OXFORD




TRUTH, ETC.



This page intentionally left blank



Truth, etc.

Six Lectures on Ancient Logic

JONATHAN BARNES

CLARENDON PRESS - OXFORD



OXFORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS
Great Clarendon Street, Oxford ox2 6pp
Oxford University Press is a department of the University of Oxford.
It furthers the University’s objective of excellence in research, scholarship,
and education by publishing worldwide in
Oxford New York

Auckland Cape Town Dar es Salaam Hong Kong Karachi
Kuala Lumpur Madrid Melbourne Mexico City Nairobi
New Delhi Shanghai Taipei Toronto
With offices in

Argentina Austria Brazil Chile Czech Republic France Greece
Guatemala Hungary Italy Japan Poland Portugal Singapore
South Korea Switzerland Thailand Turkey Ukraine Vietnam

Oxford is a registered trade mark of Oxford University Press
in the UK and in certain other countries

Published in the United States
by Oxford University Press Inc., New York

© Jonathan Barnes 2007
Database right Oxford University Press (maker)
First published 2007

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,
without the prior permission in writing of Oxford University Press,
or as expressly permitted by law, or under terms agreed with the appropriate
reprographics rights organization. Enquiries concerning reproduction
outside the scope of the above should be sent to the Rights Department,
Oxford University Press, at the address above

You must not circulate this book in any other binding or cover
and you must impose the same condition on any acquirer

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
Data available
Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data

Data available

Typeset by Laserwords Private Limited, Chennai, India
Printed in Great Britain
on acid-free paper by
Biddles Ltd, King’s Lynn, Norfolk

ISBN 978-0-19-928281-4

13579108642



D.M.M.M



Preface

The six chapters of this book are revised and enlarged versions of the six John
Locke Lectures which I gave in Oxford in the summer of 2004.

The Philosophy Faculty of the University of Oxford honoured me by their
invitation to give the Lectures. Oxford University Press generously supported
the invitation. [ am profoundly grateful to those two resplendent institutions.

The Warden and Fellows of All Souls College elected me to a Visiting
Fellowship for Trinity term. Their unobtrusive hospitality made my stay in
Oxford more pleasurable and more intellectually profitable than I had dared
to imagine. I am profoundly grateful to that nonpareil institution which
ignorant or envious tongues traduce and whose service to the republic of
letters is beyond praise.

The book owes much to many. I gained greatly from the questioning which
followed the Lectures and from the numerous discussions which surrounded
them. I benefited from the enthusiastic criticisms of the group of friends who
invited me to Geneva for a dress rehearsal of the Lectures. I had the advantage
of a sheaf of corrections from the hand of Suzanne Bobzien, who read the
typescript for the Press.

Over the years I have appropriated more than I can remember from
colleagues and acquaintances in various parts of the world. I had thought to
dedicate the book to my friends pillaged within. Instead, it is dedicated to
the memory of one of them from whom I learned most.

The book retains the informal style of the Lectures. In particular, it sports no
scholarly references and boasts no bibliography. I have read much— perhaps
most—of the modern literature on the subject; and its influence, in one
direction or the other, might be observed on many of the following pages.
But I have not taken explicit issue with it. On some of the questions which
the book addresses I have already expressed myself. Some paragraphs may
smell of reheated cabbage; but not, I think, of cannibalism.

The chapters are in English, save for those places in which I talk about
the meaning and use of certain Greek (or Latin) words. All quotations
from ancient authors are given in translation, the original text always being
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displayed in a footnote. Abbreviations of ancient titles are either standard
or self-explanatory; and I have endeavoured to adopt for each ancient work
whatever is the most convenient style of reference. The Greek and Latin texts
in the footnotes occasionally differ from those of the standard editions; but
I have called attention to such differences only when my argument turns
upon them. Note also the Index of Passages.

Just as in principle the book does not demand Greek and Latin from its
readers, so in principle it does not presuppose any prior acquaintance with
logic, whether ancient or modern. I do not say that it could be read through
in a hammock on a spring afternoon; for there are some parts of logic—and
some parts of ancient logic—which demand a modest cerebral effort. But the
book does its best to ease the spring: as a rule it avoids logical symbolism, save
for a few elementary Ps and Qs; and it has been swept clean of professional
jargon. The few lines of symbols may be cut without loss by those readers
whom they offend. As for jargon, the word ‘clean’ must be taken generously;
for however assiduously you wield your broom, the dust has a tendency to
settle back again.

My story has a large cast of ancient characters, some of them less familiar
than others. They are not formally introduced to the reader; and their quirks
and foibles have no bearing on the plot. But the Onomasticon supplies dates,
and occasionally a word or two of description.

The book is about ancient logic. Antiquity is the antiquity of Greece
and Rome—which here starts in the fourth century BC and continues,
discontinuously, to the sixth century AD. As for logic, the table of Contents
indicates what sort of thing is on or under the carpet.

Ancient logic lacks sex appeal.

Most contemporary logicians have little interest in the history—or at least
in the ancient history—of their subject. No doubt they suppose that their
long-dead colleagues have little or nothing to teach them, and perhaps they
prefer the present and the future to the past. If that is so, then it must be
confessed that their supposition is quite true: no logician has anything to learn
from a study of Aristotle; and the pages of this book make no contribution
to logic or to philosophy. As for preferences, I myself rate the past way above
the future. But de gustibus.
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Most students of the ancient world have little interest in logic. Some indeed
despise it, or affect to despise it; and some fear it, or affect to fear it. Such
attitudes—which were sometimes assumed in antiquity—are lamentable,
and they are vexing. But there is nothing much I or anyone else can do
about them.

Nonetheless, on my own pink official form there is written: ‘I like my
work.” And I hope that a few discerning readers will find parts of the book
engaging—and even entertaining.

Ceaulmont
December 2005
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1. Truth

A PRINCIPLE OF BIVALENCE

According to Cicero, ‘Chrysippus strains every sinew in order to persuade us
that every assertible is either true or false’ (far x 21).! How did Chrysippus
strain his sinews? Why did he strain them? And what exactly was he trying
to persuade us of? Those are the questions which this chapter addresses. It
will dawdle along the way and indulge in a number of perfectly unnecessary
circumvagations.

Chrysippus says that certain items are either true or false, that they have
one of two truth-values: his thesis is, in the modern argot, a principle of
bivalence. Philosophers sometimes speak of the Principle of Bivalence, in the
singular and ennobled with capital letters; and they sometimes express the
Principle by the sentence

Every proposition is either true or false,
or by the semi-sentence

For any P, either it is true that P or it is false that P.

The thesis which Chrysippus defended is ill expressed by those formulas—for
at least three reasons.

First, the ‘either/or’ in the Principle is inclusive, whereas Chrysippean
disjunctions are exclusive—and strongly exclusive at that. The Principle,
in claiming that every proposition is either true or false, leaves open the
possibility that some, or even all, propositions are both true and false
(that possibility being closed off by a separate principle). Chrysippus’ thesis
claims that every assertible must have one and only one of the two truth-
values.

Inclusive disjunction was known to ancient logic and to ancient gram-
mar. But the exclusive variety was the normal case, and it was defined as
follows:

U contendit omnes nervos Chrysippus ut persuadeat omne aflwua aut verum esse aut falsum.
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A sound disjunction announces that one of the items in it is sound and the other or
the others false— together with conflict.

(Sextus, PH 11 191)2

That is to say, a disjunction is true if and only if at least one of its disjuncts
must be true and at most one of them can be true. Thus—to take a couple
of ancient examples—

Either Apollonius will be here or Trypho will
is not true: after all, both may be here. And again

Wealth is either good or bad
is not true; for it may be neither good nor bad but indifferent. The
grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus maintained, implicitly, that the disjunction
in the Chrysippean thesis must be exclusive and cannot be inclusive; for he
claimed that

the connexion made in <inclusive disjunctions> can never hold between conflicting
sayings but only between others.

(comj 219.12-14)3

Since ‘It is true’ and Tt is false’ are conflicting sayings, in

Either it is true or it is false
the disjunction must be exclusive. Apollonius’ claim is, of course, false; but it
has proved seductive. And in any event, a disjunction in a Stoic text may be
assumed exclusive unless proved inclusive. Chrysippus’ thesis surely uses an
exclusive disjunction.

Secondly, where the Principle of Bivalence—as I have expressed
it—invokes propositions (whatever exactly they are taken to be), Chrysippus’
thesis invokes assertibles. What is an assertible? The Greek word is ‘alwua’.
It has several senses, of which ‘axiom’ is the most familiar. But it does
not mean ‘axiom’ in the Chrysippean thesis—nor, more generally, in Stoic
logical contexts. Cicero once refers to

that definition, according to which an assertible is that which is either true or false.
(Luc xxx 95)4

2 76 yap vyws delevyuévov emayyé\\eTal v TV €v alT® Vyws elvat, TO O Aoumrov 7 Ta
Aourra ebdos 7) Pevdij pera pdyms.

3 kal 1) ywouévy €v avrois [sc. Tols mapadialevkTikols] ovvdeots ovk dv dVvarrd mote dmod
ToVY paxopévwy mapaindlijvar, amo 8¢ Tv érépwr Adywy.—Here, and generally, T translate
the Greek ‘Adyos’ by ‘saying’ rather than by ‘sentence’ or ‘statement’ or ‘account’ or ‘formula’ ... In
most contexts, ‘saying’ is a pretty rotten translation. But any translation is, in most contexts, pretty
rotten; and if you want—as I do—to stick so far as possible to a single translation, then you must
put up with the rot.

4 ... illa definitio effatum esse id quod verum aut falsum sit.



A Principle of Bivalence 3

The definition was known to Simplicius, six centuries later—he speaks of

the interpretations of the definition of assertibles which defines an assertible as what
is true or false.
(in Car 406.22-23)5

And what Cicero and Simplicius report is rather more circumspectly expressed
by Aulus Gellius—who ascribes it to ‘the logicians’:

Whatever is said in a full and complete verbal sentence in such a way that it is
necessarily either true or false, that the logicians call an assertible.

(NA xv1 viii 8)¢

The definition finds an echo in the Peripatetic tradition. Ammonius, for
example, remarks that

we already have the definition of assertion in what Aristotle said earlier—it is a saying
in which being true or being false hold.
(in Int 80.24-26)7

He refers to the passage in which Aristotle says that

not every saying is assertoric—only those in which being true or being false holds.
(Int 17a2-3)8

But you might doubt that Aristotle intends thereby to define the notion of
assertion; and in any event it is not evident that the ‘definition” means—or
indeed was taken by Ammonius to mean— that every assertion is either true
or false.

However that may be, if the term ‘assertible’ is defined as Gellius’ logicians
defined it, then Chrysippus’ thesis is true. Indeed, it is trivially true. Perhaps
Chrysippus took it to be trivial? Cicero, speaking in a Stoic context, affirms
that

it is a foundation of logic that whatever is asserted ... is either true or false.
(Luc xxix 95)°

The metaphor suggests that the thesis is a first principle, an axiom, something
to be taken for granted or grasped as self-evident.

5 ... é&v Tals eényfoeow Tob Spov Tob afidparos Tob dpoplopévov TO afiwpa 8 éoTw
alnlés 7 petdos.

S quidquid ita dicitur plena atque perfecta verborum sententia ut id necesse sit aut verum aut falsum
esse, id a dialecticis aflwpa appellatum est.

7 TOV pev yap opopdv Tis dmopdvoews éxouer 10n dua Tov Eumpooler mapadedopévwy,
871 €07l Adyos év & 10 dAnledew 1) Pevdeclar vmdpyer.

8 amopavTucods 6¢ o mds, dAN €v & T aAnlevew 1) Pevdeclar vmdpyer.
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4 Truth

But that cannot be right. After all, if the thesis is a trifle, or a self-evidence,
then why should—and how could— Chrysippus have strained a sinew in its
defence? In any event, Chrysippus did not define assertibles in terms of truth

and falsity; rather,

an assertible is ... a self-complete object which is assertoric so far as depends on itself,
as Chrysippus says in his Dialectical Definitions: An assertible is what is assertoric so
far as depends on itself—for example: It is day, Dio is walking about.

(Diogenes Laertius, vi1 65)10

An ‘object’ in that definition is a sayable or Aex7ov; a sayable is something
which you may say; and a sayable is complete, or ‘self-complete’, if in saying
it you say something complete.

The Stoics recognized several sorts of complete sayable, distinguishing
among them by reference to what we might call the type of speech-act to
which they correspond. So, for example,

an assertible is an object saying which we assert something (which is either true
or false), whereas a question, while being a self-complete object like an assertible,
requests an answer—for example, Is it day? (that is neither true nor false). Hence ‘It
is day’ is an assertible, ‘Is it day?’ a question.

(Diogenes Laertius, vi1 66)!1

So we might say that a sentence expresses an assertible if and only if by
uttering it you may thereby assert something. Thus the sentence

France is a hexagon
expresses an assertible; for you may utter it and thereby assert some-
thing—namely, that France is hexagonal. And the sentence

Is France a hexagon?
expresses a question inasmuch as by uttering it you may thereby ask whether
so-and-so— namely, whether France is hexagonal.

Thus Chrysippus hoped to show that if it can be asserted that such-
and-such, then either it is true that such-and-such or else it is false that

0 £ ;s - , . N s e e .
aflwpa € éotw ... mpayua avToTeNes amopavTov Soov €p’ €avT®, ws 6 Xpvoummds
¢now év Tois AwadexTucols Spoist dfiwpd éoti TO dmodavTov Soov €p’ €avTd, olov nuépa
eorl, Alwv mepumaret.
u e o, N , . 0wy s s NS s
aflwpa pév ydp éotw 6 Aéyovtes dmodawdpela, Smep 1) arnlés éoTw 3) Peddos epddrnpa
3¢ €oTL mpAypa avToTENEs pév, ws kal 1o aflwua, altyTikov 8¢ dmokploews, olov Apd Y
Nuépa €otl; TovTo 8 oliTe aAnlés éoTw oliTe Pebdos. dote TO puév Nuépa éotlv afimud éore,
70 8¢ Gpd Y Nuépa oTiv; épdTyua.



A Principle of Bivalence 5

such-and-such. The modern Principle of Bivalence says nothing about
assertion. How significant a difference that is depends in part on how the
term ‘proposition’ is to be understood. For example, if a proposition is
anything which may be proposed or put forward for consideration, and if
something can be proposed if and only if it can be asserted, then something
will be a proposition if and only if it is an assertible, and the Principle and
the Chrysippean thesis will be, pro tanto, equivalent. But there are other ways
of interpreting the word ‘proposition’.

There is a third point of difference between Chrysippus’ thesis and
the modern Principle of Bivalence. It may be introduced like this. Some
properties, we tend to think, belong to their owners timelessly, whereas
others are timed. Individual numbers, say, own their properties—or at any
rate, their arithmetical properties— timelessly: if you hear that the number 27
is a cube, you do not ask when or for how long. It is not a cube at a time, nor
for a time, nor even for ever and ever. Individual bodies, on the other hand,
have many of their properties—for example, their colours—at a time or for a
time: if an individual item is coloured thus-and-so, it is coloured thus-and-so
at a certain time, and for a certain time; you may ask ‘For how long was his
nose red?’, “When will the lawns be green again?’, and in principle there will
be an answer. (Not, perhaps, in all cases? “The French flag is red, white and
blue’—there is no ‘when’ to the matter. But then the French flag is not an
individual item.) The colour-values of individual items are timed.

Are the truth-values of individual items timeless, like arithmetical proper-
ties, or timed, like colour-values? The Principle of Bivalence works—or is
generally taken to work—with timeless notions of truth and falsity. In the
Chrysippean thesis—and in ancient logic quite generally—truth-values are
timed: you may ask when, or for how long, an item is true or false; and in
principle you will get an answer. The point emerges casually from a number
of ancient texts. For example, Sextus remarks of ‘the logicians’ that

they say that the determinate assertible, “This man is sitting’ or “This man is walking’
is then true when the predicate—i.e. to sit or to walk—holds of the item which falls
under the demonstrative.

(M vix 100)12

12 kol 8% 70 6 , I .. 0 N o N \
kal 81) 70 wpiopévor TobTo afiwpa, TO odTos kdlmTar 7 obTos mepumatel, ToTE Paoiv
> e o ~ e ~ 9
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6 Truth

Or again,
they say that the assertible ‘It is day’ is at the present moment true, whereas ‘It is
night’ is false.

(M v 103)13

And on a more elevated plane, Cicero will explain that fate or destiny

is sempiternal truth flowing from all eternity.
(divilv 125)14

Truths may be ‘sempiternal’; an assertible may be ‘then true’, or ‘at the
present moment true’: the temporal phrases are not so many fagons de
parler.

The difference between timeless and timed truth-values seems, at first
glance at least, to separate the Principle of Bivalence and the Chrysippean
thesis in a far more significant fashion than do the other two differences
which I have mentioned.

TIMES AND TENSES

There is nothing quaint or shocking in the idea that truth-values are timed.
If standard contemporary logic—I mean, the logic which derives from
Gottlob Frege and was discovered in 1879—treats truth-values as timeless,
nevertheless timed truth and timed falsity have their champions among
contemporary philosophers (even if their champions do not all fight in the
same cause). Moreover, outside the philosophical study we all time truth-
values often enough and without embarrassment. You may wonder if it is
always true that there’ll be an England, and fear that it will soon be true that
anyone smoking in public will be hanged, drawn and quartered. You may
doubt if it was really true in your grandfather’s day that you could buy a house
for a shilling and still have some change left over. You may be delighted if at
the present moment it is true that Phyllis is thine. Those last few sentences
are reasonably normal pieces of English; and they find reasonably normal
counterparts in Greek and in Latin.

Many— perhaps most—of our ordinary ways of ascribing truth or falsity
to an item seem to encourage the thesis that truth-values are timed; and

13 Sy A e,y s gy RSN , Tar dhnfs. 75 8 v
... 6Tav Aéywor 10 pév nuépa éotw afiwpa émt Tob mapovTos elvar anbés, To 8¢ vvf
&oTt Peddos ...

Y4 eq est enim ex omni aeternitate fluens veritas sempiterna.



Times and Tenses 7

the encouragement may be articulated by way of a simple argument. Thus:
“When we ascribe truth or falsity to something, we generally do so by means of
some verb or verbal phrase. Verbs are tensed. Tenses generally indicate times.
So ascriptions of truth and falsity are generally timed.’ I have not found that
argument in any ancient text; and it may appear to be too strong for its own
good—for it can be generalized without difficulty so as to conclude that all
ascriptions of any property to anything are timed. Nonetheless, the notions
which the argument organizes must have been part of the background of the
ancient commonplace that truth-values are timed.

The first premiss of the argument is uncontroversial. After all, most
ascriptions of truth and falsity will make use of the adjectives ‘true’ and
‘false’ (or of their local equivalents). The adjectives will typically be used
to construct various verbal phrases—in particular, predicates (‘... 1is true’
and ‘... is false’) and sentential prefixes (‘It is true that...” and ‘It is false
that...”).

Tell me that everything I say is true.

It is quite false that truth is easier to hit than a barn-door.

The predicate and the prefix contain finite verbs, and the finite verbs have
tenses.

In Latin and in Greek, there are the same phenomena—but they are
sometimes lightly disguised. For in Latin and in Greek it is far easier than
it is in English to drop the verb ‘is’ or leave it to be understood, crying
‘Oh true, true’ for ‘Oh ’tis true, ’tis true’. Another Greek phenomenon
may also be mentioned: there is a pair of verbs which mean ‘true-say’ and
‘false-say’: ‘aAnledew’ and ‘Pevdeotar’. The two verbs may take a personal
or an impersonal subject: ‘Cretans always false-say’, “The saying that he’s a
man true-says. One of them, ‘Yevdeabflar’, has a Latin counterpart (namely,
‘mentiri’). The other does not.

Dio true-says that it’s day
is true if and only if Dio says that it’s day and it’s true that it’s day.

That assertible false-says that it’s night
is true if and only if that assertible says that it’s night and it’s false that
it’s night.

False-saying, so understood, is not the same as lying. But the Latin ‘mentiri’
is often translated by ‘to lie’; and the translation is often correct. And as for
the Greek ‘fevidectlar’, Sextus, having presented a number of cases in which
it is morally permissible or even obligatory to say something false, states
that



8 Truth

plainly there is a world of difference between saying something false and false-saying
inasmuch as the former comes from a decent judgement whereas false-telling comes
from a wicked judgement.

(M vir 45)15

The distinction between saying something false and false-saying is a matter
of intention; and Sextus implies that false-saying is the same—or more or
less the same—as lying. What Sextus implies is wrong. Or rather, the Greek
‘Yevdeabal’, like the Latin ‘mentiri’, sometimes means ‘to lie’; but it does not
always do so. And very frequently, especially in logical contexts and especially
when it is twinned with ‘aAnfevew’, you false-say that so-and-so if and only if
you say that so-and-so and it is false that so-and-so. In any event, ascriptions
of truth and falsity are often made in Greek with the aid of those two verbs.

The second premiss of the simple argument alleges that verbs have tenses.
That is not a trivial truth—or rather, it is not at all evident that the notion of
averb should be so defined as to ensure that all verbs are tensed. The language
of contemporary predicate logic has no tenses, nor does the symbolic language
of arithmetic. (But perhaps those languages do not contain any verbs?) And
there are allegedly natural languages which do not deck their verbs out with
tenses. Nonetheless, English verbs are tensed (though the system of tenses is
weak), and French verbs are tensed (and the system is relatively robust). The
same is true of Latin and of Greek. Just as any finite part of any verb has a
number and a person and a mood, so it has a tense. That is not a necessary
truth, and it is not a universal truth. But it is true of many languages—and
that is enough for the present argument.

The final premiss of the argument states that tenses indicate times. That
sounds less well in English than in other languages. In English ‘time’ and
‘tense’, though etymologically identical, are different words: Greek makes do
with a single term, ‘ypovos’, and Latin makes do with ‘zempus’ (and French
with ‘temps’). So the claim that verbs indicate times is indistinguishable, in
Latin and in Greek, from the claim that verbs have tenses.

Now Plato, who—so far as we know—was the first person to distinguish
verbs from names, did not mention time as a defining feature of the verb;
rather, he suggested that

it is the indicator which is attached to actions, I suppose, that we call a verb.

(Soph 2624)16

15 mpopavés Tolvuv €oTiv 87t kal TO YPetdos Aéyew Tob Pevdecllar kata moAV devrjroxer 7
TO pev amo aoTelas ylveral yvaduns, 70 d¢ Pevdeclar amo movnpds.
16 70 pév €mt Tais mpdfeow ov dMAwpa priud Tov Aéyopey.
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The Stoics, too, defined the verb without reference to time:

A verb is a part of a saying which signifies a non-compound predicate, as Diogenes
says; or, as some say, an element of sayings which has no case and which signifies
something about some item or items. For example: I write, I say.

(Diogenes Laertius, vir 58)17

Of course, the Stoics did not deny that verbs are tensed—on the contrary,
they developed rather a sophisticated theory of tenses. Nor did they deny that
tenses signify times.

But it was Aristotle who tied verbs definitionally to times:

A verb is that which additionally signifies a time ... For example, illness is a name
but ‘ails’ is a verb; for it additionally signifies that it now holds.

(Int 16b6-9)18

He does not, of course, mean that verbs indicate what o’clock it is or signify
hours or days or years. He means that they indicate the past or the present or
the future. More precisely, verbs in the strict sense indicate the present time,
whereas what Aristotle calls cases of verbs indicate the past or the future:

‘ailed” and ‘will ail’ are not verbs but cases of verbs. They differ from verbs inasmuch
as verbs additionally signify the present time whereas they signify the peripheral
times.

(Inr 16b15-18)12

But whereas Aristotle’s distinction between verbs and cases of verbs had no
future, his annexation of time to the verb became a commonplace of ancient
grammar.

The definition of the verb in the Arz of Grammar which goes under the
name of Dionysius Thrax runs like this:

A verb is an expression which has no case, which accepts times and persons and
numbers, and which presents an activity or a passivity.

(13 [46.4-5])20
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Here the reference to activities and passivities takes over and enlarges Plato;
the reference to times and persons and numbers does the same for Aristotle;
and the caselessness is Stoic.

Later grammarians found fault with the Dionysian definition in several
respects; but their improved versions all retain the condition that verbs are
receptive of times. An ancient scholar reports the definition which Apollonius
Dyscolus set down in his lost essay On Verbs:

A verb is a part of a saying which has no case, which receives different times, has
its own transformations, together with activity or passivity or neither, and which
presents persons and numbers, when it also shows the dispositions of the soul.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 71.23-27)2!

The dispositions of the soul are the verbal moods, and so in Latin Priscian

has this:

A verb is a part of a saying with times and moods, without cases, signifying an activity
or a passivity—in that definition all verbs, both finite and non-finite, are included.

(inst vir i 1 [11 2—4])22
Verbs indicate times. Moreover, they do so essentially. For

it is necessary for a verb to have times. For if a verb is an object, and an object
announces an activity or a passivity, it is necessary that what comes about by way of
an activity or a passivity also has a time.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 248.13—16)23

No doubt that argument—like so many arguments in the late grammatical
texts—is miserably confused. But it shows how seriously verbs were linked
to times.

Aristotle refers to the past, the present, and the future. If verbs signify times
and there are three real times, then you might expect there to be three verbal
times or three tenses. But, in Greek and in Latin, there are more than three.
The Dionysian Art of Grammar explains the apparent mismatch in this way:

21 piiud €07t épos Adyov drTwTov €v dlows peTaoyMuaTopols diapdpwy xpdvwy émdex-
TwOV per évepyelas 1) walbovs 1) ovderépov, mpoodTwy Te kal dplludy TaPACTATIKOY, OTE
kal Tas 7is Puxijs diabéoers dnAot.

22 yerbum est pars orationis cum temporibus et modis, sine casu, agendi vel patiendi significat-
ivum— hac enim definitione omnia tam finita quam infinita verba comprehenduntur.

25 qudykn €oTL TO pijua xpovovs Exew: €l yap TO prpa mpayud €oTi, TO O¢ mpdyua
evépyewav 1) mdlos emayyéAAerar, avdykn TO ywduevov i) kata malbos 1) kat €vépyewav kal
XPOvous Exeww.
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There are three times: present, past, future. Of these the past has four species:
extensive, adjacent, supercompletive, indefinite. There are three correlations: present
to extensive, adjacent to supercompletive, indefinite to future.

(13 [53.1-4])

This distinction of six verbal times is found in all the later grammatical texts,
both Greek and Latin (e.g. Priscian, 7zst vii viii 38 [11 405.8—19]). Some
learned men noticed that the Attics had a seventh time, the future adjacent
(e.g. scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 249.13-26); but no one attempted to
argue that the Dionysian list was too generous, and that in fact there were
only three verbal times.

Perhaps it should be noted that the four Greek terms for the species
of the past are usually translated in a different way: what I have called
the extensive is usually known as the imperfect, the adjacent is the perfect,
the supercompletive is the pluperfect, and the indefinite is the aorist. With
the traditional translations, several passages in the ancient discussions of time
and tense are difficult to comprehend.

The apparent disparity of numbers—three real times and six (or even
seven) verbal times—might have moved the grammarians to distinguish
between times and tenses. It might have done, but it didn’t. Rather, the
grammarians ruminated on the nature of time. There is only one present
time, since the present is indivisible. But the past is extended and divisible, so
that different forms of a verb may refer to different parts of it— the adjacent
or perfect, for example, refers to the recent past, and the supercompletive or
pluperfect refers to the distant past. As for the future,

the future, having itself too an extension, ought to accept a division—for future
items are going to come about either shortly or after a longer time. But since the
future is unknowable and what is unknowable, insofar as it is unknown, cannot
accept a division, for that reason the future does not accept a division. Nonetheless,
the Athenians actually divided the future into the future and the near future.

(Choeroboscus, proleg 12.28—-36)25
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Most of that is contestable, and some of it is plainly false. For example, the
Greek adjacent and supercompletive do not signify the recent past and the
remote past. Nor were all ancient theorists in agreement on the matter of
verbal times. Here is one example (which will come back in a later context).
It concerns the adjacent or perfect. Not everyone thought that the adjacent
signified the past:

The Stoics define the present as a present extensive, because it extends both into
the past and into the future—for someone who says ‘I am doing it’ indicates both
that he has done something and that he will do. The extensive they define as a past
extensive— for someone who says ‘I was doing it’ shows that he has done the major
part but has not yet completed it—he will do so, and in a short time (for if what
is past is the major part, then what remains is little). And when that has been done,
it will make a complete past, ‘T have written’, which is called adjacent because the
completion of the activity is nearby. ... The adjacent is called the completive present.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 250.26—251.4)26

The scholiast ascribes these views to the Stoics; and if his words are trus-
ted—and they usually are, although they receive no confirmation from any
other source—then the Stoics counted the adjacent or perfect as one of two
presents, and they took it to indicate not a past time but a present time.

The same view was held by at least one of the grammarians. For according
to Apollonius,

we are persuaded that the adjacent signifies not a past but a present completion;
hence it does not admit anything which will be capable of coming to be and for that
reason does not need the connector ‘dv’. We shall show this at greater length in the
compilation on connectors.

(synt 11 21 [287.5-288.4])%7

In the surviving part of Apollonius’ Connectors the matter is not discussed;
and for once the ancient commentators on the Dionysian Ar¢ pay no heed to
Apollonius’ voice.
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If Apollonius and some Stoics had an unorthodox view about the adjacent
or perfect tense, they did not think of denying that it signified time: the
question was not whether it indicated time but rather what time it indicated.
And so their view is no exception to the general contention that verbs
indicate times.

Take that contention straightforwardly and it is straightforwardly false.
For whatever the value of tenses may be, and whatever the link between
tense and time, it is clear that the past, present and future tenses do
not always signify the past, the present and the future times. There is
no need to appeal to idioms such as the historic present, or the gnomic
aorist; and I shall not mention them. There is no need to refer to the
phenomenon which the grammarians call sequence of tenses; but I shall note
that in

Everything Oscar said was witty
the tense of ‘was’ is determined by the tense of ‘said’— the sentence does not
suggest that his remarks have lost their salt. And in the same way the past
tense of ‘was’ in

Whatever Aristotle said was true
does not put his truths in the past.

Uncomplicated and seemingly uncontroversial counterexamples to the
contention are commonly taken from the sciences—

Two parts of hydrogen to one of oxygen make water.
The positive square root of 9 is 3.
The Principle of Bivalence is unrestrictedly valid.

Such sentences do not appear to say that something now holds, nor are they
synonymous with the (rather odd) sentences

Two parts of hydrogen to one of oxygen now make water,
and so on. What holds for science holds equally for everyday generalizations:

The world is too much with us.
The expense of spirit in a waste of shame is lust in action.

On Wednesdays I go shopping.

Those sentences have each a verb in the present tense. None of them refers
to the present time.

Those are trifling facts about English usage. They are mirrored, without
much distortion, in Latin and in Greek. (I remark in passing that the present
tenses in one of the stock illustrative sentences of Stoic logic—

If it’s day, it’s light.
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—do not signal the present time, a fact which may be thought to have
consequences for the interpretation of Stoic logic.) The relationship between
tense and time is complicated, and it is a relationship which differs, to some
degree at least, from one language to another. But one thing is plain: tenses
do not always signal time.

So the third premiss of the argument for timed truth is false: to be sure,
ascriptions of truth and falsity are generally tensed; but it may not be inferred
that truth and falsity are timed. Nonetheless, whatever may be said of the
present tense, which tends to be a maid-of-all-work, the past tense and the
future tense do regularly— though not, to be sure, always—signify the past
and the future times. The fact that such tenses are used freely in ascriptions of
truth and falsity creates a presumption in favour of timed truth-values. And
the presumption is corroborated by several associated facts—for example, by
the fact that temporal adverbs are readily attached to ‘be true’ and ‘be false’.

TIMELESS TRUTHS

Timed ascriptions of truth and falsity are normal in English and in Greek and
in Latin. So too—or so it seems—are timeless ascriptions. There is nothing
singular about that: on the contrary, for a vast range of predicates, both timed
and timeless ascriptions are equally normal.

The tomatoes are red—it’s time to pick them.

Tomartoes are red—they look pretty in salads.
If the ancient grammarians implicitly reject timeless ascriptions of truth—and
indeed of anything else— then what can they say about the second of those
two sentences? What can they say about arithmetical equations or about
scientific generalizations? What can they say about the vast number of
apparently timeless verbs?

Perhaps where we incline to find timelessness, they found omnitemporality?
In that case, the present tense of the verb in

Two and two make four
is not a timeless tense: it signifies time—all and every time. One way of
interpreting that idea is to take the sentence to be synonymous with

Two and two have made, make, and will make four.
But if that ensures that the present tense always indicates time, it does not
ensure that it always indicates present time.

A different interpretation appeals to a certain conception of time. On
that conception, the present is a stretch of time and not an instant or a
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durationless moment. But it is not a stretch between the past and the future;
for there is no gap between past and future. Rather, it a composite stretch, a
stretch consisting of a piece of the past and a contiguous piece of the future.
According to a late grammarian,

there are three times—but according to the true account there are two: the past and
the future. For what is being done either has been done or is going to be—it is never
present.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 248.16—18)28

I am now writing—that is to say, I have been writing for a bit and I shall
go on writing for a bit. The present tense indicates the present time; but the
present time is part past and part future.

How much of the past and how much of the future? As much and as little
as you like: it all depends on the context; and in the limiting case, the present
will encompass the whole of time past and the whole of time future. So the
verb in

Two and two make four
is present in tense and indicates the present time—but here the present time
is forever.

The view that in truth there are only two times was accepted by the
grammarians—if we believe Choeroboscus:

You must know that according to the grammarians, the present is extended. For it
indicates a sort of extension compared to what the philosophers call an instantaneous
time, as when we say “The present year is such-and-such’. But according to the
philosophers the present is instantaneous, i.e. its being is simultaneous with its being
said, as in T strike’, ‘T write’; for both of those have their being at the same time as
their being said.

(proleg 12.1-7)2°

But the ancient testimonies are not coherent. Some authorities agree with
Choeroboscus (see scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 295.26-27; 403.28-31).
Others give an opposite report. Thus one commentator, whom I have already
cited, states that
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the Stoics define the present as a present extensive, because it extends both into the
past and into the future.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax 250.26—27)
And another commentator affirms more generally that

the philosophers define two times ... But the most accurate judgement deriving from
grammar defines a certain instantaneous time and calls it present in order that the
verbal inflections may be coherently presented with the appropriate accuracy.

(scholiast to Dionysius Thrax, 248.18—23)30

The present tense signifies the present time; and the present time is not
a stretch of time, part past and part future—it is a fleeting moment in
between.

As an account of present time, that view is perverse; and as an account
of the present tense, it is hopeless. Was it a philosophical view scorned by
the grammarians or a grammatical view scorned by the philosophers? Or
both?

However that may be, it is one thing to accept the two-timing thesis and
to construct the present out of the past and the future, another thing to
admit the possibility of a present time which includes all the past and all the
future. Is the conception of such an everlasting present found in any ancient
grammatical text? A passage in Apollonius might be cited. In a discussion
of temporal adverbs, he distinguishes between those which are particular, or
fix on a certain part of time (as ‘yesterday’ fixes on the past and ‘tomorrow’
on the future), and those which are universal. The adverb ‘now’, he says, is
universal; for it

embraces time in general, not cutting off a divided part of time but pervading the
whole—like a generic noun.

(synt v 68 [489.9-12])31

The word ‘now’ pervades the whole of time: does that not mean that any
time at all may be now, and the whole of time may be present?

I do not think that it does; for elsewhere Apollonius remarks that temporal
adverbs
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which do not divide time but show the common extent of all time are taken along
with any time—as ‘I thought now’, ‘T think now’, ‘T will think now’.

(adv 123.21-23)32

That is to say, ‘now’ is a universal adverb inasmuch as it may be taken with a
verb in any tense. We say Tl go now’, and refer to the future. We say ‘I was
there just now’, and refer to the past. That is what Apollonius means: it does
not even suggest a two-time theory, let alone the notion of an everlasting
present.

So the grammarians do not claim that the present time may run on for
ever. Neither do they say that the present tense of the verb—the present
verbal time—sometimes indicates not the present real time but rather all
eternity. Then how did they deal with that use of tenses which we take to
be timeless? Well, it has been claimed that, despite the official remarks about
tense and time, ancient thinkers did in fact acknowledge a timeless use of
the verbal tenses—or at least of the verbal present. If the claim means that,
in numerous ancient texts, tensed verbs are in point of fact timeless, then it
is—in the present context—uninteresting; for it says nothing about ancient
views on times and tenses. But perhaps there are passages in which a timeless
tense is explicitly acknowledged?

I have found no such passage in the grammarians; but ancient philosophy
throws up a candidate or two, one of the least unpromising of which is the
following text from the Prior Analytics:

You must take ‘holds of every’ not determining it as to time (e.g. now, or at such-and-
such a time) but unqualifiedly. For we construct the syllogisms with such propositions
inasmuch as if the proposition is taken with regard to now there will not be a syllogism.
For presumably nothing prevents it from being the case that man holds at a given
time of every moving item—i.e. if nothing else were moving. But moving item
possibly holds of every horse—yet it is not possible for man to hold of every horse.

(APr 34b7—14)%

In that dense paragraph, Aristotle is considering syllogisms of the following
form:
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A holds of every B.
Possibly B holds of every C.
Therefore possibly A holds of every C.

He claims that the form is valid. But he notes that the following concrete
argument is invalid:

All moving items are men.
Possibly all horses are moving items.
Therefore possibly all horses are men.

After all, it is perfectly possible for the two premisses of that argument to be
true and the conclusion false. So there is a counterexample, and the proposed
syllogistic form is invalid. Or at least, that seems to be the inference to draw.
But Aristotle does not draw it. Rather, he insists that in the first premiss of
the syllogistic form, ‘A holds of every B’, the verb must be taken unqualifiedly
and not restricted to a given time.

The question of the validity of the syllogistic form does not concern me
here: I have cited the passage only because Aristotle’s remark has been taken
to show that, in syllogisms in general, ‘holds of” must not be understood to
indicate the present time; and that he therefore recognizes a timeless use of
the present tense. Now that is certainly not quite right: Aristotle is discussing
a particular syllogistic form, and he means that, in the syllogism under
consideration, we must take ‘holds of” unqualifiedly. There is no reason to
generalize the remark to all syllogistic propositions—and excellent reason
not to do so. Nonetheless, does the passage not recognize that tenses are
sometimes timeless insofar as it insists that in some syllogistic contexts they
must be taken timelessly?

Well, the adverb ‘unqualifiedly’ does not in itself imply timelessness. When
Aristotle says that you must take ‘holds of” unqualifiedly, what he means is
that you must write ‘All men are moving’—without any adverbial qualifica-
tion—and not ‘All men are now moving’ or ‘All men are moving on Friday’
or the like. And Aristotle plainly implies that, in the present context, ‘All men
are moving’ is true if and only if all men are always moving; for he contrasts
the unqualified ‘All men are moving’ with statements to the effect that at some
time or other all men are in motion. In that case, he is not acknowledging a
timeless use of the verbal present ‘are’. Rather, he tacitly admits that the verb
‘are’, despite its present tense, here signifies omnitemporality. How can it do
so? There is no hint in the text; but presumably either ‘are’ indicates not the
present but all time or else ‘are’ signifies an everlasting present.



Bivalence Disputed 19

I readily grant that that interpretation of the Aristotelian text is less than
perfectly satisfying; and perhaps it is prudent to allow that, here and there, an
ancient text half-acknowledges a timeless tense. Nonetheless, it remains true
that whenever they reflected on tenses, the ancient logicians and grammarians
took them to indicate times.

BIVALENCE DISPUTED

Ancient truth-values were timed. What then—to return to the fold—was
Chrysippus’ thesis? What principle of bivalence did he maintain? ‘Every

assertible is either true or false’ means

If it can be asserted that so-and-so, then either it is true that so-and-so or
it is false that so-and-so.

But we must add temporal indicators to ‘is true’ and ‘is false’—and also, no
doubt, to ‘can be asserted’. So the thesis will be something of this form

If it can be asserted ... that so-and-so, then either it is true ... that so-and-so
or it is false ... that so-and-so

—where the dots are to be replaced by the temporal indicators.
There are several possibilities. A modest version of the thesis holds that
every assertible is at some time true or at some time false:

If it can ever be asserted that so-and-so, then either at some time or other it
is true that so-and-so or else at some time or other it is false that so-and-so.

The most aggressive version holds that every assertible is either at all times
true or else at all times false:

If it can ever be asserted that so-and-so, then either it is true at every time
that so-and-so or else it is false at every time that so-and-so.

The modest version is certainly too weak for Chrysippus. The aggressive
version is certainly too strong. There are several intermediate versions. I
assume—though I cannot prove—that Chrysippus’ thesis proposed that
every assertible is either true or false throughout its existence; that is to say:

Whenever it can be asserted that so-and-so, either it is true at that time
that so-and-so or else it is false at that time that so-and-so.

The modest version of the thesis allows that assertibles may pass some part of
their careers without a truth-value. The aggressive version requires that they
pass the whole of time either in the company of one truth-value or in the
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company of the other. The version which I propose as Chrysippean is betwixt
and between.

If Chrysippus strained every sinew to persuade us of the truth of his thesis,
then the thesis must have been disputed—or at the least, it must have seemed
disputable. And indeed, at first blush it looks pretty dubious.

Aphorisms are neither true nor false.

I have heard myself asserting that Strauss (R.) was a far greater operatic com-
poser than Wagner (R.); one of my colleagues recently asserted thatall students
ought to be awarded the same marks in their examinations; my brother asser-
ted that England would not have collapsed had Trescothick not been judged
l.b.w.; and so on. There are assertions there, or else I do not know what an
assertion is. Hence there are assertibles—for what is asserted can be asserted.
But is each of the assertibles either true or false? The answer is far from evid-
ent; and ordinary speakers will ordinarily incline to find the terms ‘true’ and
‘false’ if not inapposite then at any rate less apt than other words of appraisal.

Philosophically, too, Chrysippus’ thesis was—and remains—contro-
versial. True, no ancient philosopher blenched at ascribing truth-values
to moral or to aesthetic assertibles. (Some of them claimed that what they
called admiratives—items such as ‘How beautiful are the feet ...”—and what
they called reprehensives—items such as ‘False perjured Clarence...’—are
not assertibles at all. But that is another kettle.) Yet on other scores there were
doubts. On the score of vague assertibles, for example. (I can assert that France
is a hexagon. But s it true or false? Quite apart from any homespun reluctance
so to assess it, there is the serpent of the sorites, whose bite Chrysippus knew,
and one familiar antidote to which is the denial of truth-value to at least
some vague assertibles.) Again, there are paradoxical assertibles. (Surely I can
assert that this assertible is false. But then the Paradox of the Liar threatens
me—and one way of placating it is to refuse the paradoxical assertibles a
truth-value.) Or again, there are what they call ‘future contingents’.

The director announces—perhaps more in hope than from convic-
tion—that there will be a festival at Aix-en-Provence next year. Is what
he asserts either true or false? Is it now either true or false? Well, the future of
the festival is quite uncertain: perhaps it will take place and perhaps it won’t.
And if the festival hangs in the air, then surely so too does the truth-value of
any assertible which announces it. Were the truth-value of the assertible now
fixed, then the future of the festival would be now fixed. But it isn’t.

The certainty or fixedness here is not a matter of our attitude to the
future. The director may in fact be quite certain that the festival will come
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off—and the rest of us may think it cruelly unlikely. But that isn’t to the
point: the point is that—whatever we may think about it—the future of the
festival hasn’t yet been decided. The sun will rise over Aix: that is perfectly
determined. Will it rise over a city in festival attire? That is not yet fixed. So
there is, as yet, no fact of the matter about the festival of Aix-en-Provence.
And where there is no fact of the matter, there there is no truth and no falsity.

Not, of course, that the whole of the future is in that way contingent or up
in the air. On the contrary, innumerable future items are already fixed, and
many have been fixed from all eternity. The future of the natural world is
rough-hewn, and its general development is fixed. Much of the future of any
man is fixed; and of those items which are unfixed for me now, most—or
perhaps all—will get fixed some time before they happen. If it is not now
fixed that there will be a festival in Aix, it will be fixed—one way or the
other— before next July, and before the festival opens (if it does). Contingency
is anything but universal. Nonetheless, there are future contingencies—and
any assertible which deals with such a contingency is neither true nor false.

That, at any rate, is a view which has often been upheld; and sometimes
for the reasons which I have rehearsed.

If an assertible is neither true nor false, then what is it? Some philosophers
have suggested that it has a third truth-value: it is indeterminate, or neutral,
or possible, or the like. No such notion is found in any ancient text, where
there are precisely two truth-values, truth and falsity. An item which is neither
true nor false does not have a filmy third value—it has no truth-value at
all. Questions and commands and prayers and hypotheses are all—according
to the Stoics—sayings and complete sayables. None of them is either true
or false. None of them has a third truth-value. So too—according to some
philosophers—with certain future assertibles.

So the thesis of bivalence was menaced, in antiquity, by paradoxical
assertions, none of which—according to some philosophers—is ever either
true or false; and by vague assertions, some of which—according to some
philosophers—are never either true or false; and by future assertions, some
of which—according to some philosophers—are sometimes neither true
nor false.

In On Fate, Cicero places Chrysippus’ thesis in the context of an argument
over fatalism and the future. In particular, he sets Chrysippus against Epicurus:

Chrysippus strains every sinew to persuade us that every assertible is either true or
false. For just as Epicurus feared lest, should he concede this, he would have to
concede that whatever happens happens by fate (for if one or the other is true from
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eternity, then it is already fixed; and if it is fixed, then it is necessary—so that he
thinks that both fate and necessity are confirmed in this way); in the same way
Chrysippus was afraid that were he not granted that whatever is asserted is either true
or false, he would not be able to maintain that everything happens by fate and on
the basis of eternal causes of future things.

(fat x 21)34

So Chrysippus defended his thesis against Epicurus; and Epicurus had denied
the thesis in connection with future contingencies, in order to avoid fatalism.

As for Epicurus, Cicero links his view to some arguments which had been
advanced by Diodorus Cronus. At any rate, he says about certain contentions
of Diodorus that

it is not because these things are so that Epicurus need fear fate and call on the help
of his atoms ...;

(fat ix 18)3

and that suggests that Epicurus’ rejection of the thesis of bivalence was, in part
at least, a reaction to Diodorus. But if Epicurus disagreed with Diodorus and
Chrysippus disagreed with Epicurus, it should not be thought that Diodorus
and Chrysippus were allies. On the contrary, they too were at loggerheads:

Be careful, Chrysippus, or you will abandon the cause in which you are wrestling
mightily with Diodorus, the robust logician.

(fat vi 12)36

Now some of the arguments which Diodorus proposed are reminiscent of
the ninth Chapter of the de Interpretatione in which Aristotle discusses the
relation between certain propositions about the future on the one hand and
truth and falsity on the other. According to Boethius,

some people, the Stoics among them, have thought that Aristotle says that future
contingents are neither true nor false.

(in Int? 208.1-3)37

34 jtaque contendit omnes nervos Chrysippus ut persuadeat omne afiwpa aut verum esse aut falsum.
ut enim Epicurus veretur ne si hoc concesserit concedendum sit fato fieri quaecumque fiant (si enim
alterutrum ex aeternitate verum est, esse id iam certum, et si certum etiam necessarium—ita et
necessitatem et fatum confirmari putat), sic Chrysippus metuit ne si non obtinuerit omne quod enuntietur
aut verum esse aut falsum, non teneat omnia fato fieri et ex causis aeternis rerum futurarum.

35 nec cum haec ita sint est causa cur Epicurus fatum extimescat et ab atomis petat praesidium ...

36 vigila, Chrysippe, ne tuam causam, in qua tibi cum Diodoro, valente dialectico, magna luctatio
est, deseras.

57 putaverunt autem quidam, quorum Stoici quoque sunt, Aristotelem dicere in futuro contingentes
nec veras esse nec falsas.
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Aristotle has indeed generally been understood in such a way; and there is no
reason to doubt that some Stoics so understood him.

So shall we imagine that Chrysippus strained his sinews while wrestling
with Aristotle and with Diodorus and with Epicurus over future contingents?
He indubitably wrestled with Diodorus. But Diodorus did not deny the
Chrysippean thesis, and Chrysippus could not therefore have defended it
against Diodorus. As for Aristotle, Boethius refers to the Stoics in general, not
to Chrysippus in particular; and his report probably bears not upon Chrysip-
pus but upon the imperial Stoics. For the imperial Stoics are known to have
tried their hand at interpreting Aristotle, whereas how much Chrysippus
knew about Aristotle’s logic is a matter of dispute, and there is no evidence
for (or against) the hypothesis that he had read and digested the de Inzerpres-
atione. In any event, Epicurus is presented by Cicero as the arch-adversary.
Chrysippus is explicitly said to have rejected various Epicurean notions: there
is no reason for scepticism, and we may believe that Chrysippus defended his
thesis against Epicurus.

TRUTH AND CAUSATION

The dossier on the Epicurean attitude to bivalence contains four more Cicero-
nian snippets in addition to the passage which I have just cited. The Epicurean
broth can be thickened: it will be served up at a later stage in my argument;
but enough has already been said to suggest that it has an odd flavour.

Cicero’s story runs like this. Diodorus had urged that whatever is true is
necessary and whatever is false is impossible. Since everything is either true
or false, everything is either necessary or impossible: there is no contingency
in the world, not even in the future world; and we all roll forward inexorably
along the iron rails of fate. In order to avoid that tremendous conclusion,
Epicurus maintained that some propositions were neither true nor false, and
in particular that some propositions about the future were neither true nor
false. And he founded that thesis about truth and falsity on his doctrine of
atomic swerves.

The first part of the Epicurean position is easy to understand. Epicurus
agreed with Diodorus that if, say, it is true now that I shall be in Paris
next week, then it is necessary now that I shall be in Paris next week;
and if it is false now, then it is impossible now. But in fact it is, now,
neither true nor false that I shall be in Paris next week, so that the
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Diodoran theses do not establish that my whereabouts next week are already
necessary.

It is less easy to understand the second part of the Epicurean position. The
doctrine of the swerve is this: When an atom changes direction, it usually
does so because it crashes into another moving atom; but every so often, an
atom will alter its trajectory, by a minimal amount, without being involved
in a crash. Such atomic swerves are causeless—or at any rate, they have no
antecedent causes. Now my whereabouts next week depend, inter alia, upon
various future atomic swerves. If atom A swerves at lunch-time, then I shall
find myself in Athens; if atom B swerves at tea, then I shall be in Bologna;
and so on. So far so good—or so bad. But what is the link between causeless
atomic swerves and lack of truth-value?

Thelink is this: if atom A will swerve, causelessly, at some time in the future,
then itis not now true (nor, of course, false) that A will swerve. And if my being
in Athens next week depends on that particular swerve, then it is not now
true (nor, of course, false) that I shall be in Athens next week. That is to say,
Epicurus presupposes a link between the current truth-value of a proposition
and the current causal situation with regard to the state of affairs which the
proposition describes: if it is now true that such-and-such will be the case, then
there is now some cause which ensures that such-and-such will be the case.

Perhaps that is unremarkable—after all, is there not something similar in
Aristotle?

If there is a man, then the saying by which we say that there is a man is true; and the
converse too: if the saying by which we say that there is a man is true, then there is a
man. But the true saying is not in any way cause of the being of the object: rather,
the object seems to be in a way cause of its being true—for the saying is said to be
true or false by virtue of the object’s being or not being.

(Car 14b15-22)38
Or again, and more pithily:

It is not because we truly think that you are pale that you are pale: rather, because
you are pale, we who say so say the truth.

(Mer 1051b6-9)3°
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It is the way things are which causes the truth (and the falsity) of sayings.

It may be objected that those Aristotelian passages are anodyne—or at
least, that they hardly commit Aristotle to anything as specific as the thesis
which I have just ascribed to Epicurus. But suppose that it is now true that

[ shall die tomorrow, but you will die today:
what, according to Aristotle, is the cause of that present truth? Hardly the
double death, or the fact of the double death; for how could future deaths be a
cause of present truth? Surely the best understanding of Aristotle’s view—or
perhaps, the best extension of Aristotle’s view—must be the Epicurean
position, or something very close to it.

However that may be, the thesis which I have ascribed to Epicurus was
certainly held by Chrysippus.

Chrysippus argues thus: If there are movements without causes, then not every
assertible ... will be either true or false. For what will not have efficient causes will be
neither true nor false. But every assertible is either true or false. Therefore there are
no movements without causes.

(Cicero, fat x 20)4°
‘What will not have causes will be neither true nor false’. More particularly:

Future items cannot be true— Chrysippus says—if they do not possess causes why
they are future, so that it is necessary that those which are true have causes.

(far xi 26)41

The formulation leaves something to be desired; but the general sense is
plain: it cannot now be true that it will be the case that so-and-so unless there
is now some cause which ensures that it will be the case that so-and-so.
Those texts deal with truths about the future: present truth about the
future requires present causes. For truths about the past, parity of reasoning
will suggest that present truth requires present effects. And for truths about
the present? Well, they are there in front of us, too late to have causes and
too soon to have effects. So a first shot at a general thesis about present truth

might look like this:

It is true now that so-and-so if and only if either it is now the case that
so-and-so or there are now present elements in some causal chain which

4 concludit enim Chrysippus hoc modo: si est motus sine causa, non omnis enuntiatio ... aut vera aut
falsa erit. causas enim efficientes quod non habebit id nec verum nec falsum erit. omnis autem enuntiatio
aut vera aut falsa est. motus ergo sine causa nullus est.

41 .. quia futura vera, inquit [sc Chrysippus|, non possunt esse ea quae causas cur futura sint non
habeant. habeant igitur causas necesse est ea quae vera sunt.
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will bring it about that so-and-so or there are now present causal traces left
by the fact that so-and-so.

The generalization of that to all times will be:

It is true at a given time that so-and-so if and only if either it is the case at
that time that so-and-so or there is at that time a cause why so-and-so or
there is at that time an effect because so-and-so.

That will require some scrubbing before it is clean enough to be inspected.
But for my present purposes it will do as it is.

For there are several immediate objections to such a causal thesis—
objections which will be thrown against the cleanest version you may come
up with. What, for example, are we to do with truths which are inherently
causeless and effectless? I mean such things as mathematical or logical
truths—or, come to that, causal propositions themselves. Plainly, the causal
thesis will have to be afforced by the addition of a further clause, or of further
clauses. To start with, you might think of appending something like: ‘... or it
is necessarily the case that so-and-so’. But that addition will soon prove in need
of modification; and perhaps it should simply be conceded that the causal
thesis applies only to truths which enter into the causal affairs of the world.

But what are we to do with truths which no longer have any effects and
with truths which do not yet have any causes?

Are there not innumerably many future events which nothing now in the
world causally heralds? On 1 March 2014 the monarch of Great Britain
will or will not have eggs and bacon for breakfast—is there anything in the
present state of the world which will bring that event about, or prevent it
from happening? Again, are there not innumerably many past events which
have left no trace at all on the world? On the fatal Ides of March, either Julius
Caesar had his morning rashers or he didn’t—is there still a trace or smear
of that breakfast to be found somewhere in the universe? Have there always
been heralds of all our future lunches, and will there always be traces of all
our past dinners? Are there, now, causes and effects of every one of those
tedious little events which mark our petty pacing through life?

Those questions invite the answer No. Chrysippus returned the answer Yes.
And his physics ensured the affirmative answer: the career of the Chrysippean
universe is fixed by a vast number of infinite and interconnecting causal
chains, such that everything which happens both has antecedent causes which
had antecedent causes which had antecedent causes ad infinitum and also
has subsequent effects which have subsequent effects which have subsequent
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effects ad infinitum. At any moment in the history of the world there will be
found causes of every future happening and effects of every past happening.
If it is true that Caesar ate a hearty breakfast, then the effects of that breakfast
are still about us; and if it is true that he had an unhearty breakfast—or no
breakfast at all— then, again, the effects are still with us.

That is Stoic fatalism. Or rather, it is a crude and inaccurate version of
Stoic fatalism; and it is inaccurate in part because, Stoic causes being bodies
and Stoic effects being incorporeal, nothing can be both a Stoic cause and a
Stoic effect, so that no cause can have a cause and no effect an effect. We talk
of causal chains, and so did the Stoics; but a Stoic chain is not constructed
from links which are at once the effects of their predecessors and the causes
of their successors. It is in fact quite a ticklish matter to give an account of
a Stoic chain. But one thing is clear, and it is the only thing which matters
here: Chrysippus’ fatalism commits him to the view about Caesar’s breakfast
which I have ascribed to him.42

It will be said that Chrysippus’ doctrine of fatalism is a piece of physics—or
perhaps of metaphysics—and that it cannot be invoked to support a logical
principle. Perhaps it ought not to be invoked. But I bet that Chrysippus
did invoke it: the Stoics notoriously claimed that their philosophy formed a
strongly unified system; and although the claim is largely eyewash, there are
some drops of truth in it. One drop connects fatalism to bivalence.

However that may be, an appeal to fatalism—it will next be objected—can
scarcely serve Chrysippus’ needs. After all, his fundamental reason for associat-
ing truth and causation must have something to do with the conditions under
which an item is rationally assertible: for example, I can reasonably assert,
now, that I saw Les Troyens last October inasmuch as I can look, now, at the
programme which I then bought and which is a causal trace of the event. And
I can assert, now, that I shall split the logs this afternoon inasmuch as I have,
now, a firm intention and a sharpened axe, which are causal heralds of the act.

That sort of notion, familiar enough to modern philosophers, can be found
in a few ancient texts:

Carneades said that not even Apollo could predict future events unless nature
contained causes in such a way that it was necessary for them to come about. For
what could the god himself have looked at in order to predict that Marcellus—the
Marcellus who was three times consul—would die at sea? That was indeed true from
all eternity, but it had no active causes. In the same way, Carneades deemed that not

42 This paragraph was added on the advice of Suzanne Bobzien.
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even past events were known to Apollo if no signs of them exist as it were as their
traces.

(Cicero, fat xiv 32—33)43

Apollo cannot predict the future unless there are current causes to which
he can turn, and he cannot recount the past unless there are present traces.
For in order to assert anything, he must have something to ‘look at’. Surely
Chrysippus’ appeal to his fatalistic doctrine was meant to guarantee that
Apollo would always have something pertinent to look at.

But does it do so? Chrysippean fatalism assures us that the world contains,
now, traces of my last duchess and harbingers of those future bean-rows
on Innisfree. Yet it does not assure us that those traces and harbingers are
at our present disposition; and it would be a preposterous assurance to
offer. Perhaps Chrysippus thought that all traces and harbingers were at our
disposition, ‘in principle’, or that they were at Apollo’s disposition? But we
have no particular reason to suppose that he did so. What is more, we have no
particular reason to suppose that his appeal to fatalism was meant to supply
us—or anyone—with things to look at. The pertinent texts do not suggest
that Chrysippus appealed to causes and effects in order to underwrite our
present assertions about the past and the future: they suggest that he appealed
to causes and effects in order to underwrite the present truth of what has
been and of what is to come.

So there is a difference between Chrysippus’ view and the view which
Carneades outlined. Carneades’ first remark about Apollo concerns predic-
tion—that is to say, it concerns foreknowledge. Carneades’ second remark
about Apollo turns to retrodiction and to knowledge of the past. His thesis
might reasonably be generalized as follows:

It is knowable at a given time that so-and-so if and only if either it is
the case at that time that so-and-so or there is at that time a cause why
so-and-so or there is at that time an effect because so-and-so.

That generalization is calqued on the thesis about truth which I attributed to
Chrysippus:
It is true at a given time that so-and-so if and only if either it is the the case
at that time that so-and-so or there is at that time a cause why so-and-so
or there is at that time an effect because so-and-so.

43 itaque dicebar Carneades ne Apollinem quidem futura posse dicere nisi ea quorum causas natura
ita contineret ut ea fieri necesse esset. quid enim spectans deus ipse diceret Marcellum eum qui ter consul
fuit in mari esse periturum? erat hoc quidem verum ex aeternitate, sed causas id efficientes non habebat.
ita ne praeterita quidem ea quorum nulla signa tamquam vestigia extarent Apolloni nota esse censebat.
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But the two theses are quite different. Moreover, Carneades rejects the
Chrysippean thesis; for he holds that it was always true that Marcellus would
die at sea even though his death at sea did not always have causal harbingers.

Why did Chrysippus maintain his causal thesis about truth? Perhaps he
was moved by some such thought as the following. It was true some fifty years
ago that Roger Bannister ran a four-minute mile, it is true now that he did so,
and it will still be true fifty years hence. Those three truths constitute three
facts about the world. The facts are intimately connected to one another; but
they are distince—if only because they refer to different times in the history
of the world. So there must have been something about that period fifty years
ago which ensured that it was true then that Bannister ran a four-minute
mile, and there must also be something similar about now, and there will
have to be something similar fifty years hence.

You might say that what ensured the truth fifty years ago was the epoch-
making event at Iffley Road, and that the very same event ensures the present
truth and will ensure the future truth. No doubt that is correct; but it is not
enough. What killed the nettles last year, what is killing them this year, and
what will kill them next year? Why, a good dose of Praixone, each and every
time. That is true. But there were three quite different dosings of the stuff;
and the nettles died last year not because they were dosed but because they
were dosed last year. In the same way, the event at Iffley Road secures all
three truths about Bannister; but there are, as it were, three different dosings
of the event—for otherwise the differences among the three truths would be
elided. And if you look for different dosings, where could you better seek
than in the web of causes and effects which is spun by the event?

That argument makes a mumbling impression. But perhaps it can be given
a bite.

CHANGING TRUTH-VALUES

Chrysippean bivalence, I suggested, may be expressed by the following thesis:

Whenever it can be asserted that so-and-so, either it is true at that time
that so-and-so or else it is false at that time that so-and-so.

That may be distinguished from a neighbouring thesis, namely:

Either whenever it can be asserted that so-and-so it is then true that
so-and-so or whenever it can be asserted that so-and-so it is then false that
so-and-so.
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The neighbouring thesis excludes the possibility that an assertible might have
now one truth-value and now the other, that an assertible might change its
truth-value, the true turning false or the false true. The thesis I have ascribed
to Chrysippus leaves open—or at least, does not directly exclude—the
possibility of such changes.

If truth and falsity are timeless, then items cannot change their truth-
values; for if truth-bearers don’t have truth-values at times, then they can’t
have different values at different times. So if truth-values are to change, it is
necessary that truth and falsity be timed. But it is not sufficient. If truth and
falsity are timed, it does not follow that some items change their truth-value.
Indeed, it does not follow that any item can change its truth-value; for there
may be other impediments to change.

Nonetheless, ordinary conversation ordinarily supposes, or perhaps pre-
supposes, that truth-values change; and timed ascriptions of truth and falsity
are frequently used precisely to call attention to such changes. If I say that
it’s now true that you can get from Paris to London in 3 hours, I insinuate
that it was not true in the past. If I lament that it’s no longer true that Swiss
railways are the most reliable in Europe, I imply that it was true in the past.
In the one case, I indicate a change from false to true, and in the other a
change from true to false. In that way, we all hold—or at least, we all speak
as though we hold— that at least some truth-bearers may, and sometimes do,
change their truth-value.

The Greeks spoke in the same sort of way, and so did the Romans; and
ancient philosophers supposed—as a matter of course—that an item might
be now true and then false, now false and then true. When—to recall a
passage I quoted earlier—the logicians

say that the assertible ‘It is day’ is at the present moment true, whereas ‘It is night’ is

false,
(Sextus, M v 103)

they plainly imply that, whereas now it is true that it is day, a little later it
will be false that it is day, so that one and the same assertible, the assertible
that it is day, is now true and later false.

That it is day is a simple assertible, and one which refers to the present time.
But there is no reason in principle why other sorts of assertible—complex
assertibles, say, or assertibles which look to the past or to the future—may
not change in the same fashion. And the Stoics, at least, acknowledged
such changes.
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Of the ancient texts which mention changing assertibles—they are not
very numerous— the most instructive is a passage in Simplicius’ commentary
on Aristotle’s Physics:

According to Alexander, it is possible to show that those Stoic assertibles which some
call indeterminately changing are not in fact so. I mean items such as:
If Dio is alive, Dio will be alive.

For if that is now true, inasmuch as it begins with something true (‘Dio is alive’) and
ends with something true (‘Dio will be alive’), nonetheless there will be a time when,
the co-assumption ‘But Dio is alive’ being true, the conditional will change to being
false inasmuch as there will be a time when, ‘Dio is alive’ still being true, ‘He will
be alive’ will not be true—and when that is not true, the whole conditional changes
and becomes false. For it is not always the case that when ‘He is alive’ is true, so too
is ‘He will be alive’—were that so, Dio would be immortal. Nonetheless, it is not
possible to determine the matter and say when, him being alive, ‘He will be alive’
will not be true. That is why they say that the change in such assertibles takes place at
an indeterminate and undefined time. Well, that is what they mean by an assertible
which changes indeterminately.

(in Phys 1299.36—1300.11)44

The constipated style of the passage suggests that Simplicius is quoting Alexan-
der more or less verbatim—no doubt from his lost commentary on the Physics.
The text demonstrates that the Stoics discussed changing assertibles in
some detail. Thus they distinguished between different types of change in
truth-value, inasmuch as some items change determinately, or at a definite
time, and others indeterminately. Again, they considered changes in complex
assertibles: the changing assertible which is the hero of the passage, namely
If Dio is alive, Dio will be alive,
is a conditional. Not only that: the verb in the antecedent is in the present
tense and the verb in the consequent is in the future—and that particular fact
is directly pertinent to the changing status of the assertible. Again, the Stoics
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considered such assertibles as potential premisses of arguments: that is revealed
by Alexander’s casual reference to a co-assumption or mpooAnyis, where he
employs the standard Stoic term for the second or supplementary premiss of
a two-premissed argument. Finally, Alexander uses the verb ‘ueramimren’,
and its associated noun, to describe change in truth-value; and although the
word is a common enough term which means no more than ‘change’ or
‘alter’, it is plain, from this and other texts, that it came to be used as a piece
of logical jargon to designate change in truth-value.

Alexander names no Stoic names, and it would be rash to suppose that
the whole of his report goes back to Chrysippus. True, the catalogue of
Chrysippus’ writings includes two essays on changing arguments—that is
to say, on arguments one or more of the components of which changes its
truth-value in the course of the argument’s being propounded; but the author
of the catalogue took the two essays to be spurious (Diogenes Laertius, vir
195-196).45 Changing arguments were certainly discussed by the imperial
Stoics—as is shown by some of the conversations of Epictetus (see esp.
diss 1 vii), and also by Sextus Empiricus, who preserves an example of a
changing argument (PH 11 134). But if changing arguments perhaps did not
engage Chrysippus’ attention, changing assertibles certainly did. Dionysius
of Halicarnassus happens to tell us that they were discussed in Chrysippus’
work On the Construction of the Parts of Speech (see comp verb iv 32); and
there is further evidence in Cicero’s On Fate.

If Stoic assertibles may change their truth-values, so too may Aristotelian
sayings. Aristotle never discusses the phenomenon in any detail, but he alludes
to it half a dozen times—for example, in the short essay on truth which
ends Book Theta of the Metaphysics. There, having recalled the distinction
between items which cannot be otherwise than they are and items which can,
he remarks that

concerning those which can be otherwise, the same opinion is true and false, and so
too the same saying, i.e. it is possible for them to be now true and now false; but
concerning those which cannot be otherwise, an item is not now true and now false
but the same things are always true and false.

(Mer 1051b13-17)46

4 Tlept TV ,U.€7'(17TL7TTD’VT(,UV ASywv mpos "ABnvadny o (Pevdemiypapov), Adyor pera-
7TL7TTOVTES‘ 77po§ Y p,eaorm'a y (zbevﬁemypa¢a)

46 7T€pL wev odv Ta eVBexo‘ueVa 7 aUTT] ylyverar Pevdns kal a/\nH“qs ddfa Kal o )\oyos 6
avTos, kal evdéxeral oTe pév aAnlevew ote 8¢ Pevdeolar mepl 8¢ Ta advvara dAws Exew ov
ylyverar 6T¢ pev dAnbes ore ¢ fetidos, AN ael TavTa dAndi kal Pevdi).



Changing Truth-Values 33

Aristotle’s formulation might have been more careful; but what he means
is clear. It is clear, too, where the weight of his remark falls: he wants to
insist not that some opinions and sayings change their truth-value (that is an
evidence) but that some opinions and sayings do not.

Some things can be otherwise than they are, and some things do in fact
become otherwise than they are or were in fact otherwise than they have
become. In a word, some things change. The melons were hard yesterday; they
are ripe today; they will be rotten tomorrow—unless we take the precaution
of eating them first. As the melons change their character, so—it seems easy
to think—sayings about the melons change their truth-values. Yesterday the
melons were not ripe, and the saying which says that they were ripe was
false. Today the melons are ripe, and the saying is true. If states of affairs are
not fixed and determined, then—or so some philosophers have held—the
sayings which correspond to them have no truth-values. In a similar way,
when states of affairs change, then—or so some philosophers have held—the
sayings which correspond to them change their truth-values.

Sayings which concern items which cannot be otherwise do not—and
presumably cannot—change truth-value. If it is the case that so-and-so and
it cannot be otherwise—if, that is to say, it is necessarily the case that so-and-
so—then it is true that so-and-so and it will never be false that so-and-so.
That may seem sound enough: after all, if it were to turn false that so-and-so,
then it would have to be possible for it to turn false that so-and-so—and
hence it would have to be possible that not-so-and-so and not necessary that
so-and-so.

But that argument is far too swift. After all, may not possibilities and
necessities themselves change? What today cannot be otherwise may be
possible tomorrow: technology and the law are forever creating new possibil-
ities—and foreclosing old ones. If that is so, then what is necessary may cease
to be necessary; and if it can cease to be necessary, then perhaps it can cease
to be true. What Aristotle should have said—perhaps what he intended to
say—is rather this: a saying or opinion concerning what cannot be otherwise
cannot change its truth-value so long as the items it concerns cannot be
otherwise.

Some things not only cannot be otherwise: they cannot come to be capable
of being otherwise. In Aristotle’s view, the past is like that: whatever is
now true about the past will and must always remain true. That sounds
immensely plausible; and it was a popular ancient view. Nevertheless, it was
not universally upheld. Cicero informs us that
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all truths in the past are necessary, as Chrysippus held (disagreeing with his master
Cleanthes), because they are immutable and past items cannot turn from truth into
falsity.

(fat vii 14)47

Cleanthes, then, held that past truths were not necessary, that what is past
can for all that be otherwise, and that a past truth may become a past falsity.
In disagreeing with Cleanthes about the past, Chrysippus was agreeing with
Diodorus, his adversary in what Cicero describes as ‘a great wrestling match’
(far vi 12). They wrestled inasmuch as Chrysippus held that some truths
about the future are mutable and Diodorus urged that past and future are
alike immutable.

The matter is intrinsically difficult, and Cicero’s presentation of it is in
parts elusive. One question is this: the passage I have just quoted speaks of
past and future truths: what of present truths? Cicero does not mention them
(he has no particular reason to do so). No doubt Cleanthes allowed them
sometimes to change, and perhaps Diodorus took them to be immutable.
As for Chrysippus, most scholars doubtless suppose that on this point he
followed his master and differed from Diodorus.

Again, when the passage talks of mutability, it is change from truth to
falsity which Cicero has in mind. Thus Diodorus is credited with the thesis
that

No past truths ever become false.

What of a change in the opposite direction? If past truths cannot become false,
may past falsities become true? Cicero’s text leaves open the possibility of
such an asymmetry between past truth and past falsity; and the asymmetry is
not without its charms. After all, it is now false that I have seen a performance
of Handel’s Hercules; but that past falsity will be a past truth by the time you
read this sentence. Nonetheless the asymmetry is not easy to defend, for the
following reason.

In general, it is true (at a given time) that so-and-so if and only if it is false
(at that time) that not so-and-so; and an assertible is about the past (or the
present, or the future) if and only if its contradictory is about the past (or the
present, or the future). It follows that every past falsity is the contradictory of
a past truth. Hence were a past falsity to become true, a past truth—namely,

47 omnia ... vera in praeteritis necessaria sunt, ut Chrysippo placet dissentienti a magistro Cleanthe,
quia sunt immutabilia nec in falsum e vero praeterita possunt convertere.
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its contradictory—would become false. In other words, if past truths are
immutable, then so are past falsities.

If that is so, then the general contours of the ancient discord may be
delineated as follows. There were three double theses. Diodorus held that

No past assertibles ever change their truth-value.

No future assertibles ever change their truth-value.

Cleanthes held that

Some past assertibles sometimes change their truth-value.

Some future assertibles sometimes change their truth-value.
Chrysippus held that

No past assertibles ever change their truth-value.

Some future assertibles sometimes change their truth-value.

At first blush, the Chrysippean pair seems the most attractive: after all,
Diodorus appears to make the world too solid and Cleanthes to make it too
fluid.

Inasmuch as the past is closed, must not past assertibles also be closed or
immutable? And insofar as the future is—at least to some extent—open,
must not some future assertibles similarly be open or mutable? On the one
hand, the Queen has reigned for more than fifty years, and nothing can
change that fact. Hence the assertible

Elizabeth II has reigned for more than fifty years
is true now, and will always remain true. On the other hand, she will—let
me patriotically pretend—reign for a further decade, so that

Elizabeth II will reign for another ten years
is true now. But that truth, unlike its past partner, will cease to be true
and come to be false in a year or two’s time. There is a striking difference
between past and future—and therefore between past assertibles and future
assertibles. The difference is reflected in the Chrysippean pair of theses.

Or so it appears. First, however, it must be noted that the distinction
between immutable and mutable truth-values has nothing at all to do with
the distinction between the alleged closedness of the past and the alleged
openness of the future. The openness of the future resides in the fact that
things may turn out one way or they may turn out another. Will there be
a festival at Aix this year? Well, that is still an open question. But it has
nothing to do with changing truth-values. An Epicurean or a Peripatetic will
not suggest that, say, it is now false that there will be a festival—but that it
may, with a bit of luck, later become true. Rather, he will suggest that it is
now neither true nor false that there will be a festival—and that it will at
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some time become true or false. Conversely, when you are counting down
before the start of a boat-race—
30 seconds, 20 seconds, 10,9, ...,
—the assertible which you express when you shout 20 seconds’, namely
There are 20 seconds to the gun,
is perhaps false then true then false. But that doesn’t imply that it’s an open
question whether the gun will fire or not.
In any event, the Chrysippean theses seem to be falsified—in so far as the
past is concerned—Dby innumerable counterexamples. Consider, say:

I've taught in Paris for three years.
I've only read La Débicle once.
I’ve never seen Les Paladins.

I was on Eurostar this morning,.

Each of those items concerns itself, in a perfectly innocuous sense, with the
past. Each of the items is now true. Each will in all probability turn false. It
is easy to add to the list; and it is child’s play to make a parallel list of past
falsities which will become true.

It may be replied that, despite appearances, such items are not really
about the past—or at least, they are not the sort of past assertibles to which
Chrysippus’ thesis addresses itself. After all, three of the examples use the
perfect tense; and according to the Stoics (if we believe the grammatical
scholiast at 250.26—251.4 whom I quoted earlier), the perfect tense does not
concern the past—it is a ‘completed present’. Something similar goes for

I was on Eurostar this morning,
inasmuch as the adverbial phrase ‘this morning’ refers to the present time.

More generally, the question of whether or not a given item is about the
past is not always straightforward. Consider a compound assertible such as:

If I lectured yesterday, then I shall lecture tomorrow.

Is that about the past or about the future? If you incline to judge it by its main
clause and say that it is about the future, then remember that it is equivalent to

If I shan’t lecture tomorrow, then I didn’t lecture yesterday
—where the main clause apparently is about the past. The right answer to
the question whether those compound items are about the past or the future
is: Yes.

So let us say that the Chrysippean thesis about past assertibles applies to
items which are exclusively past, that it applies to ‘pure’ pasts (however purity
is to be defined and detected). Just as pure pasts must be distinguished from
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impure pasts, so pure futures may be distinguished from impure futures. So,
for example,

[ shall die tomorrow
is not a pure future; for ‘tomorrow’, which means ‘the day after today’, and so
‘the day after the present day’, implicitly refers to the present. But although
Chrysippus has a pressing reason to distinguish pure from impure pasts—for
otherwise there will be counterexamples to his thesis—he has no pressing
reason to do so for the future.

All that suggests that we might revise the first part of Chrysippus’ double
thesis so as to read:

No pure past assertibles ever change their truth-value.
What of the second part? According to Chrysippus,

some future assertibles sometimes change their truth-value.
Diodorus affirmed that that was not so; and Cicero agreed with him: after all,

those who say that what is future is immutable and that a future truth cannot turn
into a falsity are not affirming the necessity of fate— they are explaining the meaning
of terms.

(far ix 20)48

It is not clear which terms are having their meaning explained, and Cicero
tells us nothing more about the grounds of Diodorus’ position. Moreover,
that position is initially unattractive.

For there are innumerable apparent counterexamples. I have already spoken
of the Queen’s future demise. Here are a few more examples. Determined to
see Naples before I die, I assert, in the summer of 2004:

I shall see Naples before I die.

In 2005 I visit Naples; and I do not repeat the experiment. What I asserted
in the summer of 2004 was true then—if not before—and it remained true
for about a year. Then, from 2005 onwards, it was false.

I assured my daughter, on Monday, that I would be at her wedding on
Saturday. Every morning from Tuesday to Saturday, at 8.00, she phoned me
to remind me of my promise. Each time I repeated that I would be there
on the Saturday. And so I was. At 8.00 on Sunday the phone woke me: I

groggily picked it up, heard my daughter’s voice, and without thinking said,
rather hufhly:

48 nec ei qui dicunt immutabilia esse quae futura sint nec posse verum futurum convertere in falsum
fati necessitatem confirmant sed verborum vim interpretantur.
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If I've told you once I've told you five times—T’ll be there on Saturday.
I asserted the same assertible for the fifth time. The first four times it was
true. The fifth time it was not.

At 2.00, the doctors gathered round his bed and offered their melancholy
diagnosis:

Henry will very soon be dead.
The afternoon dragged on. They repeated the diagnosis at 3.00, and at 4.00.
Preoccupied with the question of their fees, they did not notice that Henry
had snuffed it, and at 5.00 they again intoned:

Henry will very soon be dead.
They said the same thing about the future four times: false, false, true, false.

Such cases seem to show that about the future Chrysippus was right and
Diodorus wrong. But there is a difficulty. Chrysippus, like Diodorus, holds
that some assertibles about the future are immutable. He agrees that, for
example,

the sense of ‘Elizabeth II will die’ is such that, although it is said about the future,
yet it cannot turn into a falsity—for it is said about a man, and it is necessary that
men die.

(Cicero, fat ix 17)%°

Exactly how and when Her Majesty will die are matters uncertain: and future
assertibles which bear upon such details may change their truth-value. But
even Queens are mortal; all mortals must die; and so the assertible that

Elizabeth II will die
is true now and immutably true.

That was Chrysippus’ view. But what happens to the assertible once the
Queen is dead? If, after the Queen’s death, you utter the sentence

Elizabeth II will die,
then surely you have asserted something, namely that the Queen will
die. Clearly what you have asserted is not true. But if it is not true,
then—according to Chrysippus—it is false.

There is a Chrysippean answer—of a sort—to that difficulty. The Stoics
had a cyclical theory of history. For them, the world’s great age was always
beginning anew, and in each new cycle things happened just as they had

happened in every previous cycle. So even after her death,
Elizabeth IT will die

49 nam morietur Scipio talem vim habet ut quamquam de futuro dicitur tamen id non possit
convertere in falsum. de homine enim dicitur, cui necesse est mori.
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remains true—to be sure, she will have to be born again before she dies, but
she will be born again. Hic jacet Elizabetha regina olim reginaque futura.

To be sure, the cyclical theory of history is a bizarre fantasy; and no doubt it
has even less right than the theory of fatalism to be admitted into a discussion
of logical matters. Moreover, for a variety of minor reasons, I am inclined to
be sceptical of the suggestion that Chrysippus appealed to this aspect of his
physics, or metaphysics, in order to surmount a logical obstacle.

However that may be, we do all speak often enough as though truth-
bearers change their burden; and there are numerous everyday examples—or
apparent examples—of the phenomenon. Diodorus’ claim that all truth and
all falsity is immutable appears to knock against the evident facts. And yet
it is hard to believe that his claim is merely an antique eccentricity; for the
more you sniff at the supposed changelings, the stronger the smell of fish.

SAYINGS WHICH CEASE TO EXIST

In a passage in the Caregories Aristotle searches for a feature proper to
substances—a feature, that is to say, which holds of every substance and of
nothing else. After rejecting a few candidates, he comes up with the idea that

especially proper to substances seems to be the capacity to receive contraries while
remaining one and the same in number.

(Cat 4a10-11)5°

After all (he observes), a man, who is a substance, may be now pale and
now tanned; but a colour, which is not a substance, cannot be now white
and now black, and an action, which is not a substance, cannot be now good
and now bad. In other words, substances can change and non-substances
cannot.

Or is that so? Aristotle acknowledges that there seem to be exceptions to
his claim—that there seem to be cases in which non-substances change. In
point of fact, dozens of apparently solid counterexamples immediately spring
to mind. Actions, for example, although perhaps they do not change from
good to bad, surely do change in all sorts of other ways: a lecture may be witty
for ten minutes and thereafter as dull as a sermon; an argument may start out
polite and turn into a brawl; and so on. But Aristotle does not consider such
cases. Rather, he has this to say:
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That feature is never found in the case of anything else—unless you were to object
by urging that sayings and opinions receive contraries; for the same saying seems to
be true and false—e.g. if the saying that someone is sitting is true, then when he has
stood up this same saying will be false. So too with opinions: if someone opines truly
that someone is sitting, then when he has stood up he will opine falsely, if he retains
the same opinion about him.

(Car 4a21-28)51

Sayings and opinions are not substances. But they change, they ‘receive
contraries’. And they do so inasmuch as they change their truth-value.

Aristotle proceeds to argue that sayings and opinions are not genuine
counterexamples to his claim. First, he says, you might accept that sayings
and opinions do in a way receive contraries— but deny that they do so in the
same way as substances do. After all, substances receive contraries in virtue of
a change in themselves: opinions and sayings do so in virtue of a change in
something else. Or else, secondly, you might deny that sayings and opinions
receive contraries. They do indeed turn from true to false and vice versa; but
when such changes take place, nothing actually happens in or to the sayings
and opinions, which therefore do not receive anything.

Those two rejoinders have seemed less than compelling. But at least they
show that Aristotle never thought of denying that sayings and opinions
change their truth-value: what he denied is that the saying or opinion which
thus changes thereby receives a contrary, or thereby receives a contrary in the
way in which a substance may receive a contrary.

Aristotle’s two rejoinders were criticized in antiquity. Simplicius, who
describes and attempts to rebuff the criticisms, himself opts for the second of
the two rejoinders (77 Car 118.26—119.16). But before so opting he reports,
without comment, a third possible rejoinder to the objection that sayings and
opinions receive contraries inasmuch as they change their truth-value:

It is also possible to argue in this way. The saying said first is not the same in number
as the second—and that according to Aristotle himself. For (he says) it has been
said and it will not be possible to recapture what has been said. For sayings are
among those items which are in motion over a period (that is why they do not have
positions). Thus the saying which was first said, and which was true, is the same in
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species with the second, which was false, and not the same in number as was said of
substances. And opinions are internal sayings, they too existing over a period—and
the same will be said about them.

(in Cat 118.18-25)52

Simplicius found this in an earlier commentary on the Categories—no doubt
in Porphyry’s long and lost commentary addressed to Gedalius.

Now this third rejoinder—unlike Aristotle’s two—does deny that sayings
and opinions change their truth-values. Moreover, it does so by appealing to
Aristotelian doctrine. For it paraphrases a later passage in the Caregories:

Similarly with sayings: no part of them remains—they have been said, and it is not
possible to recapture them. Hence their parts have no position inasmuch as none of
them remains.

(Cat 5a33-36)53

Sayings, in the Cazegories, are utterances: more precisely, they are utterings or
meaningful sound sequences. Hence they are events; and events do not repeat
themselves—once they have happened, it is not possible to recapture them.
Thus—according to the third rejoinder—Aristotle’s example imagines two
sayings of

Socrates is sitting;
and the two sayings are two different items— two different events. No doubt
it is true that the two sayings have different truth-values, that the second is
false and the first true. But that does not show that anything has changed: it
shows only that two different things have two different characters. What goes
for sayings goes also for opinions; for opinions—here the rejoinder tacitly
invokes a familiar Platonic suggestion—are nothing but internal sayings, the
soul talking to itself.

It will be objected that the rejoinder scarcely works for opinions. After all,
and pace Plato, opinions are not events: they are states of mind which persist,
not mental events which occur. That objection in turn will be countered
thus: opinions—the Greek word is ‘9déat’—here, as so often in Greek
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philosophical writings, are to be construed as judgements; judgements, or
acts of judging, are events; and the events may plausibly be characterized as
internal sayings. Well, perhaps that is right; but whether or not judgements
or judgings offer a counterexample to the thesis which Aristotle is defending
in the Categories, beliefs surely do so. The third rejoinder may deal with
opinions if opinions are construed as judgements: it cannot deal with
opinions if opinions are construed as beliefs.

There is a second objection. The rejoinder supposes that there are two
sayings of ‘Socrates is sitting’, and urges that the second is a different
saying from the first. But the supposition is not, or not clearly, present in
Aristotle’s text; and in any event it is not necessary to the counterexample.
The rejoinder takes the question to be this: What is the truth-value of
the saying ‘Socrates is sitting’ when you repeat it now that he has stood
up? And the rejoinder answers that you could not, in principle, repeat
it: anything you may now say will be another saying. But the pertinent
question is rather this: What is the truth-value of the saying ‘Socrates is
sitting’, which you said an hour ago when he was in fact sitting, now
that Socrates has stood up? Surely it has ceased to be true? Surely it is
now false?

True, the saying is over, and it cannot be repeated. The French may
beat the All Blacks again—but they cannot repeat that celebrated victory.
There may be future raptures—but you can’t ever recapture the first, fine,
careless one. Nonetheless, that victory, and that rapture, continue to have
things true of them. We continue to talk about past events—that is what
history is all about. And events may change their character after they are
over: in July 1916 the Battle of Waterloo ceased to be the bloodiest battle
in British history; and—who knows?—that victory in the semi-final may
one day cease to be the most glorious exploit in the annals of French
rugby.

But is it really the case that the old saying— the saying ‘Socrates is sitting’
which you said an hour ago—changed its truth-value when Socrates stood
up? Did it then cease to be true? And if it ceased to be true, did it become
false? Anyone who was minded to return a negative answer to those questions
might seek help from the Stoa. For if Aristotelian sayings—unlike numbers,
say, or some varieties of modern propositions—are not eternal items, then
neither are Stoic assertibles. Stoic assertibles are not ephemeral; but they
do not all last for ever—some of them perish. Alexander reports a Stoic
contention:
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That Dio has died may at some time become true, but “This man has died’ cannot.
For when Dio is dead, the assertible “This man is dead” perishes, there no longer
being anything to receive the demonstrative—for demonstration is of something
living and about something living.

(in APr 177.30-33)>4

The assertible which you might express by way of the sentence

This man has died
only exists during the life-time of the man to whom the demonstrative “This
man’ refers. When the man dies, the assertible perishes with him. In general,
assertibles expressed by sentences which contain demonstratives exist only so
long as the items demonstrated exist.

That particular example of a perishing assertible may or may not per-
suade. But there is nothing peculiar about the notion that assertibles may
perish—nor about its twin, the notion that assertibles may be born. For to
say that an assertible may perish is to say that there is something which can be
asserted now but may not be assertible later on; and to say that an assertible
has come into being is to say that there is something you can assert now and
could not assert before. And there are any number of things which can be
asserted now but could not have been asserted in the past, and any number of
things which cannot be asserted now but will become assertible in the future.
Aristotle could not have asserted that Sir David Ross would one day edit the
Metaphysics; and there are doubtless similar things which Sir Anthony Kenny
cannot now assert. Aristotle could have asserted of this or that pupil that he
was a lazy dog—we can no longer do so. Doubtless something similar goes
for Sir Michael Dummett.

Assertibles are not eternal items; and an assertible has a truth-value—so
the Stoics insist—only so long as it is there to have one. But why should that
be so? Take an assertible which Chrysippus himself considered, namely the
assertible that

Cypselus will reign at Corinth.

No one could have asserted that before the birth—or at any rate, before the
conception—of Cypselus; for before that time no one could have named or
referred to Cypselus: the name ‘Cypselus’ was empty, and there were no other
names for the future tyrant— there could not have been. Nonetheless—and
according to Chrysippus himself—it was true a thousand years before the
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event that Cypselus would reign at Corinth. So an assertible was true at a
time when it did not exist.

Chrysippus took a different view; and what he actually said about Cypselus
was that

it was not necessary for Cypselus to reign at Corinth, even though that had been
decreed a thousand years eatlier by an oracle of Apollo.

(Cicero, fat vii 13)55

Apollo had decreed the reign long before Cypselus’ birth: that is to say, on
Chrysippus’ view it was assertible, long before Cypselus’ birth, that Cypselus
would reign at Corinth.

Perhaps Chrysippus took that line because of his view about the meaning of
proper names? They indicate proper qualities, or properties uniquely possessed
by the individual whose name they are; and with a bit of juggling, that view
may be used to show that ‘Cypselus’ may occur in the expression of an assert-
ible even when the word has no referent. So consider a demonstrative sentence:

This man will reign at Corinth.

According to Alexander’s Stoics, it is only during Cypselus’ life-time that that
sentence can be used to assert something about him. Of course, at other times
that same sentence may be used to make other assertions about other items;
and at other times other sentences may be used to say of Cypselus what that
sentence then said of him. But although the sentence

Cypselus will reign at Corinth
may be used to say of Cypselus just what

This man will reign at Corinth
was used to say of him, the two sentences do not say the same thing, do
not express the same assertible. And in fact no sentence can be used before
Cypselus’ birth or after his death to say what

This man will reign at Corinth
was used to say during Cypselus’ life-time.

So no one could have made such an assertion a thousand years before
Cypselus’ birth. (And no one can make it now.) Yet surely, existent or not,
the assertible was true a thousand years before Cypselus’ birth? Suppose that
one of Cypselus’ school chums pointed at him and said:

This man will reign at Corinth.

55 ... neque necesse fuisse Cypselum regnare Corinthi, quamquam id millensimo ante anno Apollinis
oraculo editum esset.
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He thereby asserted something true; and was it not true before he asser-
ted it—and true before it could have been asserted? The question is not:
Would it have been true had it been asserted a thousand years ago? But rather:
Was it true a thousand years ago?

Return to the example which Alexander cites, and imagine the following
conversation. ‘Have you heard that Dio is dead?” — “What, at last? So what I
said yesterday is now true.’— ‘Oh, you said yesterday that Dio was dead, did
you? — ‘Well, not quite.’—“What did you say, then” —‘T'm afraid I can’t
say it again; though I can tell you that I said it by uttering, in Dio’s presence,
the sentence “This man is dead.”— Yes, I see—you’re right: what you said
yesterday and can’t say today was false when you said it and is true now that
you can’t say it.’

That is surely what the Stoics should have said. But it is not what they
did say. The argument which Alexander reports presupposes that, after Dio’s
death, the assertible which the sentence

This man is dead
once expressed does not become true. But it is not still false—after all, the
man is dead. So it is neither true nor false. That, I take it, was the Stoic view
of the matter. It might appear to run against Chrysippus’ thesis that every
assertible is either true or false. But it does not do so. For it does not imply
that you can assert at a given time something which at that time is neither
true nor false.

The Stoic view about assertibles may be adapted to Aristotelian sayings: a
saying is either true or false only so long as it exists, or during its occurrence:
once it ceases to exist, or once it is over, it has no truth-value. If I say at
12.00 that Socrates is sitting, and he is sitting, then what I say is true then:
an hour later, when he stands up, the saying does not become false—it does
not exist and so it has no truth-value. It does not follow that there are any
sayings which are neither true nor false, or that you can say at a given time
something which at that time is neither true nor false.

Allow all that: cannot Aristotelian sayings nevertheless change their truth-
value? Perhaps a very long saying said very slowly might change its truth-value
while it was occurring? Perhaps; but it seems more plausible to suggest that a
saying does not acquire a truth-value until it is complete—so that no saying
is ever true or false for a period of time. Telling the truth—Ilike winning a
race or beating the All Blacks—is an instantaneous affair.

That argument purportedly shows that Aristotelian sayings, interpreted
as a passage in the Categories suggests that they should be interpreted,
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cannot—pace Aristotle—change their truth-value. In that case, it shows
something—but not very much. It does not, for example, show anything
about Aristotelian opinions; and it does not show anything about Stoic
assertibles, which are not ephemeral items. Moreover, it may be doubted
whether it really shows anything about Aristotelian sayings; for it may be
doubted that the passage in the Cazegories matches Aristotle’s usual conception
of what a saying is. In other words, nothing said thus far gives any reason
to reject the commonsensical notion that truth-bearers—sayings, assertibles,
opinions ... —may, and sometimes do, change their truth-values.

And yet there is a still a strong smell of fish in the air. I said nonchalantly
that, after Dio’s death, the assertible which was once expressed by the sentence

This man is dead
cannot continue to be false; for the man is dead. But that is at best dubious.
After all, what was it that was once asserted by an utterance of the sentence

This man is dead?
Well, it was then asserted, of a certain object of demonstration, that it was
then dead. It was false then that the object was then dead; and it is false—still
false—that it was then dead. If the Stoics are right, then you can’t now
say again what you then said. But, for all that, what you then said then is
still false. The same goes for the assertion that Dio is dead. After all, what I
asserted then was not that Dio is now dead but that Dio was then dead; and
it is false—still false— that Dio was then dead.

The doctors stood around the bed of His Majesty. At 5.00 they issued a
communiqué: along the wires the electric message came

He is no better—he is much the same.
An hour later a similar telegram— the wording was exactly the same—came
from the same source. The first message said something true, the second said
something false. Should we infer that an assertible has changed its truth-value?
Well, only if the two telegrams passed on the same message or said the same
thing; only if the second merely confirmed or repeated the first. Did ie?
No—or at least, not necessarily and not normally. The first message, wired at
5.00, asserted that Edward VII was then much the same. The second message
asserted something different—it asserted something about the King’s state
of health at 6.00, not at 5.00. (Imagine that the second telegram came a
day later, a week later, a decade later ... : it’s evident that, special conditions
apart, those messages are not repetitive.) What the first telegram said is still
true at 6.00; for the King’s state of health at 5.00 has not changed—how
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could it have done? What the second telegram says is false—but that has no
bearing on the truth-value of the first telegram.

That, I hope, sounds rather persuasive. But autre temps, autres morts. The
Times published in its obituary columns a notice which began thus:

Matrley is dead, dead as a doornail.
The report was premature: Marley was merely moribund. It was an honest
mistake; and the honest obituarist repeated it again and again. For his phone
rang all morning, and each time he confirmed that, yes, Marley, alas, had
popped his clogs. And at the evening press conference he declared:

Marley is dead—that’s what 7he Times announced. That’s what I've been
telling callers all day long: and I repeat it again now: Marley is dead.

By the time of the press conference, Marley had expired. The assertible which
The Times printed and which the obituarist repeated was false at the time of
going to press, and remained false during most of the day; but at the end it came
true. And in the same way, the belief which the honest obituarist precociously
formed and obstinately clung to was false at first and then turned true.

If you want to deny that conclusion and hold that assertibles and beliefs
do not change their truth-values, then you must deny that the obituarist kept
on repeating the same assertion and you must deny that he retained one and
the same belief. Such denials might seem audacious to the point of folly. But
perhaps you might be eased into them by reflecting along the following lines.

Suppose I say this to you: ‘I think that the Prime Minister is an unprincipled
scoundrel. I have thought so, unwaveringly, for some fifty years. But now I
fear that my belief has perhaps sometimes been false— perhaps one or two
of the PMs I have lived through were principled scoundrels.” If I say that,
you know what I mean; but you may well think that I have expressed myself
ineptly, or even misleadingly, insofar as I imply that I have maintained one
belief unchanged for half a century. Perhaps I have frequently muttered some
such sentence as

What a swine the PM is.

But there is no reason to think that each time I uttered the sentence I said
the same thing or confessed the same belief. For what I said when I uttered
the sentence was said of a string of different ministers; thus although I always
said the same thing of some item—namely that it was an unprincipled
scoundrel—1I did not always say it of the same thing so that I did not always
say the same thing.
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If that is so, then why not say something similar about the reports of
Marley’s death? The obituarist repeated the sentence ‘Marley is dead’; but
he did not repeat himself—he did not say the same thing again and again.
For what he said, he said at different times. At each new PM, I believed
something new. At each new time, the obituarist said something new.

SENTENCES

Such considerations are advanced to show—against the ancient con-
sensus—that even if truth-bearers bear their truth-values at times and
for periods, nevertheless they cannot change their burden. But the answer to
the question ‘Can truth-bearers change loads?’ depends, in part at least, on
what items bear truth-values. Various different items are ordinarily spoken of
as being true or false—statements, for example, or judgements, or opinions.
And different philosophers have taken truth and falsity to belong, or to
belong primarily, to different items.

A philosopher who inclines to take sentences as truth-bearers will surely
take truth to be timed and will allow truth-bearers to change their truth-value.
If it is the sentence

I¢’s Monday
which is to be assessed as true or false, then it is true every Monday and
false every other day of the week. The sentence changes its truth-value with
monotonous regularity.

Now if sentences may bear different truth-values at different times, they
may also bear different values in different locations. For example, the sentence

On Christmas Day 2003 it snowed
was true in Moscow but not in Majorca. And not only at different times
and in different locations but also in different mouths and before different
audiences. Thus

I smoke Dunhill Standard
was true in the mouth of Bertrand Russell but false in that of A. J. Ayer; and

You dropped the winning goal
is true if addressed to J. Wilkinson and false if addressed to M. Johnson.

And so on. If sentences take truth-values, then they take them relative to
this, that, and the other item. They take truth-values at various indexes (to
use a modern jargon); and at different indexes they may take different values.
One of the indexes is the index of time. If a sentence has one value at one
time index and another at another, then it changes its truth-value. But that
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is just a special case of a more general phenomenon. A sentence may be here,
now, and to him true; there, now, and to him false; here, then and to her
true; and so on.

All that has suggested— though it does not of course entail—that the
predicates ‘... is true’ and ‘... is false’ are best construed as relational. “That
sentence is true’ is either ill-formed or else elliptical: just as ‘Socrates is taller’,
if it is to say anything at all, must be understood as elliptical for something
of the form ‘Socrates is taller than so-and-so’, in the same way “That sentence
is true’ must be understood as elliptical for something of the form “That
sentence is true at such-and-such indexes.’

The idea of indexing is not remote from ancient thought. When Aristotle
formulates what he calls ‘the most firm principle of all’, or the principle of
non-contradiction, he writes:

It is impossible for the same thing to hold and not to hold at the same time of the
same item in the same respect—and let us suppose added all the other qualifications
which we might add in view of the logical difficulties.

(Mer 1005b19-22)56

There are other similar passages. Aristotle’s appeal to ‘qualifications’ is
tantamount to an appeal to indexing.

Again, the notion that truth and falsity are relational items is not foreign to
ancient thought— think of Protagoras. (Or rather, think of Plato’s presenta-
tion of one version of Protagoreanism.) Nonetheless, no ancient text, so far
as I know, suggests that we should or might construe ... is true’ and *... is
false’ as relational predicates in the way which I have just described. Pythons
grow; but no one imagined that size was therefore a relation between a body
and a time, or that ‘... is a foot long’ should be understood as elliptical for
‘...1s a foot long at such-and-such a time’. Truth-bearers were thought to be
capable of changing their truth-value; but no one imagined that truth was
therefore a relation between a saying and a time, or that ... is true’ should be
understood as elliptical for “... is true at such-and-such a time’.

That python will be two metres long next month.

That remark was true when you made it.

Those sentences do not combine pairs of singular terms (‘that python’
and ‘next month’, ‘that remark’ and ‘when you made it’) with two-placed
predicates (... is two metres long at—’ and ... is true at—"’). Rather, each
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puts together a singular term, a one-placed predicate, and an adverbial phrase.
That is how the ancients would have parsed the things, had they thought
of the matter; and it is how any grammarian would parse the things—any
grammarian, I mean, who was not antecedently persuaded that the syntax of
contemporary predicate logic is all we know on earth and all we need to know.

But enough of that. In any event, ancient truth-bearers were thought to
change their truth-values from time to time, but not to take different values
in different parts of the world, or in different mouths, or in different public
contexts. If I now say that it’s a fine summer’s day, then—according to the
common ancient understanding—the saying or the assertible which I say
may be true today and false tomorrow; but it cannot be true in Oxford and
false in Paris, nor true when I say it and false when you do. Or rather, it
seems never to have crossed any ancient mind that truth-values might vary
along such dimensions.

If the ancients restricted their attention to one index, the index of time,
was that not merely arbitrary? Let truth-values change from time to time
if you will—but in that case, consistency requires you to let them vary
from place to place and from person to person. Modern sentences are like
that: they have truth-values at various indexes. Modern propositions, on the
other hand, generally have truth values absolutely: they are true or false full
stop—they are not true here and there, false now and then. Stoic assertibles
and Aristotelian sayings are betwixt and between, they sit on the logical
fence—perhaps that is why they stink of fish?

Well, fish aren’t usually found near fences—and anyway, what’s wrong
with sitting on a fence? Suppose that someone says

I¢’s cold here
at noon and then again ten minutes later: then surely (special circumstances
apart) he has repeated himself, he has said the same thing twice; and if at
12.15 you ask him if he’s warm enough, he may reasonably reply: ‘No—it’s
cold here, as I've already said twice.” Suppose, on the other hand, that I
produce the sentence

I smoke Dunhill Standard
and that, in the next room and at about the same time, the Archbishop of
Canterbury produces the very same sentence, with an equally assertive intent:
then it is plain that we haven’t said the same thing as one another— the
Archbishop may have echoed my words but he did not say what I said. True,
he said of himself just what I said of myself. But if the same thing is said of
two different items, then two different things are said.
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What is, or can be, asserted by the uttering of a sentence is fixed in part
by the reference of any referential expressions in the sentence; and where
there is a different reference, there there will be a different assertible. Two
utterances of

He’s a confounded liar
will say the same thing only if the expression ‘he’ refers to the same item on
each occasion. So the two imagined utterances of

I smoke Dunhill
say different things inasmuch as the expression ‘T refers to two different items
on the two different occasions. On the other hand, the several imagined
utterances of

I¢’s cold here
all said the same thing; for the expression ‘here’—the only referring expression
in the sentence—was supposed to refer to the same thing on each occasion.

Those last remarks are anything but profound. But they may recall the sort
of style in which we habitually speak of the repetition of sayings and of the
differences among them. The style is a fence-straddling style; and it suggests
that there may be some difference between time indexes, at least when they
are carried by the tense of a verb, and other indexes.

TRUTH, TIME, AND PLACE

But perhaps the difference is trifling, if not illusory. Compare time and place,
for example.

At mid-day in Oxford it was drizzling. Glancing out of the window, I
uttered the banal sentence

It’s raining as per bloody usual,
thereby asserting that it was raining. ‘So it is’, my wife replied.— ‘How do
you know?” — ‘I’m looking out of the window, of course.” My wife was in the
Indre, and I was telephoning her: she was joking. The fact that what she said
was a joke indicates that by uttering the banal sentence I asserted something
about the Oxford weather. She might have made the same remark had I said

I’s raining here;
and then it would have been plain that I was saying something about the
Oxford weather—for the expression ‘here’ refers explicitly to a place, and in
most standard circumstances to the place where its user finds himself.

Not that ‘I’s raining’ means the same as ‘It’s raining here.” At any rate,
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If it’s raining, bring your umbrella
and

If it’s raining here, bring your umbrella
may be used to express two very different pieces of advice. Nonetheless, when

It’s raining
is used to assert that it’s raining, then (bizarre circumstances apart) it asserts
what could equally well be asserted by

I¢’s raining here.
Since utterances of ‘It’s raining here’ which are made at different places may
express different assertibles or make different assertions, so too must it be with
utterances of ‘It’s raining.” The truth-value of the sentence may vary from
place of utterance to place of utterance; but the sentence will then express
different assertibles in the different places— there is no assertible which bears
one truth-value here and another there.

If that is so for place, is it not also so for time? If when I utter, at mid-day
in Oxford,

It’s raining
I say of Oxford, and not just in Oxford, that it’s raining there, then don’t I also
say of mid-day, and not just at mid-day, that it’s raining then? And although
‘It’s raining’ does not mean the same as ‘It’s raining now’, nonetheless when it
is uttered to make an assertion then (bizarre conditions apart) it will make the
very assertion which would be made by an utterance of that second sentence.

It might be objected that such a view has absurd consequences, that if
it is right, then every time I utter, assertively, ‘It’s raining’ I say something
different; and if I believe what I say, then each assertive utterance reports a
new belief. I can’t, literally, go on believing that it’s raining: I can, at best,
have a dense sequence of beliefs, each of which I might express by uttering
the sentence ‘It’s raining.’

That is indeed absurd. But it is not a consequence of the view I have
sketched. It is not true that every time I utter the sentence

It’s raining
I express a different assertible; for it is not true that every time I say

It’s raining now
I express a different assertible. The word ‘now’ does not refer to a different
time on each successive use. It refers, in most standard uses, to the present.
But the present—despite what some ancient grammarians and philosophers
claimed—is not necessarily an instant, a durationless flash, the temporal
counterpart of a geometrical point. The present comes in longer and shorter
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stretches, as long and as short as you like; and the word ‘now’ is elastic
enough to preserve its reference for minutes or days or decades. ‘Last month
it was sunny, but now it’s raining’; ‘Yesterday it was sunny, but now it’s
raining’; “T'wo minutes ago it was sunny, but now it’s raining.” Something
similar holds, of course, for place. Just as ‘now’ refers to the present time, so
‘here’ refers to the present place; and ‘here’ has the same sort of elasticity as
‘now’. ‘It’s fine in Australia, but it’s raining here’; ‘It’s fine in the midi but
it’s raining here’; and so on.

Such reflections may appear to support the view that sayings and assertibles
and beliefs may change their truth-value. For the past ten years I have
constantly believed, and occasionally asserted, that I live in France. I have
retained, unaltered, a single belief; and whenever I expressed that belief by
uttering the sentence I live in France now’ I asserted the same assertible.
Suppose that it were otherwise, and that I have held and asserted a succession
of different beliefs. Then how many beliefs have I held? Have I acquired a
new belief about my whereabouts once a year? once a month? once a minute?
Those questions seem to admit no answers; and that seems to imply that
there is no succession, no plurality, of different beliefs.

In fact—and here the story becomes fictitious—in fact, I have not lived
in France throughout the past ten years: five years ago, and quite unknown
to us in the Indre, Andorra conquered and temporarily annexed France—so
that for three weeks, until the Andorrans withdrew, I lived in Andorra. So
for ten years I have stuck tenaciously to a single belief— the belief that I live
in France—and that belief was first true and then false and then true again.

Now whatever force such a fantasy argument may have, it will not separate
time and place. For consider the sentence

There’s enough light to read by.

Suppose that it is uttered, at one and the same time, in the centre of Chamonix
and on the summit of Mt Blanc. You might well be inclined to say that if the
sentence was used to make an assertion in each of those two places, then it was
used to make two different assertions, one of them referring to the conditions
in the valley and the other to the conditions on the summit. But on the occa-
sion I am thinking of, there was an unbroken chain of torch-bearers, each sta-
tioned a few yards from his neighbour, stretching from Chamonix to the sum-
mit, and celebrating the first ascent of the mountain. Suppose, then, that each
member of the chain noticed, with interest, that there was enough light to read
by; and that they each, at about the same time, assertively uttered the sentence

There’s enough light to read by.
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How many different things were asserted? Was there a different assertible
every ten yards, or every hundred yards, or every mile? Such questions
cannot be answered—and we should therefore settle for a single assertion.
And evidently, if the example is suitably rigged, the assertible may have one
truth-value in one place and the other in another.

Those coupled fantasies suggest that, pro tanto, time and place are on a
par; but they do not force the conclusion that one and the same assertible
may have different truth-values at different times and in different places.

First, there is something wrong with the argument itself. If Simone
is in Chamonix and Max is on the summit, and each says, pretty well
simultaneously,

I¢’s light enough to read by
then—unusual circumstances apart—they will plainly have said two different
things. For had each said

I¢’s light enough to read by here,
they would have said different things. (‘It’s light enough to read by here’, says
Max into his mobile: ‘Here too’, replies Simone.) Suppose now that the space
between Chamonix and the summit is filled by a line of mountain guides,
shoulder to shoulder, and that at about the same moment each exclaims

It’s light enough to read by.

That surprising fact might have many effects—but it could not bring it about
that Max and Simone had, after all, said the same thing as one another.

But in that case—this was the nub of the argument—an embarrassing
question arises: Exactly how many distinct things were said between the
summit and Chamonix? Since—it was alleged—no answer can be given
to such a question, we should settle for the view that there is but a single
assertion in the case. But that is an absurd inference: if there is no answer
to the question ‘How many?’, it does not follow that ‘One’ is the best
answer—it follows that ‘One’ is a false answer. In any case, there is surely
at least one true answer to the question, namely ‘At least one, and at most
as many as there were asserters.” Further than that, there is nothing to say
in a general way. But then why should there be? Different cases may call for
different answers; and in some cases, any answer will be more or less arbitrary
(and what is wrong with that?).

What goes for the guides of Chamonix goes, mutatis mutandis, for the
beliefs of the French metic.

Here is a second remark about those cases. An American simultaneously
phoned a friend in Paris and a friend in Rome and asked each: “What's
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the weather like in Europe?’. It was raining in Paris and fine in Rome. The
honest Roman answered ‘It’s glorious summer weather—just right for a visit
to Europe’, and the subtle Parisian murmured “Wonderful, wonderful —just
the weather for a visit to Europe.” They answered the same question, and
they gave the same answer: they made the same assertion, each said the same
assertible. So was not one and the same assertion true in Rome and false in
Paris? Well, what colour is a zebra? White? No. Black? No. A zebra is black
and white, in stripes. So, too, for the European weather. The right answer
to the American question was: ‘Fine in parts and rainy in parts.” The answer
‘Fine’ was, at best, true in parts, a curate’s egg; and anyone who dislikes the
notion of partial truth will insist that the answer ‘Fine’ was false.

So too with time. On Wednesday, someone asked me what the weather
was like this week. It was raining hard on Wednesday, and so I said: ‘It’s
raining.” Someone else asked me the same thing on Thursday, when the sun
was shining. Wishing to discourage him from coming to Paris, I said: ‘It’s
raining.” I answered the same question twice, and I gave the same answer
each time—1I said one assertible on two occasions. Was that assertible true
on Wednesday and false on Thursday? No: it was, at best, true in parts—that
is to say, it was false.

In general, where at first blush it seems plausible to find a single assertible
which has different truth-values at different times or in different places, at
second blush things are seen to lie otherwise: either there is a single assertible,
and it is false, or else there are two or more assertibles with different truth-
values. Sometimes the one option commends itself, sometimes the other, and
sometimes the choice appears to be arbitrary. But it is never obligatory to opt
for a change of truth-value.

When the doctors prognosticate repeatedly about Henry, have they asserted
one thing several times or have they made a succession of different assertions?
It all depends. Suppose that you ask, at 4.00, about Henry’s prospects and
they say, tetchily,

We've already told you twice that he’s on the way out:
then they have repeated themselves. Suppose they reply, apologetically,

This time we’re sure: he’s not long for this world:
then they have said something new.

If they have not repeated themselves, then there is no question of any
assertible changing its truth-value. So suppose that they have repeated
themselves. Could their assertible have been first false and then true? Imagine
that Henry died at 4.05: was the assertible not false on the first couple of
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occasions and true on the third? No: the doctors simply have a generous idea
of how soon is soon.

But it must be allowed that there are some cases which resist this sort of
treatment. When I assured my daughter on the Sunday morning that I'd be
there on Saturday, I repeated myself—at least, I took myself to be repeating
myself—for the nth time. Yet what I had earlier said was true and what
I said on Sunday was false. The doctors, failing to notice that Henry had
died, assert for the third time that he will very soon be dead. They repeat
themselves. What they said on its three occasions of utterance was true, then
true, then false.

Of course, there is something strange about those cases. In May 2004 1
reminded a Parisian friend that the Queen of England would pay a State visit
to France in 2004. He said that Her Majesty had already done so—in April.
I had muddled things up. It wasn’t a linguistic muddle—it wasn’t as though
(to take an example from Apollonius Dyscolus) I had said ‘Her Majesty will
be here yesterday.” In any event, in uttering the sentence ‘Her Majesty will
make a State visit this year’, surely I made an assertion? And surely I didn’t
make a true assertion. (For I said something about the future, and what I said
did not come to pass.) Did I make a false assertion? You might be reluctant
to say Yes—or at least, to say Yes and nothing more. But you must either
say that I made a false assertion or else that I made an assertion which was
neither true nor false.

The strangeness of the two cases I have just rehearsed, in which assertibles
allegedly change their truth-values, derives from the fact that when they are
alleged to be false their alleged falsity is like the alleged falsity of my remark
about the State visit. Perhaps the assertions are indeed false but are not
repetitions of the earlier assertions? The doctors and I took ourselves to be
repeating ourselves—in fact we were saying something new. Or perhaps the
assertions are true rather than false? They are, as it were, dislocated—but
they are dislocated truths. Or perhaps nothing was asserted at all? Suppose I
had said to my daughter on Sunday morning

I promise to be there on Saturday.

Would I have made a promise? You might well say No. So when I said

I’ll be there on Saturday
why think that I have made an assertion?

Whatever is to be said about such examples, they are rare and exotic; and
you should not build an ornithological theory on the basis of a few rare

birds.
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DOUBLE TIME

The queer cases aside, are not time and place on the same footing so far
as truth and falsity are concerned? There is a consideration which I have
thus far suppressed and which appears to differentiate pertinently between
temporal indexing and spatial indexing—and indeed between time and any
other index.

Any sentence which appears to express a located truth (or falsity) seems to
be equivalent to—or just a funny way of saying the same as—some sentence
which expresses an unlocated truth (or falsity). For example,

I’s true here that the hornbeams are breaking
is only an odd way of saying that

I’s true that the hornbeams are breaking here.

In general, it is true (or false) at such-and-such a location that so-and-so if
and only if it is true (or false) that so-and-so at such-and-such a location.
Any locative adverb attached to the prefix ‘It is true (false) that...” may be
removed from the prefix into the ‘that’ clause. And the ‘that’ clause is plainly
its proper home.

The same does not go for temporal adverbs. To be sure, in some cases you
may shunt without change of sense. For example,

I’s still true that Balliol is the centre of the turning world
seems to be equivalent to

I¢’s true that Balliol’s still the centre of the turning world.

But there is no general equivalence of that sort; and that is because the ‘that’
clause may itself contain a temporal adverb. If you try to shunt the adverb in

It’s true now that it’'s Monday tomorrow
you get:

I¢’s true that it’'s now Monday tomorrow.

That is a barbarism; for a single clause cannot coherently contain two
mutually inconsistent temporal adverbs.

Just as there is no place for two such temporal adverbs in the ‘that’ clause, so
the ‘that’ clause cannot contain two distinct time-indicating tenses. If the tense
of the verb in ‘It’s true that ...” has a temporal sense, and if you try to shunt it
into the subordinate clause, then you will have a clause with a time too many.

Locative indexes are in this respect different from temporal indexes. To be
sure,
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I’s true that it’s raining here there
is odd in the same way as

I’s true that it’s now Monday tomorrow
is odd. Doubling up incompatible places is as bad as doubling up incompatible
times. But there is a difference. For whereas

I¢’s true now that i’s Monday tomorrow
is perfectly intelligible,

I¢’s true here that it’s raining there
is simple nonsense. In other words, sentences of the form ‘It’s true that such-
and-such’ allow only one locative index (or one compatible set of locative
indexes); but they allow two distinct temporal indexes.

I think that there is a pertinent difference there between time and place; but
the argument I have just rehearsed limps—indeed, it limps with both feet.

First look at the temporal foot. Perhaps the sentence

I¢’s true that it’s now Monday tomorrow
looks rum—not the sort of thing any true-born Englishman would readily
utter. But looks are deceptive. ‘Is it my birthday tomorrow?” asks the infant,
again and again. ‘Not yet, not yet’ is the parental reply—until at last:

Yes—now it’s your birthday tomorrow.

There’s nothing odd about that, even though a single clause contains a pair
of conflicting temporal indicators.

Nor—more evidently—is there any general difhiculty about shunting a
time-indicating verbal tense from a prefix into a subordinate clause: after all,
the verb in the clause may thereby come to have a compound tense. If you
push a future into a perfect, for example, you get a future perfect, so that the
sentence

I¢'1l soon be true that we’ve been married forty years,
in which the first verb refers to the future and the second is in the past tense,
may be deemed equivalent to

I¢’s true that we'll soon have been married forty years,
where the first verb has a timeless present tense and the second verb is in the
future perfect. Or again, there is the future imperfect:

It was always true that he’d come to a sticky end
is equivalent to

I¢’s true that he was always going to come to a sticky end.

There are other compound tenses on offer; and more can be manufactured

ad lib.
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(I use ‘compound tense’ loosely: English—unlike Greek and Latin— has
no genuine compound tenses. What Greek and Latin do by compounding,
English does by calling in auxiliaries: ‘will have been married’ is a sequence
of four verbs, not a single compound verb. But that does not affect the point
at issue.)

Nevertheless, if compound tenses may coherently unite incompatible time
indications, how can doubled temporal adverbs fail to perturb when they
are inconsistent with one another? Why does the inconsistency not make
the sentences themselves inconsistent? The answer, I suppose, is that the two
adverbs are not competing for the same grammatical position: while one of
them is a genuine adverb, which modifies the finite verb in the sentence, the
other is a sentential adverb, which governs the whole of the sentence to which
it is attached. The syntactic structure of

Now it’s your birthday tomorrow
is like the structure of

At last, it’s your birthday tomorrow
or

Mercifully, it’s your birthday tomorrow.

The structure might be indicated thus:

Now [it’s your birthday tomorrow].

That is to say, when you shunt an adverb into the subordinate clause, it
becomes—sometimes at least—a sentential adverb.

If a shunted adverb does not make for a complex or double adverb,
then should not something similar happen when a tense is shunted into the
subordinate clause? Suppose I say:

One day it will be true that there will be a sea-battle tomorrow.

Shunting (both of the adverb and of the tense) produces

I’s true that one day there will be going to be a sea-battle tomorrow.

You may call ‘will be going to be’ a future future if you like. But perhaps the
correct way to parse the clause is this:

FUT [there will be a battle tomorrow]

—where ‘FUT’ represents a free-floating future tense, or rather a free-floating
future time-indicator.

But tenses and time-indicators do not float free: they need a verbal anchor.
And so the tense or time-indicator must be supplied with a verb. Fortunately,
there is a familiar dummy to hand: ‘be the case that’. So

FUT [there will be a battle tomorrow]



60 Truth

becomes

It will be the case that there will be a battle tomorrow.

And so on. Now if that is right, are not time and place, despite the
phenomenon of double time, on a par? For timed truth may be eliminated in
much the same way as located truth was eliminated. Just as

It is-PLACED true that so-and-so
is equivalent to, and a poor substitute for,

It is-PLACELESS true that so-and-so PLACED,

)

It is-TIMED true that so-and-so
is equivalent to

It is-TIMELESS true that it is-TIMED the case that so-and-so.

And to make it perfectly clear that the ascription of truth is timeless, why
not eliminate the tensed verb in the sentential prefix ‘It is true that...” and
rewrite ‘It is-TIMELESS true that...” as “Truly,...”?

Allow all that to be true: is there not still a difference between time
and place? For whereas there are doubled times, surely there are no
doubled places. Of course, if that is so, it doesn’t imply that there is
a further difference between time and place, or that assertibles and say-
ings may carry different truth-values at different times but not at different
places. For nothing at all is implied about the possibility of change in
truth-value. Nonetheless, it does seem to follow that—in at least one
respect—time indexing is different from place indexing; and to that
extent the ancient prejudice which put time and place in distinct com-
partments.

And yet not even that seems to be true.57 Consider again the other, spatial,
foot. I said that the sentence

I’s true that it’s raining here there
is mere nonsense; and perhaps it is. But double places are not, in general,
absurdities. Take

I¢’s true here that it’s raining 50 km to the south.

That seems to be perfectly respectable—and so does, say,

I¢’s true in Paris that Oxford is a long way away.

Things of that sort can be invented at the drop of a hat. And if you want,
you can do some shunting on them, to produce

I¢’s true that, here, it’s raining 50 km to the south

57 For what follows I am indebted to Susanne Bobzien.
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I’s true that, in Paris, Oxford is a long way away
Place and time limp along foot in foot.

CHANGE AND CAUSATION

If truth is not timed, then truth-bearers cannot change their truth-values,
and much of the little which ancient philosophers say or imply about truth
and falsity is wrong. Some critics have urged that things are even worse than
that: there is an inconsistency within the ancient texts—or at least, there is
an inconsistency within Chrysippus’ thought. For he cannot coherently both
maintain his causal account of truth and falsity and also allow that some
assertibles change their truth-value. Take the sentence

Nine bean-rows will I plant there,
and suppose—in line with Chrysippus’ notions—that in uttering that
sentence I might assert something which is true in March and false in May.
(I planted the things in April, and I have no intention of doing anything
like that again.) Then, according to Chrysippus, in February—and indeed
at any and every earlier time—the world contained causal harbingers of the
truth of the assertible and also causal harbingers of its falsity. And that is
absurd.

Worse, inasmuch as there were, in February, causal harbingers of the future
planting, then it was true in February that I would plant the beans, and
inasmuch as there were, in February, causal harbingers of my planting no
more, then it was false in February that I would plant the beans. So it was
both true and false, in February, that I would plant the nine rows. And that
is not merely absurd—it is a contradiction.

But it isn’t. There were, in February, causal harbingers of the fact that, at
some time in the future, I would do some serious gardening; and there were,
in February, causal harbingers of the fact that, at some time in the future, I
would lay down my spade for ever. Hence

It was true in February that at some later time I would plant beans,
and also

It was true in February that at some later time I would not plant beans.
There is no whiff of contradiction there, and Chrysippus is innocent of the
charge brought against him.

But innocence is bought at a price, and Chrysippus will be presented with
a steep bill. The Stoics, according to Sextus,
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say that opposites are items the one of which exceeds the other by a negation. For
example

It is day—It is not day.
For the assertible ‘It is not day’ exceeds ‘It is day’ by a negation, namely ‘not’, and is
for that reason opposite to it.

(M viu1 89)38

So the two assertibles

I will plant beans,
and

I will not plant beans
form an opposed or contradictory couple; and two contradictory assertibles
cannot both be true at the same time. But those two assertibles can both be
true at the same time.

The case of the once and future bean-planter is not in the least
recherché—nor is the point which it makes peculiar to future assertibles.
Suppose that you ask me if [ was in France last month: I shall answer truly
Yes. Suppose you ask me if I was in England last month: I shall again answer
truly Yes. But when I'm in England I'm not in France, so it seems that I have
implicitly asserted that

I was in France last month and I was not in France last month.

So I have contradicted myself.

When the Parisian said to the American that the weather in Europe was
fine, then he intended to assert—mendaciously— that it was fine throughout
Europe. When I say that I was in France last month, then if I mean to assert
that I was there throughout the month, I contradict myself if I also assert
that I was in England last month. But if—what is far more likely—1I mean
to say that I was in France at some time in the last month, then there is no
contradiction in the air. For what I have implicitly asserted is that

Some time during last month I was in France and some time during last
month I was not in France.

That has the general form:
Something is such-and-such and something is not such-and-such,
and that is not a contradictory form.
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In the case of the European weather, I claimed that either one thing was
asserted and it was false or else two different things were asserted and one
was true and the other false. In the case of my joint residence in France and
England, I suggest, something similar is to be said.

It is tempting— perhaps it is even true—to suggest that there is a sort of
syntactical ambiguity in

I wasn’t in France.

On the one hand, it might be construed as the result of putting

I am not in France
into the past, thus:

pAST [I am not in France]

On the other hand, it might be construed as the result of negating

I was in France,
thus

Not [I was in France].

In other words, its structure might be analysed as

PAST [not [I am in France]]
or as

Not [pasT [I am in France]]

The latter, but not the former, contradicts

I was in France
—both in fact and in Stoic theory. It is the former, not the latter, which I
intended to assert.

In the course of a long and convoluted discussion of negation, Alexander
reports that—according to his unnamed adversaries—

‘Socrates died’ has two senses: in one, it is compounded from the name ‘Socrates’
and the verb ‘died’, and in that sense it is false; in the other, it is inflected as a whole
from ‘Socrates dies’, and in that sense it is true.

(in APr 403.14-18)%°

Past assertibles, according to the view which Alexander reports and rejects,
have two construals, and there is a difference of sense between the two which
may induce a difference of truth-value.

Socrates died
may be construed as
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PAST [Socrates [dies]]
or else as

Socrates [pasT [dies]]

That is at least comparable to the suggestion about

I wasn’t in France
which I have just canvassed. Chrysippus and his followers ought to have
offered some reflections along those lines. Perhaps they did.

But if Chrysippus follows, or should follow, that line of thought, will he
not discover another threat to the possibility of changing truth-values? Return
to Innisfree. The idea was something like this: what I may assert by uttering

I shall plant nine bean-rows,
was true in March and false in May. But if it is false in May, then in May

I shall not plant nine bean-rows
is true. But that assertible—or so I have just argued—was true well before
May: it did not need to wait in order to become true, and it did not change
its truth-value.

That conclusion may sound plausible; but Chrysippus need not accept it.
For what exactly is supposed to become true in May, when

I shall plant nine bean-rows,
becomes false? Well, of course, it is:

I shall not plant nine bean-rows.

But that may be parsed in two ways:

Not [rut [I plant beans]]
and

FUT [not [I plant beans]].

What was true all along was the latter, not the former. What becomes true in
May, according to Chrysippus, is the former and not the latter.

The suggestion that negated future assertibles may be taken in either of two
ways does not provide a new reason for denying—against Chrysippus—that
they may change their truth-value. Rather the contrary. But the old reasons
remain.

TWO PRINCIPLES OF DEFLATION

Before I turn, at last, to my third question—How did Chrysippus try to
persuade us to accept his bivalent thesis?—there is one other topic to be
addressed. Most philosophers who have thought about truth have espoused

some such principle as:
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It is true that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so.
The principle has a common-law partner:

It is false that so-and-so if and only if not so-and-so.
I shall call those two propositions the principles of deflation; for if the
principles are taken as definitions, or as tantamount to definitions, then
they represent what has been called the deflationist theory of truth and of
falsity. (Or the redundancy theory—but the word ‘redundant’ is inept.) Of
course, you may subscribe to the principles without thinking that they have
a definitional status.

There are adumbrations of the principles in Plato. For example, in the
Cratylus there is this little exchange:

—Now tell me, you talk of saying what is true and of saying what is false?—1I
do.—Then there are true sayings and false sayings?— Certainly.—Now isn’t a
saying true if it says what is as it is and false if it says what is as it isn’t?— Yes.

(Crat 385B)¢0

A saying is true if and only if things are as it says they are, false if and only if
things aren’t as it says they are.

In his essay on truth in Book Theta of the Mezaphysics, Aristotle claims,
inter alia, that

on the side of the objects this [viz being true or false] lies in their being compounded
or divided, so that he who thinks that what is divided is divided and what is
compounded compounded thinks truly, and he who holds things contrarily to the
objects thinks falsely.

(Met 1051b1-5)61

Setting aside the notions of composition and division, which are inessential
to the argument and incoherent in themselves, and supposing that Aristotle
intends to offer an equivalence rather than a simple conditional, we shall
arrive at something like this:

Someone thinks truly if and only if he thinks that so-and-so and it is the
case that so-and-so,

and:
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Someone thinks falsely if and only if he thinks that so-and-so and it is not
the case that so-and-so.

A similar pair of equivalences may be dug out of a passage in the Caregories
which has already been cited in another context:

That there is a man converts, in respect of implication of being, with the true saying
about it; for if there is a man, then the saying by which we say that there is a man is
true; and the converse too: if the saying by which we say that there is a man is true,
then there is a man. But the true saying is not in any way cause of the being of the
object: rather, the object seems to be in a way cause of its being true—for a saying is
said to be true or false by virtue of the object’s being or not being,.

(Cat 14b14-22)
That is to say:

A saying is true if and only if in uttering it you may say that so-and-so,
and it is the case that so-and-so.

And—implicitly—

A saying is false if and only if in uttering it you may say that so-and-so and
it is not the case that so-and-so.

In other words, the Categories does for saying what the Metaphysics does for
thinking.

Those Aristotelian propositions are not the principles of deflation. But
they are neighbouring principles, and they suggest that Aristotle would have
accepted the two principles of deflation. A few further Aristotelian passages
could be added to complete the dossier (I shall quote one of them later on);
and together they present what is sometimes called Aristotle’s theory of truth.
It may be doubted if they are sufficiently meaty to merit the name of a theory;
but that is another matter.

Later ancient philosophers scarcely go beyond Aristotle. Epicurus, for
example,

said that all perceptibles are true and existent—for there was no difference between
saying that something is true and saying that it holds. Hence it is that, delineating the
true and the false, ‘True’, he says, ‘is what is as it is said to be’, and—he says— ‘false
is what is not as it is said to be’.

(Sextus, M viir 9)62
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There is no difference between being true and being, or between being true
and holding—no difference, we may say, between being true and being the
case. It seems that Epicurus is suggesting that

It is true that so-and-so when and only when it is the case that so-and-so.
Moreover, he is suggesting that deflationary equivalence, if not as a definition
of truth, then at least as a quasi-definition or delineation.

But on a closer look, it will be seen that the text does not express the
equivalence; for it alludes, and the equivalence does not allude, to the way in
which something is said to be. A very close look—a myopic look—suggests
that the text says this:

It is true that so-and-so if and only if it is said to be the case that so-and-so
and it is the case that so-and-so.

That entails that if it is true that so-and-so then someone has said that so-and-
so—and hence that there are no untold truths. But that is absurd; and pre-
sumably Epicurus said, or meant, or meant to say, something more like this:

It is said truly that so-and-so if and only if it is said that so-and-so and it is
the case that so-and-so.

That is close to Aristotle, and it suggests that Epicurus, like Aristotle, would
have accepted the principles of deflation.

No surviving text ascribes to Chrysippus any view about truth and falsity;
but Sextus does say something about the Stoics in general:

The Stoics say that some perceptible items and some thinkable items are true,
the perceptible items being so not directly but by reference to the thinkable items
associated with them. For according to the Stoics, what holds and is opposed to
something is true and what does not hold and is opposed to something is false—and
that, being an incorporeal assertible, is a thinkable item.

(M v 10)63

The purpose of the passage is to argue that, for the Stoics, the primary bearers
of truth-values are not perceptible objects but thinkable items. The argument,
in the case of truth, might be put like this:

If something is true, then it holds and is opposed to something.
If something holds and is opposed to something, then it is an assertible.
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Assertibles are thinkable items.
Hence: If something is true, then it is a thinkable item.

It is a strange piece of reasoning, not least because its conclusion appears to
be far stronger than the Stoics want. I suppose that it was invented by Sextus
(or rather, by his sceptical source). But no doubt it was put together from
Stoic cloth.

In any event, it is only the first premiss of the argument which concerns
me here. I have stated it thus:

If something is true, then it holds and is opposed to something.

But the Greek text—or rather, my translation of the Greek text—says “What
holds and is opposed to something is true’; and that seems to state not the
premiss of the argument, but rather its converse—namely:

If something holds and is opposed to something, then it is true.

However, that proposition will not serve the needs of the argument; and
I suppose that Sextus’ Greek in fact means to express neither of the two
conditional propositions on the table but rather the equivalence which
amounts to their conjunction, thus:

Something is true if and only if it holds and is opposed to something.

(A more accurate and less idiomatic English translation would run: “True is
what holds and is opposed to something...".) If the remark about truth is
an equivalence, then so too is the parallel remark about falsity; and Sextus
doubtless means to suggest that the equivalences—which he repeats with
only the most trivial of variations at M vii1 85 and 88—are definitions, or at
least delineations, of what truth and falsity, according to the Stoics, really are.
However that may be, the first premiss of the argument at A/ viir 10 follows
immediately from the equivalence about truth.

But what does the first premiss mean? I think that the two conjuncts in
its consequent are logically independent of one another: in other words, if
something holds, it does not follow that it is opposed to something; and if
something is opposed to something, it does not follow that it holds. The
second of those two independences is actually in the text; for since what
is false is opposed to something and yet does not hold, being opposed to
something does not imply holding. The first of the two independences is
not in the text; and you might coherently imagine that being opposed to
something was not an independent item but rather a presupposition of
holding (and also of not holding)—a presupposition which, for some reason
or another, the Stoics wanted to make explicit. But although that is coherent,
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I cannot invent any plausible reason for thinking it to be true; and so I
suppose that holding and being opposed to something are two independent
conditions.

Take, then, take the second of the two conditions, ‘it is opposed to
something’. The word ‘avrkeiuevor’ in Greek may be used as generously as
‘opposite” in English: the best translation is perhaps ‘counterpart’. But the
Stoics, as I have already noticed, also gave the word a restricted sense: two
items are opposites—according to their stipulative definition—if and only
if one of them is the other prefixed by a governing negation; if and only if
one of them says that so-and-so and the other says that it is not the case that
so-and-so. It is reasonable to think that the term ‘opposite’ bears that Stoic
sense in our text. In that case, something is opposed to something if and
only if it is a complete sayable of some variety. Thus the second conjunct
will ensure that any truth is a sayable, and a complete sayable. But it will not
ensure that it is an assertible; for the complete sayable might be an oath or a
question or a command, and so on.

The first conjunct, ‘it holds [07rdpxet]’, ought then to pick out assertibles
from other complete sayables. The verb ‘hold’ has several pertinent uses.
Thus both the Aristotelians and the Stoics, despite the differences between
their respective views of predication, will say that a predicate holds of its
subject. Again, the verb can be used of propositions or assertibles, so that
the proposition or assertible that Socrates is seated holds just when Socrates
is seated. At first glance, those familiar facts lead to an embarrassment. For
on the one hand, the usage in which ‘hold’ is said of predicates cannot
be relevant to the premiss of the Sextan argument inasmuch as we need
something to distinguish assertibles from other complete sayables; and on the
other hand, the usage in which ‘hold’ is said of assertibles would make the
second conjunct in the premiss otiose.

But the embarrassment can be avoided. Although the verb ‘hold” has two
uses, it does not have two senses, one of them a relational sense which applies
to predicates and their subjects and the other an absolute sense which applies
to assertibles. The verb ‘hold’ is syntactically multi-placed: you may say ‘x
holds’ and also ‘x holds of y’ (and perhaps ‘x holds of y for ', and so on). But
despite its different syntaxes, the verb ‘hold” has a single sense. Thus ‘it holds’
may be said both of complete sayables and also of incomplete sayables. And
since the only complete sayables which hold (or fail to hold) are assertibles,
‘it holds” in our text will serve to separate assertibles from other complete
sayables.
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The function which—if I am right—is performed by the condition ‘it is
opposed to something’, might be performed in various other ways; and if the
crucial thing is to ensure that the equivalences advert both to holding and
to complete sayables, then perhaps the simplest and least misleading way of
expressing them is this:

[t is true that so-and-so if and only if it holds that so-and-so.

It is false that so-and-so if and only if it does not hold that so-and-so.
Those two propositions are very close to my two principles of defla-
tion—closer than anything in Aristotle or in Epicurus.

They are not quite the same as the principles. The principle for truth was

It is true that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so.

The corresponding Stoic proposition is

It is true that so-and-so if and only if it holds that so-and-so.

The Stoic proposition has ‘holds that so-and-so” where the principle has the
simple ‘so-and-so’. The propositions which I ascribed to Aristotle and to
the Epicureans similarly had ‘it is the case that so-and-so’ rather than just
‘so-and-so’. The difference is not a trifle, and the presence of the dummy
verbs ‘hold’ and ‘be the case’ is not pleonastic.

For the deflationary principles, as I have formulated them, tacitly suppose
that truth and falsity are not timed. What happens to the principles if that
supposition is rejected? One easy suggestion is this: perhaps the time in the
prefix ‘It is true that ... is simply picked up by the time in whatever sentence
replaces ‘so-and-so’? In that case, a past instance of the first principle will be

It was true that polygamy was deemed a sin if and only if polygamy was
deemed a sin.

A future instance:

It will be true that I shall plant nine bean-rows if and only if I shall plant
nine bean-rows.

And so on.

But the principle will then lose its universality, since it will yield nothing
of the forms

It will be true that polygamy was deemed a sin if and only if ...
or

It is true that I shall plant nine bean-rows if and only if ...
In general, if the principle supposes that the time in ‘It is true that...” picks
up the time in ‘so-and-so’, then the principle will not apply to any cases in
which those two times differ.
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A second suggestion invites us to ignore any differences of time in ‘It is
true that...”. Let the principle say something like:

When and only when it is true that so-and-so, then so-and-so.
In that case,

It will be true that polygamy was deemed a sin if and only if polygamy was
deemed a sin

and

It is true that I shall plant nine bean-rows if and only if I shall plant nine
bean-rows.

But then on this second suggestion the principles will rule out any possibility
of a change in truth-values. Given that

It was true that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so
and

It will be true that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so,
then it follows that

It was true that so-and-so if and only if it will be true that so-and-so.
That argument is readily generalized to cover the present as well, and it is
readily transferred from ‘It is true that...” to ‘It is false that ... .

That second suggestion, which outlaws change in truth-value, has some-
times been ascribed to Carneades. According to Cicero—in a passage which
I have already quoted—Carneades asked:

What could the god himself have looked at in order to predict that Marcellus— the
Marcellus who was three times consul—would die at sea? That was indeed true from
all eternity, but it had no active causes.

(fat xiv 32)

Carneades rejects the Chrysippean view that it is true at a given time that
such-and-such if and only if there are, at that time, causal harbingers or causal
traces that such-and-such—eternal truth does not require eternal chains of
causation. So surely he is suggesting that, say,

It was true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus will die
at sea,
It is true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus will die
at sea,

and
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It will be true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus will die
at sea.

After all, what else could he have had in mind?
Well, there is something else which he could have had in mind. Instead of
the three equivalences which I have just offered him, he might have proposed:

It was true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus was going
to die at sea,

It is true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus is going to
die at sea,

and

It will be true that Marcellus will die at sea if and only if Marcellus will be
going to die at sea.

So construed, Carneades’ proposal does not exclude change in truth-value.
The same proposal—which amounts to a third suggestion for adapting
the deflationary principles to timed truth-values—may be advanced more
conveniently and more perspicuously if we return to the Stoic formulation:
It is true that so-and-so if and only if it holds that so-and-so.
For the dummy verb ‘hold’ carries, trivially, a tense, and the tense may be
taken (non-trivially) to indicate a time. We may then say, simply enough,
that the time indicated by ‘It is true that ...” marches with the time indicated
by ‘it holds that...’: the time indicated by ‘so-and-so’ is irrelevant—and
there is no need to look for subtle modifications of the tense of the verb in
‘so-and-so’.
And so it may be concluded that the two ancient principles of deflation
could be stated as follows:

It is true at a given time that so-and-so if and only if it holds at that time
that so-and-so.

It is false at a given time that so-and-so if and only if it does not hold at
that time that so-and-so.

Those principles were accepted by Plato, by Aristotle, by Epicurus, by the
Stoics; and no doubt by everyone else. Not that they were argued for or
advanced in triumph—rather, they were presuppositions which went without
argument and generally without saying.

Why so? The modern principles of deflation, it is true, are generally
taken to be evident: to be sure, the semantic paradoxes require them to be
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formulated with more circumspection than I have accorded them; to be sure,
there is a dispute about whether or not the deflationary principles serve to
define truth and falsity. (It is true that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so: is
that really all ye know on earth and all ye need to know?) But such details
apart, who could question the principles? Who could conceivably suggest
that perhaps it is raining and yet not true that it’s raining, or that perhaps it
is true that it is raining and yet it’s not raining?

But suppose that you are dubious about bivalence: then won’t you be
equally dubious about the principles of deflation? You will no doubt accept
conditional versions of the principles, namely:

If either it is true that so-and-so or it is false that so-and-so, then it is true
that so-and-so if and only if so-and-so and it is false that so-and-so if and
only if not so-and-so.

But what if it is neither true nor false that so-and-so? Suppose, for example,
you think that certain sorts of vague assertible have no truth-value—that
such items are assessed by criteria different from the canons of truth and
falsity. Then you will deny, say, that

It is true that France is a hexagon
and you will nonetheless happily assert that

France is a hexagon.

You might, if you were audacious enough, assert that

France is a hexagon—but it’s not true that France is a hexagon.

A sceptic about bivalence is not obliged to follow that road; but it seems to
me to be a road which he might naturally think to follow—and it is not an
evident cul-de-sac.

That being so, why did no ancient adversar