
ses over from the one contradictory to the other, which is the sufficient condition
laid down by the objector himself at the outset of the argument. In his reply, there-
fore, Ockham bases his criticism on the assumption that the objector meant to show
that it is possible that God first know and afterwards not know before f, that Socrates will
sitdown at ¢,.

"The second preimiss of argument (2) — “He can now know it for the year when
it will be true” (potest eam scire modo ad annum, quando erit vera) —is obscure. It seems to
suggest that although God does not now know ‘Peter is in Rome,” He can now know
‘Peter is in Rome at ¢, (assuming that Peter is not now in Rome but will be there at
1,). But that observation could scarcely be construed as supporting the conclusion,
nor is it the sort of point to which Ockham’s reply is addressed. In view of these dis-
crepancies it seems that the second premiss was to have been “He will know it in the
year when it will be true” —i.e., at ¢, God will know ‘Peter is in Rome.’ This reading
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‘ (3) Similarly: He now knows this proposition about the future
—I shall read tomorrow’ (suppose that this is true)—and after
tomorrow He will not know the proposition ‘I shall read” tomor-
row,’ for then it will be false.

F [Reply to (2).] Speaking of propositions that are merely
about the present and that depend in no way on the future, I main-
tain that just as such propositions can change from truth to falsity.
and vice versa, so God can at one time know such a proposition*
and at another time not, and know one* after He did not know it,
and not know after He did know, and know a proposition that He
did not know earlier, without any change in Him as a result of a
mere change in a creature or in known propositions of this sort
(just as He is said to be first noncreating and afterwards creating as
a result of a change in and the establishing of a creature), because
our intellect can [do this] without any change in it. Proof: Suppose
that I think that the proposition ‘Socrates is seated’ is true although
it is false, because Socrates is standing, and that while that act re-
mains in my intellect that proposition becomes true. Now I know
that which I did not know before, without any change in my intel-
lect but only in the thing.® And it is in this way that that passage “in
relation there is no motion” in Book VII of the Physics is under-
stood, so that the proposition is particular rather than universal.
For the Philosopher intends there to speak of knowledge, since it is
a relation, [and to say of it] that someone can begin to know some-
thing without any change in him, as has been said.®! Moreover, as

may reasonably be considered to support the stated conclusion, and it seems to pro-
vide the sort of point to which Ockham’s reply is addressed. There is, however, no
feasible reading of argument (2) that connects it specifically with the question of the
immutability of God’s knowledge regarding future contingents, the topic of this Arti-
cle I11. The opening words of Ockham’s reply show that he was aware of this.

"Reading ‘legam’ for ‘legem.’

#QOckham’s reply to argument (2) seems to go wrong in two respects. In the first
place, itis difficult if not impossible to accept his example as providing an instance of
my first not knowing and then knowing that Socrates is seated while my belief re-
mains unchanged. That what I believe to be the case is in fact the case is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition for my knowing it to be the case. Secondly, and more
important, even if Ockham’s example did provide the instance he intended it to
provide for our intellect, such an instance could not be provided for God’s intellect.
Since God is omniscient, it is impossible that God believes before t, that Peter is in
Rome and hence impossible that God first (before t,) does not know and afterwards
(at t,) does know that Peter is in Rome while his belief remains unchanged.

*'The passage Ockham quotes seems to be from Chapter 3 of Book VII of the
Physics (246b11): “. . . relations are neither themselves qualitative modifications nor

[Question 11]

61

the Commentator says, that proposition is stated in accord with Pla-

. t0’s view .82

[Reply to (1).] But speaking of pro 0Ssitio
) prop ns th
; future, I draw the followi . i § that are about the

. first know and afterwards not know such future
»[contmgents], for it is impossible that God [first] know and after-
ward§ not know before ¢, ‘Socrates will sit down at ¢,.” And the cause
[of this impossibility] is that before ¢, it cannot first be true and af-
terwards false. Rather, if it is true before ¢, it was always true before

4, fo.r every proposition that is simply about the future was alwa s
true if it is ever true. - ’

[Reply to (8).] Other [contin

- ‘ gents] that are future as regards
their wording suggest (emplicant)

that present or past things are

yet subjects of such modification or of coming-into
all.” But what Ockham goes on to say of A%istot
drawing far more directly on this later passage fro

“Nor are the states of the intellectual part qu

-being or of any kind of change at
le's view makes it plain that he is
m the same chapter (247b1 f.):

Ockham’s reply to argument (2) —viz., Ch. 5, 4229 ff.;

/ s T erroes (“the Commentator”). If “that
: is the general principle that a relation may begin to obtain between A
and B without any change in 4, it may be said to be “in accord with Plato’s view” as
other hand, the more specific
something without any change in him”
iliar Platonic account of beginning-to-
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63
such as that I am in Rome —can be known by God at some time
_even though it is not known by Him now. Still it need not be
-granted that He can know more than He does know, for nothing is
~known by God unless it is true and everything true is known by

there are always equally many truths, and so there are

- always equally many things known by God.
I prove the assumption in the following way. It is not possible
that there are more truths at one time than at another, for it is al-
ways the case that one or the other partof a centradiction is [true],
and nothing is true unless it is one or the other part of a contradic-
tion. Nor is it possible that both parts of a contradiction be true.
Hence there are as many truths at one time as at another, neither
more nor less, even though something is true at one time that is not
true at another. And [this holds good] universally, so that if some-
thing that was true before becomes false, something that was false
before becomes true. Thus this does not follow: ‘God can know
many things that He does not know, and not know many things
that He does know; therefore He can know more, or less, than He
does know.’ '
Suppose someone says that whatever God knows now He will
always know, since from the fact that God first knows the proposi-
tion ‘Socrates is seated’ and afterwards knows the proposition ‘Soc-
rates was seated’ [it does] not [follow] that He knows something
different; rather, [He knows] one and the same thing.®

I maintain that if one takes ‘knowledge’ or ‘know’ for that cog-
nition of God’s whereby He cognizes those propositions, then that
[knowledge of His] is one and the same in respect of all things
knowable. If, however, one takes God’s knowing according as it
involves the complexes ‘Socrates is seated,” ‘Socrates was seated,’
then it is not one and the same. For those complexes are neither
one and the same, nor equivalent,* nor interchangeable (con-
vertibilia); for the one can be true while the other is false 8 Suppose

fljture. Suppose, for example, that the proposition ‘Socratgs will sit
down at ¢, is asserted after t;. This suggest§ t.hat past thmgs are
future — viz., that ¢, is future and that the smmg down is futur‘e.
Sucha proposition about the future can Fhange from [I‘lftll to falsi-
ty, since before ¢, it was true and after ¢, 1t is false. And God can not
know such a future contingent after He did know it, as a result of
change in things and the passage of time, without any change on
His part. ' .

Regarding these latter future [contingents] it must be kno“{n
that some of them are true and do not begin to be true but do begin
to be false. If, for example, ¢, is tomorrow, ‘Socrates will sit down at
ty’ (suppose that is the case) is true now. It never began to be true,
but it will begin to be false, for after ¢, it will alvyays be fa!sg. And
‘Socrates is predestinate’ is of this kind, since before the [giving of]
supreme blessedness it is always true if it is ever true, but after the
[giving of] supreme blessedness it will always be false.

Others of them are false and never begin to be false but do
begin to be true. For example, ‘Socrates will not sitdown at{,;’ s%nce
before ¢, it will always be false (suppose that is the case) and after-
wards it will always be true. And ‘Socrates is not predestinate’ is of
this kind, since before the [giving of] supreme blessedness it was
false and afterwards it will always be true.

G [Part Two)

The same point [viz., that God does not have immutable
knowledge regarding future contingents] is argued for as follows.
God can know more than He does know, for He can know many
contingent propositions that will be true but that are now false.
Similarly, He can know less than He does know, for He knows some
propositions that are true about the present and that will be false
ever afterwards. Therefore His knowledge is mutable.

Speaking of knowing and of God’s knowledge strictly, as is said
in Assumption 7, I maintain that God can know something that He
does not know now (since in this sense [of ‘know’}] God knows

®This paragraph suggests a view like the views advanced by Boethius, Anselm,
nothing unless it is true), for a proposition that is not true now—

and Aquinas (see note 54), who maintained that God knows all contingent things
from the viewpoint of eternity as we know present contingent things. On this view
God does not first know one proposition — ‘Socrates is seated at ¢, —and then know
another —‘Socrates was seated at ¢,’; rather He knows from eternity the eternally
present fact of Socrates’s sitting at ¢,.

#Ockham would have put his point more precisely if he had said “for it can be
that the one is true while the other is false.”

know in terms of recollecting what is already known (see, e.g-, Phaedo, 75E); and,
indeed, Aristotle’s example of the recovery of knowledge after dfunket1ness, _sleep,(
or disease (see note 81) provides a picture strongly reminiscent of Plato’s doctrine of
recollection.
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that God knows now for the first tilme the proposition ‘Socrates is
seated.” In that case the proposition “God knows the proposition
‘Socrates was seated’ ” is false about the past. Similarly, when Socra-
tes is walking He knows the proposition ‘Socrates was seated,’ since
this is true, and not the proposition ‘Socrates is seated,’ since this is
false.®

H [Part Three]

[It is argued that] His knowledge can increase, for He can
know more than He does know; and it can decrease, for He can
know less than He does know. Therefore [God’s knowledge] can
change.

1 maintain that it can neither increase nor decrease, for it is
undifferentiated (indistincta) in respect of all things.® But can the
number of foreknown things really be increased or decreased? It
can be said that this is false in the sense of composition,’” for ‘the
number of the predestinate is increased or decreased’ is impossible,
since that means that the number of the predestinate is first greater
and afterwards becomes less, or vice versa. And this is false, for
these opposites cannot be verified successively, since whoever is
predestinate has been predestinate from eternity. For every propo-
sition that is simply about the future, that does not connote any-
thing past or present, has always been true if it is ever true.

In the sense of division it can be granted, for then no more is
meant than that someone besides those who are now predestinate
can be predestinate, and this is true. But if that proposition is pos-

®This reply of Ockham’s may be better understood in the light of his sugges-
tion as to how God knows future contingents (on pp. 50, 89-90). In this reply he dis-
tinguishes two senses of ‘God’s knowledge.” God’s knowledge in the first sense is that
“intuitive cognition” which “is the-divine essence,” that single act of apprehension
which is eternally one and the same and in which everything knowable is known in a
single eternal intuitive cognition. In this first sense ‘God’s knowledge’ refers only to
His act of cognition and not to the relation of that act to the world. In the second
sense assigned by Ockbam to ‘God’s knowledge’ it refers not just to God’s act of cog-
nition but also to the relation of that act of cognition to the world.

%0Ockham’s point here seems to be that when God’s knowledge is understood to
be His single essential eternal intuitive cognition (see note 85), the object of God’s
knowledge is the single undifferentiated eternal object that includes all things —
whether complex or simple; necessary, possible, or impossible; true or false. Cf.
Appendix I, p. 93.

8See Assumption 8 and especially note 60.

[Question 11] 65

ited in fact, then it must be granted that he who is now among the
number of the predestinate has always been among their number
-and that the previously posited number was not the number of the
predestinate, but that another, greater number [was the number of
the predestinate]. From the fact that a de possibili proposition is pos-
ited in fact [it follows that] every proposition inconsistent with it is
to be denied, just as from the fact that ‘it is possible that Socrates is

seated’ is posited in fact [it follows that] ‘Socrates is standing’ must
be denied.%®

J [Part Four]

It is argued that whoever does not know a contingent proposi-
tion 4 and can know 4 can begin to know 4, for it does not seem
that an affirmation is true after a denial —[i.e.,] after [the affirma-
tion] was not true—unless it begins to be true. Therefore if He
does not know the proposition 4 and can know A [His knowledge]
can change.

I maintain that if you understand 4 to be a contingent proposi-
tion about the present, the proposition [that whoever does not
know a contingent proposition 4 and can know A can begin to
know A] is true, and in that case 1 grant the conclusion that God
can begin to know 4. But the further conclusion that [His knowl-
edge] changes does not follow, as is clear above.%?

If, however, you understand 4 to be a contingent proposition
about the future, the proposition [that whoever does not know A
and can know 4 can begin to know 4] is not true, for its being true
requires that the two propositions ‘God does not know 4’ and ‘God
does know A4’ be true successively, and they cannot be true succes-
sively. For just as nothing is known by God unless it is true, so also
everything true is known by God, and therefore if 4 is true it al-
ways was true and hence always was known by God. Therefore,
furthermore, ‘God does not know A’ was never true. Consequently
the conclusion ‘God can begin to know 4’ does not follow, for it
would never follow unless first ‘God does not know 4’ and after
that ‘God does know A’ were true.

8Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 39, q.
u. (Appendix I, pp. 92-95 below), where Ockham considers the question
“whether God can know more than He knows” in a discussion closely paralleling the

one in Question 11, Article 111, Parts Two and Three of this treatise.
8Question 11, Article 111, Part One.
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tunderstand 4’ always was false, since if one part of a contradic-
on always was true the other always was false, and vice versa.

[Part Five]

[1t is argued that] if God does not know A and can knowf
[then if He does know A] it will be through [His] intellect. Th
there is a natural active power in it. But such [a power] cannot a
after having not acted without there being a change. Therefor
God changes.*

I maintain®® that the proposition ‘a natural power cannot act
[after having not acted without there being a change]' is true when-
ever the propositions ‘such a power is not acting’ and ‘such a power
is acting’ can be verified successively, and otherwise not. Thus if
‘God does not understand 4’92 (where 4 is a future contingent) and
‘God does understand A’ could be true successively, it would follow
that God is mutable, for [the immutability of His knowledge] couk\l
not be preserved through the change of the future contingent. But % mn
that [future contingent] cannot change from falsity to truth so tha ' I maintain th?t [‘God does have necessary knowledge regard-
it is first false and afterwards true. For, as has often been said, even g future Cpntmgents’] ‘can be understood in two ways.
if it is posited that God does not understand A because 4 is false EUnderstood] in the first way [it means] that* God'’s knowledge
and can be true, if it is posited in fact that 4 is true, then ‘God doe wherel?y future contingents are known is necessary. And this is
understand A’ is true and always was true. Consequently ‘God doe ue, since the divine essence itself is one single necessary and
mutable cognition of all things, complexes as well as non-com-
plexes, necessary and contingent. [Understood] in the second way
[t means] that by that knowledge future contingents are krown
cessarily. And in that way [His knowledge] is not necessary, nor
eed it be granted that God has necessary knowledge regarding
ture contingents; instead, [His knowledge regarding them] is
&({ntingc}nt. For just as this or that future contingent contingently
Jﬁ«nll be, so God knows that it contingently will be, for if He knows
it He can not know that it will be.?

[Article TV]%

‘ Fou'rth, ‘it is argued that God does have necessary knowl-
dge regarding future contingents.%

[Part One]

For this follows: God knows 4 immutably; therefore necessar-
Proof of the inference: Necessity is not posited in God except

or [hC; necessity that belongs to immutability; therefore whatever
In Him immutably is in Him necessarily.

®Since the expected conclusion is “God's knowledge can change,’ the state
conclusion is likely to seem unwarrantedly strong. In one sense it is so; the argumen
plainly does not support “. . . changes’ rather than *. . . can change.’ But since God'
knowledge is an aspect of God's essence, the conclusion ‘God can change’ is no
prima facie unwarranted. Notice that in his reply Ockham takes that conclusion <
“God is mutable” —to have been the one intended. (All this suggests that “igitur Deus
mutatur” may be a scribe’s error for “igitur Deus mutabilis,” but the notes to Boehner'
edition indicate no variant readings for this passage.)

%'In the first three sentences of this reply we have twice reversed the order of;;
affirmative and negative propositions and twice reversed the order of claims about ;
truth and falsity. These changes are required in order (1) to align the reply with th
argument to which it is directed, (2) to bring the beginning of the reply into agree
ment with its concluding sentences, and (3) to make Ockham’s claims about th
truth and falsity of future contingents in this reply consistent with his other observa
tions on this topic. Without these changes the first three sentences of Ockham’s re
ply would read as follows: “I maintain that the proposition ‘a natural power canno
act [after having not acted without there being a change] is true whenever the prop
ositions ‘such a power is acting’ and ‘such a power is not acting’ can be verified su
cessively, and otherwise not. Thus if ‘God does understand 4’ (where A4 is a futur
contingent) and ‘God does not understand 4’ could be true successively, it would fo
low that God is mutable, for [the immutability of His knowledge] could not be pre
served through the change of the future contingent, since that [future contingen
cannot change from truth to falsity so that it is first:true and afterwards false.”

0Ockham’s use of such expressions as ‘God understands A’ (Deus intelligit A) an
‘God knows A’ (Deus scit A) may be open to misunderstanding, in the former case
more than in the latter. Suppose that the proposition replacing ‘A4’ is ‘Socrates will si

gown.’ Wh.at i; meant by those expressions is, of course, that God understands that
docrates will sit down, or that God understands that ‘Socrates will sit down’ is true,

and not that God understands the proposition ‘Socrates will sit down’ (and similarly
for ‘knows’).

BCF. Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 39, q. u., n. 5 (ed. Vives, t. 10, p. 614)
dn. 31 (p. 653). Cf. Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordi-
tio), d. 38, q. 1, N (against “certain scholars”). [Appendix I, pp. 90-91 below.]
Boehner) . ’
#In Articles I, I1, and 111 the opening arguments attacked the ascription of the
property in question to God'’s knowledge and Ockham’s replies defended it. In Arti-
le IV, on the necessity of God’s knowledge regarding future contingents, the open-
Ing arguments of each of the five parts defend the ascription of the property while
Ockham’s replies attack it.

®The expected (and probably the intended) wording of the second clause of
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Next, in reply to the argument, I maintain that the inference
" does not hold good. For although [God’s] knowledge is immutable
and the object known—viz., a future contingent—is immutable iq
such a way that it cannot be first true and afterwards false® (as has| &8 ble. Therefore [God’s knowledge is necessary]. Alternatively
often been said), still it does not follow that necessarily God knows ’
it, but rather contingently. For although A itself cannot changg
from truth to falsity or vice versa, it is nevertheless contingent, and
so it can be false and consequently not known by God. Thus contin-
gently it is known by God and not necessarily. Therefore thereisa de opposito, et propositum de proposito).
fallacy of the consequent there [in the argument], for it follows the In reply to the second argument* I maintain that the inference
other way around but not this way. Similarly, there is a fallacy of does not hold good. As for the rule
the consequent here: ‘4 cannot be first true and afterwards false; tood [to apply only] when one argues from the opposite of the
therefore it cannot be false,” for it follows the other way around but
not this way. '
As for the proof of the inference, I grant that there is no ne-
cessity in God except for the necessity that belongs to immutability
for other kinds of necessity—e.g., the necessity of compulsion
(coactionis) —are not posited in God because [they entail] imperfec
tion. Thus the inference ‘something necessary is in God; therefore
something immutable’ follows correctly, but not the other way
around, for everything necessary is immutable and not vice versa
unless one is speaking of those immutables that are God Himself
For many complexes are known by God [to be] immutable which?f
are nevertheless not necessary but simply contingent.

[Part Two]

It is argued that. everything possible is mutable; therefore ey-

er, then the one thing may be inferred from the other (sz oppositum

here is the other way around, and thus there is a fallacy of the con-
equent.

N [Part Three]

‘ [Itis argued that] whatever can be in God, of necessity is God,
ince He is immutable. But knowing 4 can be in God. Therefore
ecessarily it is in God. Therefore necessarily He knows 4.

I maintain that that which is in God or can be in Him formally,
essarily is God. Knowing 4 is not in God formally, however, but
merely through predication; for it is a certain concept or name that
s [sometimes] predicated of God and at other times not. And it is
inot necessary that it be God, for the name ‘Lord’ is predicated of
od contingently and temporally and nevertheless is not God.%

i

€C

this sentence is “so God knows contingently that it will be,” but the Latin is “ita Deus
scit ipsum contingenter fore” (rather than “. . . scii contingenter ipsum . . .”). Ockhamis o
course not claiming that God is only contingently and not necessarily omniscient
The issue here is not whether His knowing all true propositions is a necessary prop
erty of His but whether His knowing this or that proposition in particular is a neces
sary property of His. Since the proposition in question is a true contingent, it is possi
ble that it not be true, and hence possible that it not be known by God, and henc
not necessary that it be known by God. Cf. Tractatus de Principiis Theologiae (ed. L
Baudry, “ftudes de Philosophie Médiévale,” XXI11; Paris, Librairie Philosophique’;
J- Vrin, 1936), [105], where Ockham'’s reply to the objector is explained with admi
rable clarity by the compiler of this compendium of Ockham’s views.

¥Because a future contingent is at issue here it seems incorrect or at best mis-'¢
leading to say without qualification that “it cannot be first true and afterwards false.
If *Socrates will sit down at ¢, is true now, then at ¢, and ever afterwards it will be
false (see, e.g., p. 62). But the kind of revision that seemed appropriate in simila
circumstances in Ockham’s reply to the opening argument in Part Five of Article 11
(see note 91) is not appropriate here, since Ockham is speaking of future contin
gents that are known by God and hence about such as are now true. This reply must |
therefore be read with the understanding that the change of truth-value is bein
considered only during all time prior to ¢,. See note 16.

_ [Part Four]

[Itis argued that] every absolute perfection is in God necessar-
”E;ly, but k'nowing A i.s of this sort; therefore [knowing A is in God
‘necessarily]. The minor premiss is proved as follows: God would
not be perfect if He did not know A, for He is not imperfect except
‘:!as a result of the lack of some absolute perfection; therefore neces-
sarily He knows 4. :

I maintain that ‘absolute perfection’ is sometimes used for the
perfection which is God, to which no perfection can be added, and
knowing 4 is not an absolute perfection in this sense, for [knowing

. % Article IV, Part Three bears some resemblance to Question I, Obiection 5
, s
pp- 41-42). On ‘Lord’ see Article 1V, Part Four (p. 70). @ ’ foee
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A] is a concept or an utterance.®® At other times it is used for some -
concept fromv the negation of which with respect to something it
follows that that thing is imperfect, and so knowing A4 is not an ab- -
solute perfection in this sense either. For ‘God does not know A;
therefore God is imperfect’ does not follow, since if 4 is false, God
does not know 4.

Suppose it is said that ‘God does not know 4 and A4 is true;
therefore God is imperfect’ does follow. | grant that if both prem-
isses are true the conclusion does follow. But from the truth of the

first premiss alone no imperfection in God follows. Still, that is

what is required if [knowing 4] is to be an absolute pertection. For
example, from the truth of the two propositions ‘God is not the
Lord’ and ‘Man is a servant’ it does follow that there is an imperfec-

tion in God —viz., that He is not the Lord of every servant. But

from the first proposition alone no imperfection follows, for if we
suppose that there are no creatures, ‘God is not the Lord; there-
fore He is imperfect’ does not follow.

[Part Five]

[Itis argued that] everything that God knows will be, necessar-
ily will be, and 4 is something that God knows will be; therefore
necessarily 4 will be. The major premiss is a de necessario
[proposition], since the predicate necessarily inheres in the subject.
The minor premiss is omnitemporally assertoric, since it is true for
eternity. Therefore a de necessario conclusion follows.

I maintain that the major premiss is false, since it expresses the
sense of division, and many things that God knows will be, contin-
gently will be and not necessarily. Therefore a false conclusion fol-
lows. If, on the other hand, the major premiss is taken in the sense
of composition —so that ‘everything that God knows will be will be’
is necessary —then the mixed inference does not hold good, for the
minor premiss is temporally assertoric, and so the conclusion does
not follow.%?

*The phrase “a concept or an utterance” is evidently an abbreviated version of
the expression Ockham used towards the end of Part Three: “a certain concept or
name that is sometimes predicated of God and at other times not.”

*The technical terminology in Part Five may need some explanation. On “de
necessario” propositions see note 37. On “mixed inference” and “omnitemporally”
or “temporally” assertoric propositions see note 72. On the senses of division and of
composition see note 60. Ockham specifically discusses mixed inferences involving

assertoric propositions and de necessario propositions in Summa logicae, 111 (1), c.
31-c. 33 (ed. Boehner, pp- 402-414),

11 its specific difficulties will be discussed in other n

' line (in terms of marginal letters and paragraphs).

[QUESTION [11]100

A How can the contingency of the will, both created and
uncreated, be preserved in [the case of its] causing something ex-
ternal? That is, can the will, as naturally prior to the caused act,
cause the opposite act at the same instant at which it causes that act,
or can it at another, subsequent instant cause the opposite act or
cease from that caused act?

Scotus maintains'® that in the created will there is a double

'*Question 111 is the most difficult of the five Questions in the Treatise. Some of

tion is more difficult than that of the other Questions we supply the following out-

. (A) Par. 1. The posing of the question

Par. 2. A presentation of Scotus’s answer to the question, centering around
. Scotus’s doctrine of a “nonevident ca pacity” of the will
(B) Par.3. Ockham’s initial attempt to reduce that doctrine to an absurdity
Par.4.  An objection to Par. 3
Par. 5. Ockham’s reply to Par. 4
(C) Par. 6.

Ockham’s revised attempt to reduce Scotus's doctrine to an absurdity,
based on Par. 5

Par. 7. Ockham’s reply to a remark in Par. 4 intended to assimilate his own
treatment of future contingents to the present discussion .

An attempt to show that an example introduced in Par. 2 leads to an
absurdity in the absence of Scotus’s doctrine

Par. 9. Ockham’s reply to Par. 8

Par. 10. Asimpler version of the argument in Par. 8
Par. 11. Ockham’s reply to Par. 10
D) Par. 12. Ockham’s explicit rejection of Scotus’s doctrine of the “nonevident
: capacity”
Par. 13. A question challenging Ockha
the contingency of the will ‘
14. Ockham’s reply to Par. 13, consisting mainly in his distinction of three
senses of ‘the will acts contingently at the instant at which it acts.’

Par. 8.

m to show how his own view preserves

Par.

'“In Opus Oxoniense, 1. d. 39, g- u.. nn. 16 ff. (ed. Vivés. 1. 10, p. 628). Cf. Book

One of Qckham’s Commentmy on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 38, q. I, Band E
[Appendix I, pp. 81-82 and 85 below]. (Boehner)

71
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capacity for opposites. The one is evident and is a capacity for op-
posite objects or for opposite acts in succession, so that [a created
will] can will something at ¢; and not will it or will against it at t,.
The other is a nonevident capacity, which is for opposites without
succession.!®® For it is imagined [by Scotus] that at one and the
same instant of time there is more than one instant of nature. And
in that case if there were now a created will that only remained
through one instant and at that time willed some object contingent-
ly, that will itself, as naturally prior to that volition, has a capacity
for the opposite act at'® the same instant of duration at which that
[willed] act is posited, so that, as naturally prior, it can will against
that [willed act] at that instant.’® And so this capacity is called non-
evident, for it is a capacity for opposite acts at one and the same
instant of time without any succession.

B Against that opinion it is argued as follows.* That capacity
which can be actualized by no power is not a real capacity and

"*The will has a capacity for opposites without succession’ is ambiguous. It can
be taken to mean that (1) at a single time the will can will X and the will can not will X
(or will not-X). (A will with such a capacity is evidently one that acts contingently in
the first sense distinguished by Ockham in the concluding paragraph of Question
111, p. 76.) On the other hand, it can be taken to mean that (2) at a single time the
will can will X and not will X (or will not-X). (A will with such a capacity would evi-
dently be one that acted contingently in the impossible second sense distinguished
by Ockham, p. 76.) Ockham construes Scotus’s doctrine as involving interpretation
(2). His reasons for doing so may be connected with his rejection of Scotus'’s “in-
stants of nature” (see notes 49 and 104 and Introduction, pp. 31-32). But in at least
one passage in his Opus Oxoniense (I, d. 39, Appendix A) Scotus takes account of such
an ambiguity and rejects an interpretation analogous to this interpretation (2). “ ‘A
will willing @ can not will a.’ This . . . [proposition] is false in the sense of composi-
tion, since what is signified [in that sense] is the possibility of the composition ‘a will
willing @ does not will a.” It is true in the sense of division, since what is signified [in
that sense] is a possibility for opposites successively, since a will willing for a can not
will for 5.” (Quoted in Latin by Bernardine M. Bonansea in “Duns Scotus’ Voluntar-
ism” {pp. 83-121 in John Duns Scotus, 1265-1965, ed. J. K. Ryan and B. M. Bonan-
sea; Studies in Philosophy and the History of Philosophy, Vol. 3; Washington, D.C.,
Catholic University of America Press, 1965}, p-89,n.24.)
'%The Latin preposition usually occurring in such phrases is ‘in’: ‘in 4 instanti’
(‘at ty), ‘in eodem instanti’ (‘at the same instant’). But here and at several other points
in Question 111 Ockham uses ‘pro’ instead of ‘in.” This difference of course suggests
the possibility of a distinction to be taken account of in the translation, but a survey
of all such uses in Question I indicates that the difference is random and does not
affect the sense. Since alternating between such English prepositions as ‘at’ and ‘for’
would suggest a difference in senses, we use ‘at’ for both ‘i’ and ‘pre’ in such time
phrases. ’

'™The notion of natural priority alluded to here stems from Aristotle’s Catego- .

ries Ch. 12, 14b12: “For of things which reciprocate as to implication of existence,

¢ other, and that an actualization for eit,

[Question III]

is not to be really posited. Thi i

.kind. Therefore [this n Capacioy s
is not to be really posited]. The minor pre
If so [i.e., if this nonevident capacit

goes not will X* would be true together, and so contrad
€ true at one and the same time, 1%

'Suppose that it is said
Fuahzed so that ‘the will does not will X at ¢’
ite ‘the will wills X at t;’ is false!8 (Just as
‘Peter will be saved’ is true now, if it is p
then ‘God does not will supreme blesse

On ic? contrary: every proposition tha
S(l;iszggulf :}tlés true,élas [correspond‘ing to it] 2 necessary proposi-
son ab past. But by hypothesis ‘the will wills X att,’ is true,

1d itis merely about the present. Therefore ‘the will willed X at 7.’
Wf” be necessary forever after. Therefore after ¢, ‘the will did 1
will X at ;" cannot be true. This is confirmed as flo fter 1
‘the will willed X at ¢, was always necessary
was always impossible; further, then after,

ictories will

t is merely about the

llows. If after ¢,
then after ¢, its opposite
ty 1t always was and will

ently because of the absurdities entailed by the supposition that there are s,lfc%p?g:

stant: ] “
na[u:a(;f nature. (See Baudry, Lexique, art. “Instans naturae.”) But Scotus’s analysis of
priority seems to have been modeled on the conventional analysis of tem-

»and it need not be interpre[ed as commit-

of temporal priority need be mnterpreted as committing on
of urg::. (See note 49 and Appendix I, note 7.)
Ockham produces a paralle] ar i k i

‘ m produ ' gument against Scotus’s doct “non-
evnd?or;t capacity” in hl.S Ordinatio, d. 38, q. u. E (gppendix I, p% Sgi);llg‘i)Of the "o
o g‘hlsd(?bj<?ctlon 1s evidently intended to reject Ockham’s attempte;i reduction
1o na su.rd ity in the preceding paragraph by claiming flatly that an actualization of

nonevident capacity would be an actualization for the one opposite or for the

' her one would simply rule out tualizati
lfo':l t(;le other. at the same time. That is, this objection seen);s to be fo:l:llzvz\l/?nléatlilz:?izz
ald down as interpretation (1) in note 102. A parallel objection appears in Ockham’s

Ordinatio (; ; . L
bel;az;'w (immediately following the passage cited in note 105; Appendix I, p. 85
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the first instant of his creation] I maintain that he does have the
tin his power, since he can cease [from eliciting the act] at an-
her instant, so that at one instant ‘the will wills [X] is true and at
other instant ‘the will does not will [XT is true. 1 maintain also
at he can at ¢, not elicit that act, for when ¢, is past ‘the will can at
i not elicit thatact’ is true, since after ¢, it can cease from [eliciting]
“}'ny act, and then ¢, is past and then ‘the will does not elicit that act
atf,’is true.t!f

Suppose it is said that when it is ¢, and an act is elicited [at ¢,]
the will cannot not elicit that act, and therefore (by equipollence) at
1 it necessarily elicits [that act].

. I maintain that the inference does not hold good, since, follow-
ng the teaching of the Philosopher,? the equipollence must be
understood [to apply] in absolute propositions with no assumption
having been made.'"® (Otherwise many absurd conclusions would
follow against the Philosopher.)

D Therefore, responding to this Question [I111] in another
Way, I maintain that in creatures there is never a capacity for op-
posite objects* or for opposite acts without succession, nor in lelpe
| [beings a capacity] in respect of those that are not future contin-
gents.!'* And so I do not agree with Scotus* as regards that nonevi-

be true to say that ‘the will does not will X’'%7 could not have bec;

true at ¢, since at that time its opposite was true —viz., ‘the wi
wills* X at ¢,.°198 S

%

C The response, therefore, consists in this. I1f the will wills
at ¢, then after ¢, ‘the will willed X at ¢, always will be necessary
And in that case if its nonevident capacity can be actualized at ¢
then either contradictories ‘will be true at one and the same tim
aftert,, or after ¢, that proposition which is necessary about the pa
(since it had [corresponding to it] a true proposition that was merel
about the present) will be false, for its opposite will be true.

- Nor does that objection hold good in which it is said *. . . ‘Pete
will be saved’ is true now . . ., for that is a future contingent, an
in the case of future contingents the aforesaid proposition has no’
truth —viz.,* ‘every proposition that is [merely] about the presen
[if it is true, has corresponding to it a necessary proposition abou
the past].’ ;

But you say: According to you, an angel can sin at the first in
stant of his creation.'* Then [you go on] as follows. One never sins |
except at an instant at which the sinner has his act in his power, SO
that he can at that same instant not elicit that act. For grant the
opposite—that he cannot at that instant not elicit that act—and,
since ‘not possible not’ is equipollent to ‘necessary,’ it follows that at
that instant necessarily he elicits that act and so does not sin.!°

I respond as follows. On the hypothesis [that an angel can sin

———

-

""As it stands the last sentence of Ockham's reply seems so obviously mistake.n
s Lo suggest that the text is corrupt at this point. Nothing in Boehner’s edition or his
otes on variants provides any textual basis for an emendation; nevertheless, we
ropose the following (requiring only the change of an occasional ‘4’ in the Latin
ext to a ‘B’). “I maintain also that he can at ¢, not elicit that act, for when l,.lS. past
the will can at ¢, not elicit that act’ is true, since after {, it can cease fr_om [ell?mng]
“any act, and then (, is past and then ‘the will does not elicit that act at ¢,’ is true.’ I'iven
~with this emendation, however, Ockham’s reply seems inadequate, for it estgbllshes
“ only that the angel's will is contingent in sense (3) (p. 7_6), and comipgency in sense
: (3) is compatible with strict determinism. Contingency in sense (1) —i.e., freedom of
. the will —is a necessary condition of sinning. ‘ _
!"?See Aristotle’s table of equipollent modal expressions in De interpretatione, Ch.
213, 22a25-32, also Chs. 12 and 13 generally. ‘ o
'""The objector’s inference may be represented as follows: “If p, then it is not
possible that not p. ‘Not possible . . . not’ is equipollent to ‘necessary.” Therefore if p,
then it is necessary that p.” What Ockham says in rejecting this inference evidently
mounts (o noting that the modal expressions are mispla'ced'. With the modal ex-
pressions placed justifiably the inference would lose the point intended by the opjec—
tor. “Itis not possible thatif p then not p. ‘Not possible . . . not’ is equipollent to ‘nec-
’essary.' Therefore it is necessary thatif p then p.” o )
40Ockham is assuming that ‘God wills Peter to be saved’ is a f}nure. conl'mgem
proposition if it is construed as a claim about God's consequent disposing will, but

'*"Reading ‘non vult hoc' for ‘non vult hoc oppositum.’

'%Ockham produces a parallel argument in his Ordinatio {immediately follow-
ing the passage cited in note 106; Appendix 1, p. 85 below).

1®The first sentence of this objection presents two difficulties, the first of which
is the use of the second-person verb form and pronoun in what seems to be a direct
quotation: “Sed dicis: Angelus secundum te in primo instanti suae creationis potest peccare.”
It looks as if Ockham is the speaker and is quoting an objector, in which case the
‘you’ in ‘you say’ refers to the objector and the ‘you’ in ‘according to you’ refers to
Ockham. In the second sentence, then, Ockham is again the speaker, and the re-
mainder of the paragraph is a quotation from the objector. The second difficulty is
the unexpected reference to an angel. It seems that the objector has in mind the
example Ockham used in his presentation of Scotus'’s view (in the second paragraph
of this Question). Since the example was of a created will existing for only one in-
stant and capable of willing in that first (and last) instant of its existence, an angel’s
will is certainly a more suitable instance than the will of a human being.

"'®The point of the objection seems to be to show that Ockham'’s rejection of
Scotus’s nonevident capacity of the will for opposites without succession commits him
to admitting that a will that exists for a single instant only (or, more generally, every
will at the first instant of its operation) must will as it does.
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dent capacity in the will, for he is mistaken in all those “instants of
natulr;l;t how then will the contingency of the will be preserved in
respect of what is willed by it? ' o
I answer that God’s will (as regards what is external to 1.t), as
well as the created will, acts contingently at the instant at which it
acts. But this can be understood in three ways. (1) [1t can be under-
stood to mean] that the will, existing for some time prior to ¢, at
which time it causes [X], can freely and contingently cause or not
cause [X] at ¢;. Understood in this way, it is true if the will dogs thus i
preexist. (2) It can be understood [to mean] tha}t at the same instant
at which the will causes [X] it is true to say that it does not cause [)_(]
Understood in this way it is not possible, because of the contradic
tories that follow —viz., that it causes [X] at ¢, and does not cause [X1
at t;. (3) It can be understood [to mean] that the will contl'nge.ntl.y
causes [X] at ¢, for without any variation or change occurring in i d
or in another cause and without the cessation of another cause i :
can at another instant, after ¢,, freely cease from [causing] its act, so
that at ¢, ‘the will causes [X]' is true and at another instant, after ¢,
‘the will does not cause [X] is true. And in this way the will doe
contingently cause [X] at t;, but a natural cause does not con
tingently cause in this way.!1

[QUESTION 1V]16

A Is there a cause of predestination in the predestinate and a
cause of reprobation in the reprobate?

. Itis proved that there is no cause of predestination [in the
predestinate], since baptized infants are saved although they never
earned merit (habuerunt merita).''" Therefore [in at least some pre-
destinate persons there is no cause of predestination]. Again, in the
predestinate angels it does not seem that merit precedes
[predestination]. Therefore [in at least some (other) predestinate
persons there is no cause of predestination].

B I maintain that there is a cause of predestination in the
predestinate and of reprobation in the reprobate as long as ‘cause’
s being taken in the second rather than in the first way mentioned
in Assumption 9. For this inference is correct: ‘He commits the sin
of final impenitence;!*® therefore he will be reprobate.” Similarly:
'He will persevere to the end; therefore he will be predestinate.’
For just as God is not a punisher before a man is a sinner, so He is
nota rewarder before a man is justified by grace.

Nevertheless, I maintain as well that a cause of reprobation (or
of predestination) can precede [reprobation (or predestination)] in
- the reprobate (or predestinate) or in [his] parents. For instance, an
infant dying in original sin is punished with the penalty of damna-
- tion (poena damni) because of the sin of the parents, but not with the
 penalty of bodily suffering (poena sensus) unless because of his own
sins. Similarly, a baptized child can be saved and hence predestin-
ate because of the good works of the parents.*

The cause of predestination may, however, admit of an excep-
tion in the Blessed Virgin and in the good angels if they did not
merit their supreme blessedness. If, on the other hand, they did
finally merit it, it does not admit of an exception.

And thus [my response] to the two arguments is plain.

"'°Cf. Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense, 1, d. 41,q.u., nn. 11 ff. (ed. Vives, t. 10, pp.

697 f.); also Book One of Ockham’s Commentary on the Sentences (the Ordinatio), d. 40,
q. I. (Boehner)

"7See note 12.
'5See note 4.

i‘%

not if it is construed as a claim about God’s antecedent disposiqg will. (On this dis
tinction see Introduction, pp. 17-20, 30-33 above.) But propositions about present |
acts of a created will are settled as regards their truth or falsity by ‘:vhat is posited in !
actuality in the present. They are thus like propositions about God’s antecedent wnyll
and unlike propositions about God's consequent will. A proposition about God’s |
consequent willing that p is equivalent to a future contingent proposition in case it i
future and contingent that p.
13CE. Baudry, Lexigue, art. “Contingentia.”
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[QUESTION V]

A j In view of the fact that the propositions ‘Peter is predesti-
nate’ and ‘Peter is reprobate’* are opposites, why cannot the one
succeed the other in truth?''®

I maintain that, as is clear from the preceding [discussions], if
those propositions are simply about the future, not conveying any-
thing present posited in fact or anything past, then they cannot
be successively verified unless ‘Peter is predestinate’ is first true and
afterwards false; but that is impossible. For, as has been said above,
every proposition that is simply about the future was always true if
it is ever true;!?? for there is no reason why it should be true at one
time rather than at another. Consequently, since propositions such
as ‘Peter is predestinate’ are equivalently simply about the future, if
those propositions can be verified successively and it is certain that
they cannot be true at one and the same time (since they entail that
contradictories are true at one and the same time'?!) then if ‘Peter
is reprobate’ is true now it was always true earlier,'?? since it is sim-
ply about the future. Consequently it was true when its opposite
was true, and so contradictories were true at one and the same
time.

This is confirmed as follows. Propositions do not change from
truth to falsity except as a result of a change on the part of a thing,
according to the Philosopher in Categories {Ch. 5, 4a22 ff.]. But
there is no change in God or in Peter or in anything else as a result
of which ‘Peter is predestinate’ is first true and afterwards false. (I

""Question V is devoted to an elucidation and defense of two principles fundz.l-
mental to Ockham’s position in this treatise: (1) that such propositions as ‘Peter is
predestinate’ and ‘Peter is reprobate’ are “simply about the future, not conveying
anything present posited in fact or anything past”; (2) that a proposition that is
simply about the future is “always true [prior to the time of its realization] if it is ever
true.”

1208ee pp. 61-62.

'#1Speaking strictly, it is not they but their being true together that entails that

contradictories are true at one and the same time.
'2Reading ‘prius’ for ‘postea.’

78
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- say this with the understanding that the proposition is simply about

 the future and [is under consideration only] prior to the granting

of supreme blessedness.) The following example is analogous. If

* ‘you will sit down tomorrow’ is true now there is no change occur-

. Ting in you or in anything else as a result of which youl2® cap*
“ make that proposition false before tomorrow, so that it would be
true to say [before tomorrow] that the proposition ‘you will sit
down tomorrow’ was true earlier and is false now. Therefore it is
impossible that the propositions [‘Peter is predestinate’ and ‘Peter
is reprobate’] change in that way from truth to falsity or vice versa.*
B Suppose you say that if you die today then ‘you will sit
down tomorrow’ is false and was true of you earlier, and that as a
result of such a change in you that proposition can change from
truth to falsity. And in the same way if Peter is now predestinate
and afterwards dies in final impenitence he will then be reprobate.
Therefore as a result of a change occurring in Peter through an act
of sin the proposition ‘Peter is predestinate’ can change from truth

| to falsity.

In that case I maintain that (as has often been said) if it is pos-

- ited that someone predestinate commits the sin of final impeni-

tence, then ‘he is reprobate’ is true and ‘he is reprobate’ always was
true and consequently its opposite is now false and always was false.
And in the same way if you die today the proposition ‘you will sit
down tomorrow’ is now false and always was false and its opposite
always was true.

And the entire difficulty in the subject-matter [of predestina-
tion, God’s foreknowledge, and future contingents] might be said

| torest on this response.'?*

*3Boehner conjectures that the word ‘Deus’ was inadvertently omitted at this
point and reads ‘potest Deus’ rather than ‘potes’.

***The following closing formulas are found in various manuscripts of the Trea-
tise. “Amen. Here ends the treatise on future contingents and divine predestination
set forth by brother William Ockham, O.F.M.” “Here ends the treatise on predestin-
ation and future contingents of the reverend brother William Ockham, O.F. M.
Praise be to God.” “Here ends Ockham's treatise on predestination and future con-
tingents.” “Here ends the treatise on predestination and foreknowledge or on fu-
lure contingents set forth by the venerable brother William Ockham, professor of
Holy Scripture, O.F.M.” (Boehner)
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Ordinatio ! D_istinctions 38 and 39

Distinction 38
A Regarding the thirty-eighth distinction I ask whether God
has determinate and necessary knowledge of all future contin-

gents.

{It seems] that He does not. For that which is not determi-
nately true in itself is determinately true for no one, but a future
contingent is not determinately true in itself; therefore [a future
contingent is determinately true for no one]. Consequently it is not
determinately true for God. Then I argue as follows.? That which
is not determinately true is not known by God with determinate
knowledge, but a future contingent is of that sort, as has been
shown; therefore [a future contingent is not known by God with
determinate knowledge].

It seems, moreover, that He does not have necessary knowl-

'A scholastic treatise deriving from a course of lectures may be a reportatio, a
transcript of notes taken by someone other than the author of the lecturesZ oran or-
dinatio, the author’s own version, often a revision and expansion of the ong?nal lec-
tures. Book One of Ockham'’s Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard is an or-
dinatio and is often cited in the literature as “the Ordinatio,” as‘here. The other three

books of the Commentary have survived as a reporiatio.
The “I" of this paragraph and the next is not Ockham but an objector.
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edge [of all future contingents]. For if He has necessary knowledge
of some future contingent, 4, then I argue as follows. God has
necessary knowledge of A4; therefore ‘God knows A’ is necessary.
Further, therefore ‘4 is true’ is necessary. But if ‘4 is true’ is
necessary, A is not contingent. Consequently, 4 is not a future
contingent, which is counter to the hypothesis.

On the contrary, “all things are naked and open to His eyes™;
therefore all things are known by God. But nothing is known ex-
cept with determinate knowledge. Therefore God has determinate
knowledge of all things.

Again, it seems that He has necessary knowledge. For there is
one single knowledge (unica scientia) in God; therefore God's
knowledge of necessaries and of contingents is one and the same.
But God's knowledge of necessaries is necessary; therefore God's
knowledge of future contingents is necessary. Consequently God
has necessary knowledge of contingents, ’ :

B Regarding the question* it is said that although it cannot be
proved a priori, it must nevertheless be maintained that there are
future contingents.

On this supposition [viz., that there are future contingents}, it
is said that contingency in things can be preserved only if .the first
cause, which acts through the [divine]intellect and will, causes con-
tingently —and this while perfect causality is posited in the first
[cause],® as Catholics posit it. Thus this contingency must be sought
either in the divine intellect or in the divine will. But not in the di-
vine intellect, because whatever the intellect understands it under-
stands merely naturally.® Consequently it must be sought in the di-
vine will. He [Scotus] says that in order to understand this (ad cuius

SHebrews 4:13 (Boehner).
*Bochner supplies (in Latin) the following subtitle for the text from marginal

letter B to marginal letter E: “Regarding the Question. Duns Scotus's View, Opus
Oxoniense, Book I, d. 39.”

*Reading ‘in prima’ tor ‘in primo.’

*Ockham is evidently alluding here to what he elsewhere calls “the possible in-
tellect.” “The agent intellect and the possible intellect are altogether the same in
reality and in reason. Nevertheless these names or concepts rightly connote differ-
ent things. For ‘the agent intellect’ signifies the soul while connoting intellection pro-
ceeding from the active soul, while ‘the possible intellect’ signifies that same soul while

. connoting intellection received in the soul. But [the soul] is altogether the same both

effecting and receiving intellection” (Book Two of his Commentary on the Sentences, q.
24 Q [in Baudry, Lexique, art. “Intellectus.”]) In the case of the divine intellect, howev-
er, itis difficult to see how even that sort of distinction could be maintained.



82 ‘ Appendices

intellectum) one ﬁlust see, first, in relation to what things our will is
free, and second, in what way possibility or contingency follows
from that freedom.

As to the first point, it is said that the will, insofar as it 1s first

actuality,” is free as regards opposite acts; and by means of those
opposite acts it is {ree as regards opposite objects, which it intends:
and further, [it is free] as-regards opposite effects, which it pro-
duces. The first freedom necessarily has a certain imperfection
associated with it—viz., the passive potentiality and mutability of
the will. The second freedom, however, 1s without any impertec-
tion, even if the will cannot have the third freedom.
C Regarding the second point, it is said that an evident ca-
pacity for opposites accompanies that [first] freedom. For although
ﬂmre is no capacity for willing and not willing at one and the same
time (for that is nothing at all), nevertheless there is in [the will] a
capacity for willing after not willing, or for a succession of opposite
acts.

In [connection with] these [opposite acts], however, there is
another [capacity], not evident in this way, [and] without any suc-
- cession. For if we suppose that there is a created will that exists at
only one instant, and that at that instant it has this or that volition,
then it does not necessarily have it at first. For if at that instant it
had the volition necessarily (since it is a cause only at that instant
when it caused the volition), then, absolutely, the will, when it
caused the volition, would cause it necessarily. For it is not now a
contingent cause because it pre-existed before the instant at which
it causes and pre-existing then could either cause or not cause. For
Just as this or that being, when it is, is then either necessary or con-
tingent, so a cause, when it causes, causes then either necessarily or
contingently. Therefore whatever this willing causes at that instant,
and causes not necessarily, it causes contingently. Therefore this
capacity to cause the opposite of that which it does cause is without
succession. And this real capacity is a naturally prior capacity (as of

first actuality) for opposites —[opposites] that are naturally poste-

rior (as of second actuality). For first actuality, considered at that

"The will is first actuality (or is in a state of first actualization) considered as a
real capacity for action. The realization of that capacity in action is second actuality.
First actuality is conceived of as if temporally prior to second actuality. See Wolter,
Duns Scotus: Philosophical Writings, pp. 57-58. See also Treatise, nn. 49 and 104 above.
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instant at which it is, is naturally prior to second actuality. Thus
[first actuality] contingently posits [second actuality] in reality as its
effect, so that as naturally prior it could equally posit the opposite
in reality.

On the basis of these remarks some things are said about the
divine will. :

§

First, what its freedom is. And it is said that the divine will is
not free as regards the distinct acts of willing and willing against.
But because of the limitlessness of volition [the divine will]is free as
regards opposite objects, and that is [its] first [freedom]. In addi-
tion to that there is a freedom as regards opposite effects, and the
divine will is free [in that respect] insofar as it is operative, not inso-
far as it is productive or receptive of its volition.

Second, in relation to what things the divine will is free. And it

is said that it relates necessarily to no object but its own essence.

Therefore it relates contingently to anything else, so that it can be
[related] to the opposite~and this while it is considered as natu-
rally prior intending the object, not only as the will is naturally
prior to its act, but also insofar as it is willing [its act]. For our will,
as naturally prior to its act, elicits that act in such a way that it could
at one and the same instant elicit its opposite. In the same way the
divine will, insofar as volition itself alone is naturally prior to such
an intention (tendentia), intends the object contingently in such a way
that at the same instant it could intend the opposite object. And this
lis] as much by virtue of a logical capacity —i.e., the compatibility
(non-repugnantia) of the terms (as he said earlier regarding our
will) —as by virtue of the real capacity —i.e., [the will's being] natu- -
rally prior to its act.

D But how is the certainty of the divine knowledge consist-
ent with such contingency? It is said that this can be posited in two
ways.

In one way by this means, that the divine intellect seeing the
determination of the divine will sees that x will be at ¢,, since the will
determines that it will be at ¢,; for [the divine intellect] knows that
the will is immutable and unimpedable.

He [Scotus] says that it can be posited in another way. For the
divine intellect either presents [to itself] simples, the union of which
is contingent in reality; or if it presents to itself complexity, it pre-
sents it as neutral with respect to itself, and the will choosing one



84 Appendices

part—viz., a conjunction of these [simples] for something {that is]
now in reality® —makes ‘x will be at ¢,” determinately true. Insofar as
this exists determinately [in the divine] essence, however, it is for
the divine intellect a basis for understanding that truth—and this
naturally, insofar as [this understanding] is based upon the [divine]
essence. [The divine intellect] understands all necessary principles
naturally, as if before the act of the divine will (since their truth
does not depend upon that act and they would be understood even
if, per impossibile, [the divine will] were not willing). Thus, the divine
essence is the basis for [the divine intellect’s] cognizing these things
at that prior [instant], since they are true then. Not, indeed, that
those truths move the divine intellect, nor [are] their terms even
[required] for the apprehending of such truth. But the divine es-
sence is the basis for cognizing such complexes as well as simpics.

But then [at that prior instant those complexes] are not true
contingents, since there is nothing in virtue of which they have de-
terminate truth then. Once the determination of the divine will has
been posited, however, they are already true, and at that second
instant the {divine] essence will be the basis for cognizing them.

The following sort of example is offered. Suppose that one act,
always actualized (semper stans) in my visual capacity, is the basis for
[my] seeing an object, and that, as a result of another [act of] pre-
senting, now this color is present, now that. [In that case] my eye
will see now this, now that, but by means of one and the same [act
of] vision. The only difference will be in the priority of seeing, be-
cause of an object’s having been presented earlier or later; and if
one color were present naturally and another freely, there would be
no formal* difference in my vision. For its part, indeed, the eye
would see both naturally and yet would see one contingently and
the other necessarily, insofar as the one is present contingently and
the other necessarily. If it is posited* that the divine intellect cog-
nizes the existence of things in both those ways, it is clear that in
both ways there is a determination of the divine intellect with re-
spect to the existent thing in relation to which the divine will is
determined. And [there is] the certainty of infallibility, since the
will cannot be determined without the intellect determinately ap-

°E.g., a conjunction of the simples whiteness and largeness at ¢, for a toadstool
Just sprouting now, at t,. See Appendix II, p. 99.
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prehfending that which the will determines. And [the divine intellect
cognizes] immutably, since the intellect and the will are immutable.

Anc} the contingency of the cognized object is consistent with these

[claims], since the will, willing something determinately wills it

contingently. B

E ,. One can argue against this view*®: first, against the
cl?um that a nonevident capacity for opposites—i.e., for opposites
without succession —accompanies the first freedom, for this does

not seem true. The reason is that a capacity that can be actualized

by no capacity, not even by an infinite [capacity], is not to he pos-

1%ed. But this nonevident capacity can be actualized by no capacity,

since if it were actualized the will would will something at t; and not

will it at ¢4, and so contradictories would evidently be true at one

and the same time.

Suppose it is said that if it is actualized, ‘the will willed X at t’is
no longer true, nor even ‘the will wills X at t,,’ since from the very
fact that the will does not will X at t, it follows that ‘the will wills X at
!’ is not true. :

On the contrary, it is generally conceded by philosophers and
theologians that God cannot make what is past not to be past with-
out its afterwards always being true to say that it was past. There-
fore, since by hypothesis ‘the will wills X at t, is now determinately
true and consequently [‘the will willed X at ¢,'] will always be true
afterwards and ‘the will does not* will X at ! never was true, after /,
‘the will did not* will X at ¢’ always was impossible. Furthermore,
now afterwards it is true to say that ‘the will does not will X at ¢,
could not have been true at the instant at which its opposite was
true, even though it was true earlier, since frequently a true propo-
sition becomes impossible.10

F . SuRpose it is said that that [nonevident] capacity could be
actualized, since [the will] can cease to will X att,.

*Boehner supplies the subtitie “Against Scotus’s View” for the text from mar-
ginal letter F to marginal letter L.

“’T}}e view that a proposition that is true at one time may (and frequently does)
become impossible is out of keeping with Ockham’s treatment of modalities gener-
ally and seems specifically out of place here. In all likelihood ‘possibilis’ should be
read for ‘vera’ in these last two clauses, in which case the translation would read

“even though it was possible earlier, since frequently a possible proposition becomes
impossible.”
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I answer that this does not hold good, since this capacity fqr
opposites is evident and with successior?. For atone i.nstant ‘the w¥ll
wills X at ¢,” will be true, and at another instant ‘the will dpes not will
X at ¢,” will be true.!! But that both are true at the same instant as a
result of any capacity whatever is absolutely.impos&b%e'. In the
same way it is impossible that ‘a created will wxll§ X at ¢’ is true at
first and that ‘a [created] will never willed X at ¢, 1s true afterwards.
And so with respect to creatures it is universally true that there
never is a capacity for opposite objects without successiorr any more
than for opposite acts. Indeed, by one and the same argument it
can be “proved” that there is a capacity of a created will fo.r oppo-
site acts without succession and for opposite objects. But his argu-
ment does not come to a successful conclusion, and yet'? it must be
conceded that the will when it causes causes contingently.

But there can be two causes of this truth. It is said to cause con-
tingently either (a) because it is possible that at one and tk.le same
instant it is true to say that [the will] does not cause (and this is im-
possible, because having posited that it is causing at some instant it
is impossible that it is not causing at that same instant), or (b) be-
cause it can cease from the act at another instant, freely, without
any variation occurring in itself or another, and not as a result of

the cessation of another cause, so that at another instant it is not
causing, not that at that same instant it is not causing. And the will
does cause contingently in that way.

{Causing] in that way it is not a natural cause, however, fqr a
cause acting naturally always acts, unless it is changed or somethlr}g
new happens to it, either because some cause ceases to cause or in
some other way. Even if none of these is the case (sine quo omni), the
will can cease from the act in virtue of its freedom alone.

G As to the form of the argument, I maintain that at the in-
stant at which [the will] causes it causes contingently and not neces-
sarily. But it does not follow from this that this capacity of a cause
for the opposite [of what it causes] is [a capacity] for its opposite
without succession. For it is impossible that [such a capacity] should
be actualized by any capacity whatever. But there is a capacity for
its opposite, a capacity that can be actualized in succession. For I

YSee Treatise,n. 111.
2Reading ‘tamen’ for ‘quia.’
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take [as an example] heat heating wood. That heat can not heat,
and this capacity [for not heating] can be actualized by the destruc-
tion of the agent of the heat, or by the removal of the patient, or by
the interposition of an impediment, or by the withdrawal of a
coacting cause (suppose that God does not will to coact with it), or
by the full actualization (perfectionem) of the end product (since
fully actualized heat is produced in such a way that a more fully
actualized [heat] cannot be produced by that same heat). Besides
these ways [in which a natural cause can cease from causing an act],
there is one additional way in which a created will can cease from
causing an act—viz., all by itself—even though none of the afore-
mentioned things is lacking but all are posited, and this and
nothing else is the will causing contingently.

H From this it is clear that it is inconsistent to say that the di-
vine will as naturally prior posits its effect in reality at ¢; in such a
way that it can not posit it in reality at the same instant. For there
are no such instants of nature as he [Scotus] imagines, nor is there
in the first instant of nature such an indifference as regards posit-
ing and not positing. Rather, if at some instant it posits its effect in
reality, it is impossible by means of any capacity whatever that both
the instant occurs and [the effect] does not occur at that instant, just
as it is impossible by means of any capacity whatever that contradic-
tories are true at one and the same time.

I maintain, therefore, that in general there is never a capacity
by means of which opposites are verified without succession. In-
deed, it is impossible that God should have an object in view and
not have it in view, unless either there is at least some succession in
actuality or it coexists (and in that case there would be a change in
everything else).!?

J [One can argue,] moreover, against what he says about the
determination of the divine will: first, that the principal conclusion
is not true. For when something is determined contingently, so that
it is possible that it never was determined, one cannot have certain
and infallible evidence as a result of such a determination. But the

'*The second of these alternatives is not clearly expressed. From everything else
Ockham has to say on this point, however, it seems fairly obvious that in his view

the only real alternative is the first one, and that he here introduces the notion

of God’s having an object in view and not having it in view without succession only in
order to point up its absurdity.
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divine will'is determined in such a way that it is still possible that it
never was determined. Therefore one cannot have certain and in-
fallible evidence as a result of such a determination, as a conse-
quence of which (ex quo) it can simply never have been.'* And so it
seems that the determination of the divine will, if it occurred,
would produce too little.
Moreover, however much the certainty of [God’s] knowledge
- can be preserved by the determination of the [divine] will in re-
spect of all effects produced by the will, and even in respect of all
effects,of natural causes with which the divine will coacts, still it
does not seem that the certainty of [God’s knowledge in respect of ]
future acts of a created will itself can be preserved by that determi-
nation. For if the divine will is determined in respect of all things I
ask whether or not the determination or production of a created
will necessarily follows that determination. If so, then a created will
acts naturally just as does any natural cause. For when the divine
- will exists as determined to one of [two] opposites it is not in the
power of any natural cause not to coact, and also when it is not de-
termined a natural cause does not coact. In the same way when the
divine will exists as determined a created will would coact, nor
would it have it in its power not to coact, and consequently no act of
a created will would be imputable to [thatwill] itself. If, however,
the determination of a created will does not necessarily follow the
determination of the divine will, then the determination of the di-
vine will does not suffice for knowing whether an effect will be pos-
ited, but the determination of a created will is required, which is
not yet or [at any rate] was not from eternity. Therefore God did
" not from eternity have certain cognition of future contingents as a
result of the determination of the divine will.

Moreover, however much a created will is determined to one
or the other part [of a contradiction] and however much the
[divine] intellect sees that determination, nevertheless since our
will can cease from that determination and not be determined, the
[divine] intellect does not have certain cognition of that part. There-
fore seeing the determination of a [created] will, a will that can not
be determined to that part, does not suffice for certain cognition of
that part.

"“QOckham is referring here to the “consequent” rather than the “antecedent”
will of God. See Introduction, pp. 17-20.
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K Moreover, his claim that at the first instant the divine intel-
lect presents simples [to itself], and that the divine will afterwards
chooses one part, and that the intellect thereafter has evident cog-
nition of that part, does not seem to be true. For there is no process
or priority or contradiction in God such that the divine intellect at
one instant does not have evident cognition of future contingents
and at another instant does have [such cognition of them]. For to
say that the divine intellect receives any perfection from something
else would be to posit an imperfection [in the divine intellect].

L Therefore as regards the question® I say that it is to be
held indubitably that God knows all future contingents certainly
and evidently. But to explain this clearly and to describe the way in
which He knows all future contingents is impossible for any intel-
lect in this [present] condition. - :

M And I maintain that the Philosopher would say that God
does not know some future contingents evidently and certainly,
and for the following reason. What is not true in itself cannot be
known at a time at which it is not true in itself. But a future contin-
gent absolutely dependent on a free capacity is not true in itself,
since no reason can be given in accord with [that description of] it
why the one partis true rather than the other. And so either both
parts are true or neither [is true], and it is not possible that both
parts are true; therefore neither is true. Consequently neither is
known. ,

This argument does not come to a successful conclusion, ac-
cording to the Philosopher’s way [of thinking], except as regards
those [future contingents] that are in the power of a will. But it
does not hold good in connection with those that are not in the
power of a will but depend absolutely on natural causes—e.g., that
the sun will rise, and thus also as regards others [of that sort]. This
is because a natural cause is determined for one part [of a contra-
diction}, and no natural causes can be impeded except by a free
cause. Nevertheless, they can be impeded by it in respect of one
determined effect though not in respect of any and every [effect].'®

This argument notwithstanding, it must nevertheless be main- .
tained that God has evident cognition of all future contingents. But

!*Boehner supplies the subtitle “Ockham’s Own View” for the text from mar-
ginal letter L to marginal letter P.

18Cf. Appendix 11, p. 106.
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‘I do not know how to describe the way [in which He has it]. Still, it
can be said that God Himself, or the divine essence, is a single intu-
itive cognition as much of Himself as of all things creatable and
uncreatable —[a cognition] so perfect and so clear that it is also evi-
dent cognition of all things past, future, and present. Thus just as
our intellect can have evident cognition of some contingent propo-
sitions from our intuitive intellective cognition of the extremes [of
those propositions),'” so the divine essence itself is a cognition
(cognitio et notitia) by which is known not only what is true (both
necessary and contingent) regarding the present but also which
‘part of a contradiction [involving future contingents] will be true
and which will be false. And perhaps this is not as a result of the
determination of His will. But even if it is supposed, per impossibile,
that the divine cognition, existing as perfect as it now is, is neither
the total nor the partial efficient cause of contingent effects, there
would still be the cognition by which it would be evidently known
by God which part of a contradiction will be true and which will be
false. And this would not be because future contingents would be
present to Him to be cognized either by means of ideas or by means
of reasons, but by the divine essence itself or the divine cognition,
which is the cognition by which it is known what is false and what is
true, what was false and what was true, what will be false and what
will be true. : ‘

This conclusion, although it cannot be proved a priori by
means of the natural reason available to us, nevertheless can be
proved by means of the authorities of the Bible and the Saints,
which are sufficiently well known. But I pass over those things at
present. .

N In the view of certain scholars (artistis), however, it must be
known that although God knows regarding all future contingents
which part will be true and which false, still ‘God knows that this
part will be true’ is not necessary. Indeed, it is contingent to such an
extent that although ‘God knows that this part of the contradiction
will be true’ is true, it is still possible that it will never have been
true. And in that case there is a capacity for its opposite without
any succession, since it is possible that it will never have been. But it
is different in the case of a created will, since after a created will

'7Cf. Introduction, pp. 25-26.
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will have performed some act it is not possible that it is afterwards
true to say that it never performed such an act.

Regarding de possibili propositions I maintain, as do others,
that the proposition ‘it is possible that God willing that 4 will be
wills that it will not be” and others like it must be distinguished with
respect to composition and division. In the sense of composition it
is indicated that this is possible: ‘God willing that 4 will be does not
will that 4 will be,” and this is impossible, since it includes a contra-
diction. In the sense of division it is indicated that God willing that
A will be can not will that A will be, and that is true.

And suppose one says “suppose that it is posited in reality (and

it is not impossible that that should happen); as a consequence ‘God
wills that 4 will be’ and ‘God does not will that 4 will be’ hold good
at one and the same time.” In that case I maintain that when that
possible [proposition] has been posited in reality an impossible
[proposition] does not follow. But it must not be posited in reality
in this way: ‘God willing that A will be does not will that 4 will be.’
Rather, it must be posited in reality in this way: ‘God does not will
that 4 will be.” And when that has been posited in reality nothing
impossible follows, for only this follows: ‘God never willed that 4
will be.” And that is not impossible but contingent, just as its contra-
dictory —‘God wills that 4 will be’ —always was contingent.
O *  Onthe basis of the preceding remarks one can respond to
the question [as follows]. God has determinate knowledge of future
contingents because He knows determinately which part of a con-
tradiction will be true and which false. But that He has [necessary]
knowledge of future contingents can be understood in two ways;
either that the knowledge by which future contingents are known
is necessary, or that that knowledge is known necessarily. I main-
tain that God has necessary knowledge of future contingents in the
first way, for there is one single cognition in God that is a cognition
of complexes and of non-complexes, of necessaries and of con-
tingents, and universally of all things imaginable. And that
knowledge is the divine essence itself, which is necessary and
immutable. That God has necessary knowledge of future con-
tingents is understood in the second way as follows: that God
necessarily knows this future contingent. It is not to be granted
that He has necessary knowledge in that way, for just as it con-
tingently will be, so God contingently knows that it will be.
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P In response to the first principal [argument]'® it can be said
that one or the other part of the contradiction is determinately
true, so that it is not false but is contingently true. Therefore it is
true in such a way that it can be false and can never have been true.

And suppose one says that a proposition true at some time of
the present has [corresponding to it] a necessary proposition about
the past—e.g., if ‘Socrates is seated’ is true at some time, ‘Socrates
was seated’ will be necessary ever afterwards; therefore if ‘4 is true’
is true now (4 being such a contingent proposition), ‘4 was true’
will always be true and necessary. In that case it must be said that
when such a proposition about the present is equivalent to a propo-
sition about the future or depends on the truth of a future
[proposition], it is not required that a necessary proposition about
the past correspond to the true proposition about the present. And
this is the case in the matter under discussion.

In respc\)nse to the second [principal argument] it is clear that
‘God has necessary knowledge of 4" does not follow unless ‘has
necessary knowledge’ is taken in the second way. Therefore God
necessarily knows 4. But when ‘has ne}essary knowledge’ is taken
in the first way the consequence does not hold good.

The response to the argument in opposition is clear from the
preceding remarks.

Distinction 39
A Regarding the thirty-ninth distinction I ask whether God
could know more than He knows.

It seems that He could, for He can know something that He
does not know; therefore He can know more than He knows. The
antecedent is clear, for He does not now know that I am in Rome,
and He can know that since'? it can be true.

On the contrary, God’s knowledge can neither increase nor

decrease; therefore He cannot know more than He knows.
B As to the question, it must first be seen how the question is
to be understood. And it must be known that it is one thing to ask
whether God can know more than He knows and another to ask
whether God can know something that He does not know.

"*Boehner supplies the subtitle “In Response to the Principal Arguments” for
the text from marginal letter P to the end of Distinction 38.
"*Reading ‘quia’ for ‘igitur.’
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In the second place it must be known that ‘know’ (scire) is taken

here in two ways —broadly and strictly. In the first way it is the
same as ‘cognize’ (cognoscere) insofar as cognizing is common to all
things. And in this way God knows—i.e., cognizes —all things:
complex and non-complex, necessary and contingent, true, false,
and impossible. In the strict sense ‘know’ is the same as ‘cognize
what is true’; and in that sense nothing is known but what is true.
C On this basis I maintain as regards the question that if
‘know’ is taken in the broad sense God cannot know more [than He
knqws] or know something that He does not know, for He cannot
acquire the knowledge of anything for the first time (de novo).

1f ‘know’ is taken in the second way I maintain that God cannot
know more than He knows. The reason for this is that everything

- true is known by God, and the number of truths is always the same

(et semper aequalia sunt vera). Thus it is not possible that more things
are true at one time than at another, since at each time one or the
other part of a contradiction is true, and nothing is true but what is
one or the other part of a contradiction. And it is not possible that
both parts of a contradiction are true, and so there are always as
many true things at one time as at another, and neither more nor
less, although some things are true at one time that are not true at
another time. And in general, if something becomes false that was
true earlier, something will become true that was false earlier.

Despite the fact that God can[not] know more than He knows,
God can know something that He does not know, if ‘know’ is taken
in the second way. Just as something can be true that was not true
earlier, so something can be known by God that was not known ear-
lier. For everything true, when it is true, is known by God; and
when it is not true, it is not known by God. For example, it is not
now known by God that I am in Rome, because it is not now true. -
Nevertheless, it can be known by God, because it can be true; and if
it will be true, it will be known by God.

And suppose it is said that in that case God could change from
knowing to not knowing and vice versa, which is impossible. This
can be confirmed, since although something can be denominated
for the first time by a relative denomination or a relative or conno-
tative denominable without a change in it, nevertheless it cannot be
denominated for the first time by an absolute denominable without
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a change in it.?* But knowledge is an absolute perfection in God.
Therefore God cannot for the first time come to know (fieri sciens)
this knowable without changing.

Further, it is the same thing to know that Socrates is seated and
afterwards to know that Socrates was seated. Therefore on this ba-
sis when God first knows ‘Socrates is seated’ and afterwards knows

* ‘Socrates was seated’ He does not know something else, but the
same thing.

In response to the first of these [arguments], I maintain that
although God first does not know this and afterwards does know it,
it does not follow that God changes; for in order to verify such con-
tradictories of God [successively], a mere change in a creature suf-
fices: In the same way a mere change in a creature suffices [to bring
it about] that He is first not creating and afterwards creating.

As to the confirmation, I maintain that knowledge, as we are
now speaking of knowledge, is not strictly speaking an absolute
denominable but a connotative denominable, since ‘know’ connotes
that that ‘which is known is true and not false. And since one and
the same thing can be first false and afterwards true, therefore
without any change on God'’s part something can be first not
known by God and be afterwards known [by Him].

In responsé to the second [argument], I maintain that it is not

- the same thing to know that Socrates is seated and to know that
Socrates was seated unless ‘know’ is taken for that cognition which
is God’s own (a parte Dei). Nevertheless ‘God knows that Socrates is
seated’ and ‘God knows that Socrates was seated’ are neither the
same nor equipollent nor interchangeable, since the one can be
true while the other is (existente) false. And if there were two [men],

*On denomination or denominative predication see Treatise, n. 6. See also Mat-
thew C. Menges, The Concept of Univocity Regarding the Predication of God and Creature
According to William Ockham (Franciscan Institute Publications, Philosophy Series,
No. 9; St. Bonaventure, N.Y., The Franciscan Institute, 1952), pp. 47-51. The word
‘denominable’ (denominabile) occurs misleadingly here in a context in which Ockham
ordinarily uses ‘denominative’ (denominativum). As an example of a relative denomi-
native take ‘shorter than Theaetetus.” While the boy Theaetetus is growing up, the
man Socrates is first taller than Theaetetus, then the same height as Theaetetus, and
finally shorter than Theaetetus. But when Socrates is for the first time correctly
denominated by the relative denominative ‘shorter than Theaetetus’ it is not as a
consequence of any change having taken place in Socrates. On the other hand,
when Socrates is for the first time correctly denominated by the absolute denomina-
tive ‘blind’ it is as a consequence of a change having taken place in him.
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one of whom believed that Socrates was seated and the other that
Socrates had been seated, it would be possible that at one and the
same time the one was mistaken and the other was not mistaken.

And if one says that it would follow from this that God would
know stateables (enuntiabilia) and consequently would be com-
pounding and dividing,?' which is absurd (tnconveniens), then it
must be said that God cognizes all stateables without any composi-
tion and division, for He cognizes all things in one absolutely
simple cognition.

In response to the principal argument it is clear that God can
know something that He did not know earljer. But this is not be-
cause He was earlier ignorant of something knowable or true, but
because something is now true that was not true earlier but was
false earlier. ' )

In response to the argument in opposition, it is clear that
God’s knowledge can neither increase nor decrease. Nevertheless,\
He can know something that He did not know earlier. In the same
way God's power can neither increase nor decrease, and neverthe- -
less He can produce something that He did not produce earlier.

*'Ockham evidently uses the noun ‘stateable’ {enuntiabile) as did such thirteenth-
century logicians as William of Sherwood and Peter of Spain, to designate that
which is expressed in a statement (enuntiatio} or proposition. (See Norman Kretz-
mann, William of Sherwood's Treatise on Syncategorematic Words [Minneapolis, Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 1968}, Chapter 14, n. 10.) In this passage “compounding
and dividing” is the compounding and dividing of the subject and predicate terms
of stateables with or from one another—i.e., the producing of affirmative and nega-

tive stateables—an activity that cannot be consistently ascribed to an omniscient,
imrnutable being. ’ !
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Commentary on Aristotle’s De interpretatione,
Chapter 92

[Therefore as regards the things that are and that have happened, it is necessary that
* either the affirmation or the negation be true (or false). Indeed, as regards universals
[expressed) universally, it is] always [necessary] that the one is true but the other
false; also as regards those that are singulars, as has been said. But as regards uni-
versals that are not expressed universally, it is not necessary; these, however, have
also been spoken of] (18a28-18a32)

As regards those that are singular and future, however, it is not like that. For if
every affirmation and negation is either true or false, it is necessary that everything
etther is or is not. Thus if this person says that something is going to be, but that one
says that that same thing is not going to be, it is evident that it is necessary that one or
the other of them is saying what is true (if every affirmation is either true or false).
For both will not be the case together in such circumstances. For if it is true to say
that a thing is white or is not white, it is necessary that it is white or is not white. And
if it is while or is not white, it is true to affirm or to deny this. And if it is not [white],
he says what is false; and if he says what is false, it is not [white). That is why it s
necessary that either the affirmation or the negation is true (or false). Nothing, there-

2Before each portion of Ockham’s commentary the Aristotelian passage on
which he is specifically commenting is quoted in its entirety. In the translation these
passages (indented and italicized) have been translated not from Aristotle’s Greek
but from medieval Latin versions. (We used mainly the version printed in the Exposi-
tio aurea, an edition of Ockham’s commentaries on Aristotle’s logical works [and the
Tractatus de praedestinatione et de praescientia Dei et de futuris contingentibus] published at
Bologna in 1496, comparing it with and occasionally adjusting it to the generally
preferable version to be found in the Aristotelis opera of Venice, 1562. Definitive
editions of Boethius's and William of Moerbeke’s Latin translations have been pub-
lished as Volume 11, 1-2, of Aristoteles Latinus, ed. L. Minio-Paluello; Bruges-Paris:

Desclee de Brouwer, 1965.) It will often be instructive to compare these passages f

with the corresponding passages in J. L. Ackrill's translation from the Greek
(dAnstoile’s Categories and De Interpretatione, Oxford, The Clarendon Press, 1963),
The first paragraph of the Aristotle text, here enclosed in brackets, usually occurs
as the first paragraph of Chapter 9. In Ockham’s commentary, however, itis treated
as the last paragraph of the preceding chapter and forms no part of the basis of
his examination of Aristotle’s treatment of future contingents.
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chance or Sortuitously — but all
—since either the one who says it or the one
ually well (similiter) happen or not happen,
than not thus, nor will it be. (18a33-18b8)

Sfore, either is or happens, or will be or will not be, by
things of necessity and not fartuitously
who denies it is correct. For it would eq
since what is fortuitous is no more thus

In this part [Chapter 9] the Philoso
which opposed singular* pro
to truth and falsity.

?t is divided into two parts [9.1 and 9.2j.23 For he first shows
that in some [propositions] about the future there is no determi-
nate truth [18a33-19a22]. In the second place he shows how they
are related to truth and falsity [19a23-19b4].

The first part[9.1]is divided into three parts[9.11,9.12, 9.13].
For he first shows that if truth were determinate in all [propositions]
about the future all things would come about of necessity [18a33 -
18b25]. In the second place he infers several absurdities from that
absurdity [18b26-19a6]. In the third place he stows that this
would be impossible [19a7-19a292].

The first part[9.11]1s divided into two parts[9.111 and 9.112].
For he first shows that this absurdity follows [18a33-18b16]. In the

pher determines the way in
positions about the future are related

*Ockham organizes his commentary by subdividing Aristotle’s chapter into
several parts. He identifies some of these parts in his commentary by inserting the
opening words of the appropriate Aristotelian passage into his text. We have omit-
ted lhqse identifying passages from our translation and have supplied a system of
numerical designations to aid the reader in following Ockham’s analysis of Aristo-
tle’s chapter. The numerical designations derive from the following organizational

scheme; the figures in brackets designate the correspondi i ;
' ; ng passages in De interpre-
latione, Chapter 9. P &P & 4

9.1[18a33-19a29]
9.11{18a33-18b25]
9.111[18a33-18b16]
9.1111[18a33-18b8]
9.1112[18b9-18b16)
9.112[18b17-18b25]
9.1121 [18b17-18b20]

9.1122 [18b20~18b25]
9.12[18b26-19a6]

9.13 [19a7-19a22]
9.2 [19a23-19b4)
9.21 [19a23-19a32]
9.22 [19a32-19b4]
9.221[19a32-19a39)
9.222 [19a39-19b4]
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second place he incidentally shows that not both parts of such a
contradiction are false [18b17-18b25].

The first part [9.111] is divided into two parts [9.1111 and
9.1112]in view of the fact that he proves its conclusion by means of
two arguments [18a33-18b8 and 18b9-18b16].**

In the first part [9.1111] he puts forward [the first of] the two
arguments, setting out the conclusion first, saying that as regards
singular [propositions] about the future it is not as it is regarding
those about the past and about the present, in that it is not always
the case that one part of a contradiction [involving singular propo-
sitions about the future] is true and the other false as it is regarding
those about the past and about the present. And he proves this by
arguing to an impossibility as follows. 1f every affirmative and
[every] negative proposition is either determinately true or determi-

nately false, then if one says ‘this will be’ and another says ‘this will
not be,” one of them must be saying what is determinately true (if
any and every proposition is either determinately true or determi-
nately false). For example,-if someone says ‘this will be white’ and
another says ‘this will not be white,” it must be that one is saying
what is determinately true and the other is speaking determinately
falsely (determinate mentiatur). But this is false, since in that case
ﬁothing would happen by chance or fortuitously (ad wtrumlibet),
but all things would happen of necessity. This last consequence is
clear, since what happens fortuitously is no more determined to
one part that to the other—i.e.,, no more determined to being
than to not being. Therefore if it is determined that this will be or
that it will not be, it happens not fortuitously but of necessity.

Furthermore, if it is white now, it was true to say earlier that it would be white. For
that reason it was always true to say of any of the things that haue happened that it
would be. But if it was always true to say that it is or will be, the thing in question
cannot not be or not be going to be. But if something cannot not happen, it is impossi-
ble that it not happen; and if it is empossible that something not happen, it is neces-
sary that it happen. Regarding all things that are going to be, therefore, it is neces-
sary that they happen. Thus nothing will be fortuitous or by chance; for if it is by
chance, it is not of necessity. (18b9-18b16)

Here [in part 9.1112] he puts forward the second argument—

#This short paragraph is omitted from Boehner's edition. Among the sources
of the edition only E, the Bologna printed edition of 1496, includes it.
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viz., that if this is now white and
[propositions] about the future, then
earlier. Indeed, ‘this will be white’ wa
.aiways going to be, then it could not n
it could not not happen; therefore j
happen; therefore it was necessary th
regard to other [singular propositions
sequently all things happen of necessi
chance or fortuitously.

Th1§ argument is based on the proposition that a singular
broposition true about the past is necessary. Therefore if ‘this is
white’ is true now, “‘this will be white’ was true”

quently, it is necessary that it happen, and it
otherwise.

if truth is determinate in
‘this will be white’ was true
s always true. But if it was
ot be going to be. Therefore
t was impossible that it not
at it happen (and so on with
about the future)). And con-
ty, and nothing happens by

is necessary. Conse-
cannot come about

Ib\/w, hou'Jever, can it be said that neither is true, so that it neither will be nor will not
e. For, in the first place, when the affirmation is false the negation will not be true;

and when the negation is Jalse, it turns out that th on i
(18b17- 1580, i u ¢ affirmation is not true.

Here [in part 9.1121] he incidentally shows that not both parts
of such a contradiction are false, as some might sophistically claim
(cavillare), and [he shows this] by means of two arguments. The first
argument is that whenever an affirmation is false the negation
opposeq to it will be true. Similarly, when a negation is false the
aﬂirmau?n opposed to it will be true. Therefore if ‘this will be’ is
fal§e, ‘.thlS will not be’ will be true; and if ‘this will not be’ is false
‘this will be’ will be true. Consequently if the former two are false’
the latter two will be true [which is absurd]. ’

M oreover, if itis true to say [of something] that it is white and large, it must be both
But if it will be tomorrow, it must be tomorrow, If, however, it neither’ will be nor wilé
not be tomorrow, it will not be Jortuitous. For example, a sea-battle: for it must be
that the sea-battle neither happens nor does not happen. (18b20-18b25) -

~ [In part 9.1122] he puts forward the second argument, which
is that if it is true to say of something that it is white and larg,e both
h.ave to be verified of one and the same thing at one and the,same
ume. Therefore, similarly, if it is true to say determinately that this
will be white and large tomorrow, tomorrow it will be true to say

that this is white and large. Therefore, in the same way, if it is now
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true to say determinately that it neither will be nor will not be —say,
that a sea-battle neither will be nor will not be —that would have to
be the case: viz., that a sea-battle neither will be nor will not be* —if
both parts [of the contradiction] are false.

For if ‘there will be a sea-battle’ is false, it will be true to say
determinately that there will not be a sea-battle; and if ‘there will
not be a sea-battle’ is false, it will be true to say that there will be a
sea-battle. Consequently it will be true to say ‘there neither is nor is
not a sea-battle,” which is impossible. Therefore it is impossible that
‘there will be a sea-battle tomorrow’ and ‘there will not be a sea-bat-
tle tomorrow’ are both determinately false.

It must be known in this connection that as regards singular
propositions about the future in which the subject is a detachfed
demonstrative pronoun or a simple proper name of some one sin-
gle thing, this rule is true —viz., that if it will be such, then it will be
true to say that it is such. And a corresponding rule holds as re-
gards [singular] propositions about the past. But if the subject is a
common-term or one composed of a common term and a demon-
strative pronoun, the rule is not universally true —neither as re-
gards propositions about the past nor as regards propositions
about the future. For ‘what is true will be false’ is true now, and
nevertheless ‘what is true is false’ will never be true. Similarly, ‘this
truth, that you are seated, will be false’ is true; nevertheless ‘this
truth is false’ will never be true. Similarly, ‘what is white was black’
is true now; nevertheless ‘what is white is black’ was never true.
Similarly, ‘this white man was black’ is true; nevertheless ‘this white
man is black’ was never true. But if a proposition such as ‘this was
white’ is true now, then at some time ‘this is white’ was true. And if
‘this will be false’ is true now, then ‘this is false’ will be true. And so
on with regard to others [of this sort].

And it must be understood that the corresponding rule is to be
understood in a corresponding way as regards all modal proposi-
tions taken in the sense of division or equivalent to [one taken in]
the sense of division. Thus “this can be white; therefore ‘this is
white’ is possible” follows correctly. Nevertheless “what is black can
be white; therefore ‘what is black is white’ is possible” does not fol-
low. And so on with regard to other [such inferences].

These absurdities, therefore, and others like them are those that occur if it is necessary

of every affirmation and negation, either as regards universals expressed universally
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or as regards those that are singulars, that this one of the opposites is true but that
one false. Nothing; however, is fortuitous — neither as regards things that are nor as
regards things that are happening — but all things happen of necessity. Thus there
will be no need to deliberate or to take trouble, {thinking] that if we do this, this will
be, but if not, this will not be. For nothing prevents someone’s saying a thousand
years ago that this was going to be and another’s saying that it was not going to be.
Thus whichever of them it was true to say then will be of necessity. Nor does it make
any difference if anyone will have said the negation or will not have said it. For it is
evident that the real things are thus even if one person will not have affirmed it or
another denied it. For it is not because of the affirming or the denying that it will be
or will not be, nor [is it a question of] a thousand years ago rather than at any other
time. Thus if at every time things were such that one or the other would be said truly,
i was necessary that this happen; and for every one of the things that happen the cir-
cumstances were always such that it would happen of necessity. For what anyone

truly says will be cannot not happen; and of what has happened it was always true to
say that it would be. (18b26-19a6)

In this part [9.12] the Philosopher infers several absurdities
from the absurdity already deduced, saying that these absurdities
and others like them aré those that follow if it is granted, both as
regards universal [propositions] and as regards singular [prop-
ositions], that it is necessary that one part of a contradiction be true.
and the other part false. For in that case nothing would happen
fortuitously, but all things would happen of necessity. From this it
follows further that there would be no need to deliberate or to take
trouble, since from the fact that it is determined [it follows that] it
will happen as it was determined from the outset, whether or not
we deliberate.

Nor does it hold good to say that it is not true to say that this
will be except as regards the immediate rather than the distant fu-
ture, for it makes no difference whether it is true now or a thou-
sand years ago.

Nor does it hold good to say that one or the other of those who
say either ‘this will be’ or ‘this will not be’ says what is false because of
the fact that he says it. For an expression (oratio) is not true or false
because of someone’s affirming or denying it but because the state
of affairs is in reality as it is signified [in the expression] or is not as
it is signified.

And so it makes no difference to say that ‘this will be’ is true
either a thousand years ago or more recently (post); thus if it is de-
terminately true that this will be or [that this] will not be, all things
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will happen of necessity and nothing will happen by chance or for-
tuitously.

What if these things are not possible? For we see that there is a source of things that
will be, both because we deliberate and because we act in some way, and that as re-
gards things that ave not always in actuality it is altogether possible to be and like-
wise not to be. As regards these things, both being and not being occur, and therefore
both happening and not happering. And many other such things are evident to us.
For example, it is possible that this cloak be cut up, and [yet] it is not cut up but wears
out first. It 15 likewise possible, howeuver. that it not be cut up, for it would not first
wear out if it were not possible that it not be cut up. Therefore [the same 15 true) also
as regards other things that arve going to be that are spoken of in terms of this poten-
tiality. It is evident, therefore, that not all things either are or happen of necessity.
But some indeed are fortuitous, and the affirmation is no more true than the nega-
tion. In others, however, it is one or the other in many instances; nevertheless the one
[that dves not happen in many instances] can happen, even though very seldom.

(19a7-19a22) .

Here [in part 9.13] he shows that not all things come about of
necessity, saying that if these things that have been deduced are
impossible —viz., that there is no need to deliberate or to take trou-
ble, and that all things are of necessity —then it is evident that the
position he considers as regards future contingents is impossible —
viz., that one part of a contradiction [involving them] is true and
the other false.

He proves that it is impossible that all things come about of

necessity in the following way. Those things of which we are the
sources (principia) and regarding which we deliberate and that are
not always actual are possible, both to be and not to be, or do not
come about of necessity. But there are many future things of which
we are the sources and regarding which we deliberate. Therefore
there are many such things that do not come about of necessity.

He shows this also by means of an example. For it is possible
that a cloak be cut up, and nevertheless that cloak is not cut up but
wears out and is destroyed by becoming old. Similarly, it is pos-
sible that the cloak not be cut up, and nevertheless that cloak is cut
up afterwards. From these considerations, he concludes that it is
evident regarding many future things that they do not come about
of necessity, but some come about fortuitously and others [by
chance] as [they do] in many instances.
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Thevefore it is necessary that what is is when it is, and that what is not is not when it
is not. But it is not necessary that everything that is is, nor is it necessary that every-
thing that is not is not. For that everything that is is necessarily when it is is not the
same as that it simply is of necessity. Stmilarly s regards what is not. And the same
account applies as regards contradiction: that it is necessary that everything either is
or s not, and is going to be or is not going lo be. Nevertheless it is not for one who
divides [the contradiction inio its two parts} to say that one or the other is necessary. |
say, however, that it is necessary that there is going to be or is not going to be a sea-
battle tomorrow, not, however, that it is necessary that there is going to be a sea-battle
tomorrow, or that there is not going to be one — though it is np('({mlry that it is going
lo be or is not going to be. (19223~ 1 9a32)

In this part [9.2] he shows how opposed propositions about the
future are related to truth and falsity —he does that [9.21] in the
first place [19a23-19a32]. In the second place [9.22] he infers two
corollaries [19a32-19b4]. In the first part [9.221] he shows how
the parts of a contradiction are related to truth and talsity
[19a32-19239]. In the second part [9.222] he shows that in
[contradictions involving] future contingents neither part is deter-
minately true [19a39-19b4].

First, therefore, [in part 9.21] he intends [to prove] this con-
clusion, that necessity is predicated of the whole disjunctive propo-
sition composed of both parts of a contradiction — and this whether
[it is a contradiction] involving propositions about the present or
about the past or [a contradiction] involving propositions about the
future. Thus [as regards propositions about the future] just as re-
gards propositions about the present or about the past, he says that
for everything that is, when it is it is necessary that it is; and for
everything that is not, when it is not it is necessary that it is not.* (For
itis not the same to say ‘for everything that is, when it is it is neces-
sary that it is’ and ‘for everything that is, it is necessary that it is.”)
Thus in a contradiction it is necessary that it either is or is not—i.e.,
the disjunctive proposition composed of both parts of a contradic-
tion about the present is necessary. Similarly, that it either is going
to be or is not going to be—i.e., the disjunctive proposition com-
posed of the two parts of a contradiction about the future is neces-
sary. But® it is not necessary taken separately —i.e., neither part of
the disjunctive is necessary. For example, the disjunctive ‘either
there will be a sea-battle tomorrow or there will not be a sea-battle
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tomorrow’ is necessary, and yet neither ‘there will be a sea-battle
tomorrow’ nor ‘there will not be a sea-battle tomorrow’ is necessary,
despite the fact that the disjunctive is necessary.

It must be known that the proposition ‘for everything that is,
when it is it is necessary that it is’ is simply false taken literally (de
virtute sermonis). This is because it can be taken literally only if itis
taken to be temporal or to have a temporal subject.

If it is temporal it amounts to this: ‘for everything that is, it is
necessary that it is when it is.” And this is false, for the truth of a
temporal proposition requires the truth of both parts for one and
the same time. But the first part —‘for everything that is, it is neces-
sary that it is’—is simply false; therefore the whole temporal propo-
sition is false.

1f it has a temporal subject it is also false, for in that case it
denotes that all that of which this whole predicate® ‘is when it is’ is
verified is necessary. And this is false, for this whole is verified of
any and every existing thing, and yet it is not the case that for any
and every existing thing it is necessary that it is.

But in the sense in which he intended the proposition it is true,
for by it he meant this: ‘for each thing (de omni illo) that is, it is
necessarily verified that it isif it is that time [at which itis]." Thatis,
[he meant] that this consequence is necessary even though it is not
formal: ‘it is this time; therefore that [thing] is." For example, if
Socrates is at ¢, (in A tamquam in aliquo tempore) the consequence ‘it is
t;; therefore Socrates is” always is necessary. Similarly, by ‘for every-
thing that is, when it is it is necessary that it is’ he means that it will
always be true to say that this was at the time at which it was. (It
suffices [to present] the Philosopher’s point of view. It could be
explained, but I pass over that for the sake of brevity.) And that is
not the case with ‘for everything that is, it is necessary that it is,
for ‘there is time; therefore A is’ (where A is something that is)
does not follow, as ‘it is this time; therefore A is’ (where A is some-
thing that is at this time) does follow.

Therefore, since expressions are true according to the way in which the real things
are, it is evident that as regards any that are such that they and their contraries occur
fortuitously, it is necessary that their contradiction likewise be such. This occurs in
those that are not always or that are not always not. For it is necessary that one or the

BReading ‘praedicatum’ for ‘subiectum.’
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other. part of their contradiction is true ( or false) — not, however, this one or that one
but(/orluztously; and not that the one is true rather than the other, yet not alre

true (or false). (19232-19a39) “

' Here [in part 9.221] he shows that neither part of a contradic-
ton involving propositions about the future is determinately true.
He does this in the following way. Expressions are true according
to the way in which the real things that are indicated by the expres-
sions are. But the thing that is indicated by a future contingent
[proposition], on the basis of which it is fortuitous, is no more de-
termined to be going to be than to be going not to be. Therefore
the proposition indicating it is no more true than false. Neverthe-
!ess, the Philosopher adds that although it is necessary that one part
is true and the other false —i.e., although the disjunctive is true —
nevertheless neither part is determinately true or determinately
false. The Philosopher’s whole meaning, therefore, is that as re-
gards future contingents neither part is determinately* true or

false, as the thing itself is determined neither to be going to be nor
to be going not to be. ‘

1t 15 evident, therefore, that it is not necessary that one of the opposites belonging to
every affirmation or negation is true but the other false. For it is not the same with
things that are as with those that are not but possibly are or are not; how it is with
them has already been said. (19239-19b4)

[In part 9.222] he infers two corollaries. The first is that it is
not always necessary that one part of a contradiction is true and the
other false. The second corollary is that the parts of a contradiction
involving propositions about the future are not related to truth and
falsity in the same way as are the parts of a contradiction involving
propositions about the present or about the past.

For a clear understanding of this entire chapter it must be
known, first, that it is the Philosopher’s view that neither part of a
contradiction involving such future contingents is determinately*
true or false, as the [corresponding] thing is determined no more
to be going to be than to be going not to be. Thus he would say that
God does not know one part of such* a contradiction more than
the other; indeed, neither is known by God. For from the fact that
neither part is true (as he shows here) and that nothing is known
except what is true (according to him in Book One of the Posterior

[
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Analytics [Ch. 2, 71b26]), it follows that neither partis known. Yetit
must be said otherwise in accordance with truth and the theolo-
gians, for it must be said that God determinately knows one or the
other part. But how He does so must be explained in theology.

In the second place it must be known that from the Philoso-
pher’s point of view it is not only sometimes as regards propositions
verbally about the future that neither part [of a contradiction] is
determinately true, but also sometimes as regards those [verbally]
about the present and about the past. And this is the case when one
about the past or about the present is equivalent to one about the
future. For example, the two propositions ‘4 will be’ and ‘4 is some-
thing future’ seem equivalent (and the same is true as regards
many others); therefore one of them is no more true than the
other. (I am not now concerned, however, with the question of
whether or not such propositions are equivalent taken literally.)

In the third place it must be known that nothing of which the
Philosopher speaks here is fortuitously contingent except what is in
the power of someone acting freely or what depends on such an
agent. Therefore in pure natural things—i.e., in animate things
only the sensitive soul, and in [all] inanimate things—there is no
contingency, nor any chance or fortune, unless they depend in
some way on a free agent. In all the other things of which the Phi-
losopher speaks here, however, there is inevitability and necessity.

Nor does what is said in Book Two of the Physics [Ch. 6,
197b1-197b22] conflict [with this]—viz., that there is chance in
inanimate things and fortune in animate things—for although
chance may be found in inanimate things, it nevertheless comes
from a source that depends on some free agent. Therefore if the
action of an agent was free neither in itself nor in respect of some
source [outside itself] there will be no chance, but it will come about
of necessity (which is how Book Two of the Physics is to be
explained).?®

Because of what has been said so far it is clear that the Philoso-
pher would concede this consequence: ‘God knows that A will be;
therefore 4 will be.” But he would say that the antecedent is simply
false and the consequent is neither true nor false. Nor is it an ab-

#Cf. Appendix I, p. 89.
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surdity that what is neither true nor false should follow from what
is false, just as what is true follows from what is false.

But is this consequence acceptable: ‘4 will be; therefore God
knows that A will be”? Perhaps the Philosopher would say that the
consequence does not hold since the proposition ‘4 will be’—i.e.,
the antecedent*—is neither true nor false and the consequent is
simply false and therefore the consequence does not hold.

And suppose one says that since the consequence does not
hold the opposite of the consequent is consistent with the ante-
cedent, and consequently ‘4 will be’ and ‘God does not know that A
will be’ are consistent. But this is impossible, since it is impossible
that these are true together. For if ‘4 will be’ and ‘God does not
know that A will be’ are true together, then ‘something true is not
known by God’ is possible, which seems impossible.

In response to all this perhaps the Philosopher would say that
[the claim that] two* propositions are consistent can be taken in two
ways. In one way [it means] that they can be true together, and ‘A4
will be’ and ‘God does not know that 4 will be’ are not consistent in
that sense. In the other way [it means] that neither implies the
opposite of the other, and in that sense they are consistent.

From this it is clear that from the Philosopher’s point of view
this consequence does not hold good: ‘it is impossible that the ante-
cedent is true without the consequent; therefore the consequence
is acceptable.” For example, in the case before us it is impossible
that the proposition ‘4 will be’ is true without the proposition ‘God
knows that 4 will be,” and yet the consequence ‘A will be; therefore
God knows that 4 will be’ does not hold. Nevertheless when the
antecedent and the consequent are determinately true or determi-
nately false, or if one is determinately true and the other determi-
nately false, the consequence holds good. _

It must also be noted, in the fourth place,* that from the Phi-
losopher’s point of view a universal affirmative [proposition] is true
although no singular [proposition belonging to it] is true. For ex-
ample, according to him ‘every future contingent will be’ is deter-
minately true,?” and yet no singular [belonging to it] is true, since
for whatever singular is picked out ‘this future contingent will be’ is

¥Cf. Appendix 11, pp. 111-113. Both this passage and the related longer pas-
sage in Appendix 111 are obscure. Two different points {(1) and (2)] might have
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not true, for that implies ‘this will be,” which, according to the Phi-
losopher, is neither true nor false.

Then what is required for the truth of such a universal? It
must be said that according to the Philosopher what is required is
the truth of the various* disjunctive propositions composed of the
parts of the contradiction. Thus if ‘every future contingent will be’
is true it requires that ‘this future contingent either will be or will
not be’ is true, and so on with regard to the singulars. Nor is it more
absurd that such a universal should be true while no singular be-
longing to it is true than that a disjunctive should be true although
neither part is true. This is the special case of propositions that do
not have determinate truth or falsity.

Therefore many general rules must be denied in this subject
matter, since according to the Philosopher they have a counterin-
stance here. For example, the rule ‘the consequence from a univer-
sal proposition to a singular [belonging to it] is acceptable,’ [or] ‘a
universal [proposition] is sufficiently inferred by induction on the
basis of [all] the singulars belonging to it’ takes a counterinstance.?®

been raised here by Ockham against Aristotle, each of which bears some resem-
blance to what is actually said in these passages. (1) Aristotle wants to allow for the
truth of such universal disjunctive propositions as ‘for every future contingent, ei-
ther it will be or it will not be.’ Suppose that 4 is a future contingent. Then the dis-
junctive ‘either 4 will be or 4 will not be’ is true. But a disjunctive is true if and only
if one of its disjuncts is true, and, according to Aristotle, neither of these disjuncts is
true (since neither is true or false). (2) Aristotle wants to allow for the determinate
truth or falsity of universal propositions about the future while denying determi-
nate truth or falsity of singular propositions about the future. The universal propo-
sition ‘every future contingent will be’ is, according to Aristotle, either true or false
(in fact false). But a universal proposition is true if and only if each singular proposi-
tion belonging to it is true, and a universal proposition is false if and only if at least
one singular proposition belonging to it is false. Therefore, since ‘every future con-
tingent will be’ is either true or false, either each singular proposition belonging to it
is true or at least one singular proposition belonging to it is false. But, according to
Aristotle, none of the singular propositions belonging to it is either true or false.

*The first of these two rules is evidently violated in the consequence ‘every fu-
ture contingent will be; therefore this future contingent will be,” for the antecedent
can be true and, whether or not it is true, the consequent is nottrue (since it is nei-
ther true nor false). The second rule may be taken to have been violated if it is read
as a claim that the truth-value of a universal proposition is determinable on the basis
of an exhaustive investigation of the truth-values of all the singular propositions
belonging to it. But the discovery that ‘this future contingent will be’ (and each such
singular proposition) is not true (since it is neither true nor false) does not warrant
the conclusion that ‘no future contingent will be’ is true.
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For the consequence ‘this future contingent will not be, that future
contingent will not be (and so on with regard to the singulars);
therefore no future contingent will be’ does not hold, for the con-
sequent is determinately false and the antecedent is not determi-
nately false; therefore the consequence does not hold. And as it is
with these, so it is with many others, for an exactly similar reason.
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Summa logicae, Part 11I-3, Chapter 32 (in part)

But as regards the induction of a universal proposition about
the future, the first thing to know is that the induction of a neces-
sary or an impossible proposition about the future is to be de-
scribed in the same way as the induction of such propositions about
the present or about the past. The induction of a universal proposi-
tion about the future in contingent matter,?® however, is to be de-
scribed in one way in accordance with truth and the Faith* and in
another way in+accordance with Aristotle’s point of view. This dif-
ference arises from the fact that one must be of one opinion about
the truth of a contingent proposition about the future in accord-
ance with truth and the Faith and of another opinion in accordance
with Aristotle’s point of view.

For Aristotle maintains that no such contingent proposition
about the future is either true or false; thus in accordance with Ar-
istotle’s point of view one part of a contradiction involving such
propositions is no more true than the other. Therefore, according
to him, one part of [such] a contradiction is no more known by any
intellect whatever than is the other, for what is no more true [than
- another] is no more knowable [than another]. For this reason Aris-
totle would not have maintained that a future contingent is known
by God, since in his view no future contingent is true, and nothing
is known except what is true.

The truth of the Faith maintains, however, that future contin-
gents are known by God, so that one part of a contradiction
[involving them] is known by God and the other Is not known by

%The distinction of propositions on the basis of their “matter” is parallel to but

not identical with the distinction of them on the basis of modalities. Cf. William of
Sherwood: “It should also be noted that the matter of statements is of three kinds,

viz., natural, contingent, and separate . . . [as in] ‘a man is an animal’ . . . 'a man is,
running’. . .‘amanisanass’ " (Kretzmann, William of Sherwood’s Introduction to Logic,
p- 33).
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God. For example, from eternity God knew this: the Blessed Vir-
gin is to be saved, and never knew this: the Blessed Virgin is not to
be saved, just as He did not ever know this: the Blessed Virgin is to
be damned. Therefore one part of the contradiction is known and
not the other; and so one part is true —viz., the one that is known—
and the other is not true, since it is not known by God.

Thus from Aristotle’s point of view a universal affirmative
about the future could be true even though no singular [prop-
osition belonging to it] is true. For example, according to him the
universal proposition ‘every future contingent will be’ is true
(indeed, according to him it is necessary), and yet in his view no
singular proposition belonging to it is true. For, according to him,
whichever one is picked out, ‘this future contingent will be’ is not
true, for it implies ‘this is something future [and] contingent,
which according to him is neither true nor false any more than is
‘this is something future,” which it implies. '

Similarly, in his view a universal proposition about the future
could be false even though it does not have any false singular prop-
osition [belonging to it]. For example, the universal proposition ‘no
future contingent will be’ is false, and yet it does not have any false
singular proposition [belonging to it]. For, according to him,
whichever one is picked out, ‘this future contingent will not be’ is
not a [false] singular proposition belonging to it,** for the reason
given above.

And just as sometimes such a universal* affirmative is true al-
though no singular [belonging to it is true], so, according to him,
sometimes a particular affirmative is true although no singular
[belonging to it} is true. On this basis he would solve such argu-
ments as these. That ‘Socrates will be tomorrow’ is true is proved in
the following way. ‘At some instant Socrates will be’ is true. And,
according to him, this proposition must be granted if Socrates is;
for he supposes that there is no last instant (ultimum) of a real
thing’s enduring in being.?! Therefore if ‘at some instant Socrates
will be’ is true (let that instant be ¢,), then ‘Socrates will be at t is

¥ virtue of its form alone it is a singular proposition belonging to ‘no future
contingent will be,’ but (since it is neither true nor false) it is not true.

310n the medieval treatment of beginning and ceasing, particularly in connec-
tion with the verbs ‘incipit’ (begins) and ‘desinit’, see Norman Kretzmann, “Incipit/
Desinit” in P. K. Machamer and R.'G. Turnbull, eds., Motion and Time, Space and Matter
(Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University Press, 1976), pp. 101-136. For Ockham’s
discussions of ‘incipit’ and ‘desinit’ see Summa logicae 1 75 and 11 19.
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true. Moreover, therefore he will be at some instant after t; (let
this be granted and let that instant be ¢,). And the argument pro-
ceeds as before—therefore he will be at some instant after ¢,, since
otherwise ¢, would be his last instant, which is not possible. In the
same way this follows: ‘Socrates will be at ts; therefore he will be at
some instant after ¢,’ (let this be granted and let that instant be t4).
And in this way finally the next day will be arrived at.

Inresponse to this the Philosopher would say that ‘at some in-
stant Socrates will be’ is true but no singular belonging to it is true,
and so the instant at which Socrates will be must not be given. Thus
according to him ‘at some instant Socrates will be’ is true and yet
none of these is true: ‘at ¢, Socrates will be,’ ‘at t, Socrates will be,’
and so on with regard to the singular [propositions belonging to
that particular proposition]. And so none of these is to be given.
Moreover, from his point of view similar arguments must be re-
sponded to in the same way.?

But in accordance with the truth of the Faith, if such a univer-

sal affirmative is true and known by God it does have a true singu-
lar [proposition belonging to it], and this is because it is always the
case that one or the other partofa contradiction is true and known
by God.

It should be noted, however, that sometimes 2 universal or
a particular [proposition] is true in one way and a singular
[proposition belonging to one of them is true] in another way.
For on one view a universal is necessary although no singular
[belonging to it] is necessary; indeed, any and every [such] singular
is true in such a way that it can be false and can never have been
true. For ‘any and every true future contingent is true’ is necessary
although no singular [belonging to it] is true except in such a way
that it could never have been true.?3 Similarly, it can (poterit) be
that a particular proposition is inevitably true although any and
every singular [belonging to it] is avoidably true. (And in this re-

*Ockham’s example seems unnecessarily complicated. ‘Some future contingent
will be’ would apparently have served his principal purposes better than ‘at some
instant Socrates will be.’

_ ®This example, too, is confusing, perhaps in part because of unnecessary com-
plication. By a singular belonging to the universal ‘any and every true future contin-
gent is true’ he should mean ‘this true future contingent is true.’ The point seems to
be that, despite its look of analyticity, the singular is not true because there is no in-
stance satisfying the description in the subject term. The singular proposition may
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spect there is a certain resemblance between Aristotle’s view and
the truth of the Faith.)

What has been said regarding propositions about the future
must also be said regarding propositions about the past and about
the present that are equivalent to propositions about the future.
Thus ‘he will be saved’ is true although it is possible that it will
never have been true. For this follows: ‘he will commit the sin of
final impenitence; therefore he will be damned,” and further
‘therefore he will not be saved,’ and further “therefore ‘he will be
saved’ never was true.” The antecedent is possible (as is evident),
and so the consequent is possible. In the same way ‘he was predes-
tinate from eternity’ is now true although it is possible that he will
never have been predestinate. This is because ‘he was predestinate
from eternity’ is equivalent to the proposition ‘he will be saved,
which is about the future. And so just as the one can never have
been true, so it is possible that the other will never have been true.

And this is the difference between the truth of propositions
about the future and of those equivalent to them and the truth of
propositions about the past and about the present that are not
equivalent to those about the future; for if a proposition is true
about the present, then necessarily it will always be true afterwards
to say that that proposition was true. For example, if ‘Socrates is
seated’ is true now, then “‘Socrates is seated’ was true” will always
be necessary afterwards, so that it is impossible that the entire
proposition “‘Socrates is seated’ was true” should ever be false af-
terwards. Similarly as regards a proposition about the past. For if
‘Socrates was white’ is true now, then “‘Socrates was white’ was
true” will always be necessary afterwards. But it is otherwise as re-
gards a proposition about the future. For however true ‘John will
be saved'’ is now, nevertheless “ ‘John will be saved’ was true” will be
contingent afterwards.

On this basis one can show that predestination or reprobation
or anything of that sort cannot be a real relation inhering in the
predestinate or reprobate creature, as some maintain. For if it were

be analyzed as a conjunction: ‘this is a true future contingent and this is true.’ On the
view under discussion the first conjunct is invariably false, and hence the conjunc-
tion is invariably false. (The analyticity of the original singular proposition shows up
in the fact that if the first conjunct were true the second conjunct would be true.)
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such a thing it would follow that he who'is predestinate could not
be damned. For if predestination is such a thing, then ‘he is prédes-
tinate because of such a thing inhering in himself’ will be true, just
as ‘Socrates is white because of whiteness inhering in him’ is Ei"ue.-
Consequently “'he is predestinate’ was true” will afterwards be
necessary, and if that is the case it follows that ‘he will be saved’ is
now necessary. For this follows: “it is necessary that ‘he is predes-
tinate’ was true; therefore he will be saved.” And the antecedent is
necessary, and so the consequent is necessary. From this it follows
that ‘he will be saved’ is now necessary.

On Fhis basis one can also show that if some contingent is true
at some instant it can in no way be false at that same instant. For
example, if ‘he performs a good act’ is true now, then it is impossi-
lf)ie tzgt n‘he perform‘s a good act’ is false at this instant. The reason
U(;rt;le:s i F}{at “That s necessary must never be der.nixe'd as the result

he positing in reality of what is possible. But if it is posited in
rea.hty‘that he sins, then " ‘he performs a good act at ¢,” was true,”
yvhu‘:h 1s necessary after this instant, must be denied. Consequentl’
if ¢, is occurring and he is performing a good act at ¢, then ‘he dog}s,
not perform a good act at ¢," is impossible. Nevertheless before [t]
1t was possible. But as a result of the fact that it is posited in act l%
ty, that is no longer possible. - e

N.B. The critical edition of Ockham’s philosophical and
theological works published by The Franciscan Institute
of St. Bonaventure University in a series of volumes be-
ginning in 1967 supplants every edition cited in this book.
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D. XXX, Q.1(HW, pp. 635-642)
D. XXXV, Q. v.(T, pp. 137-164)
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*1.6 Expositio in duos libros Perihermenias
Prooemium [in part]. (B, pp. 43-45)
Chapter 9. (AK)
1.7 Expositio in duos libros Elenchorum
1.8 Tractatus de sacramento altaris
*1.9 Tractatus de praedestinatione et de praescientia Dei et de futuris con-
tingentibus
[Complete]. (AK)
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1.10° Expositio super octo libros Physicorum
Prologus. (B, pp. 2-16)
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