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THE STOIC ANALYSIS OF TENSE AND OF PLURAL
PROPOSITIONS IN SEXTUS EMPIRICUS,
ADVERSUS MATHEMATICOS x 99

Adversus Mathematicos (M.) X is the second book dedicated by Sextus to the
discussion of the physical doctrines put forward by dogmatic philosophers. An
extensive section (M. x 85-120) deals with Diodorus Cronus’ arguments concerning
movement.

M. X 99 occurs within the report of a debate on motion and time between Diodorus
and some unnamed opponents. The passage is probably corrupt (as was already
noticed by Heintz) and contains some observations on plural propositions and tense
which have not yet been satisfactorily explained. In this paper I argue that Diodorus’
critics are Stoics, propose a new emendation of the text, and attempt a plausible
account of the remarks on plural propositions and tense. Thereby some light is shed
on a hitherto unexplored region of Stoic logic.*

I. THE CONTEXT

After recording two arguments of Diodorus’ in support of the thesis that nothing is
moving (kweirar) but something has moved (kexivnrai) (M. x 85-90), Sextus sets
down five objections to these arguments (M. x 90-6). According to the first
objection, a perfective proposition (such as ‘ This has moved’) cannot be true at some
time if the corresponding continuative proposition (such as ‘ This is moving’) is never
true (M. x 90-2) (‘perfective’ and ‘continuative’ translate cuvvredesrikdv and
TAPATATIKOV).

Sextus reports also some answers to these objections (M. x 97-111). The reply to
the first objection (M. x 97-102) he attributes to Diodorus himself. It consists of three
examples which are supposed to show that a perfective proposition may be true at
some time even if the corresponding continuative proposition is never true. In the first
example, Diodorus imagines that 4 married at one time and B married one year later.
Then the perfective proposition ‘These men have married’ (formulated while 4 and
B are being indicated) is now true, but the corresponding continuative proposition
‘These men are marrying’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated) is never
true: when 4 was marrying, B wasn’t marrying yet, and when B was marrying,
A wasn’t marrying any more, so that at both times ‘These men are marrying’
(formulated while 4 and B are being indicated) was false (its falsity at other times is
trivial).

M. x 99 contains a criticism of this answer by Diodorus.

II. WHO ARE DIODORUS’ CRITICS?

The terminology employed in M. x 99 strongly suggests that Diodorus is being
criticised by the Stoics (cf. Frede [1978: 306]). For Stoic logicians often use the noun
mpdyua (‘object’) to denote meanings (see S. E. M. vii 12; D. L. v 57; Mates
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[1953-61: 134]). Also dudiBoAia (‘ambiguity’) belongs to the Stoic logical jargon (see
D. L. v 44, 62, 178 and 193, cf. du¢BoAws in Chrysipp. Quaest. Log., PHerc. 307
col. x1 14-15 and D. L. vt 47 and du¢iBolos in Gal. Capt. x1v 595, 16 Kiihn, S. E.
M. 1x 136 and D. H. Comp. 1v 21, 76, 14 Aujac-Lebel). Even for xara meplAnyw
(‘containing’), which has the form xard+accusative of an abstract noun and is
equivalent to weptAymrikds, there are Stoic parallels: kara ovvaywysjy (‘valid’, or
‘deductive’) is used interchangeably with suvaxTikds (see S. E. P. 1 135; 143; 170;
M. v 314; 385); mepidmus, mepldnmrikds and mepilauBdvw occur in passages
reporting logical theories of the Stoics (see S. E. M. x1 9; 29-30; D. L. v 60);
Chrysippus (Quaest. Log., PHerc. 307 col. x 9-10) uses mepietApuuéva déidpata
(‘contained propositions’).

Chrysippus criticised Diodorus on points of modal logic and of theory of meaning
(see Cic. Fat. 12-13; 15; Epict. Diss. 11 19, 1-9; Gell. x1 12, 1-3, cf. Cic. Ac. 1 143).
He also wrote works About Singular and Plural Expressions in six books and About
Perfective Propositions in two books (see D. L. vi1 192; 190). Chrysippus’ interest in
singulars and plurals shows also in some fragments of his Logical Investigations (see
PHerc. 307 fr. 1 4-7; coll. 1 13; 15-26; u 21-6; vi 8-9; 11; 13-35; vi1 9-22). The
passages preserved in columns vi and vii deal with expressions like uérepos, Tovrovs
TumTwv and S)os, i.e. expressions which from the point of view of grammar are
singular but have meanings involving the idea of a multiplicity of objects: Chrysippus
discussed the question whether such expressions must be considered singular or plural
(cf. Schol. in Dionys. Thr. 230, 3-9; 545, 18-25; Simpl. in Cat. 160, 27-8). Further
passages proving that Chrysippus studied the problem of pluralsare S. E. M. x1 11-13
(analysed and partly translated below, section VIII), Schol. in Hom. Il.1129,147 Erbse
and Var. L. x 59. The Stoic attack of S. E. M. x 99, to which Sextus reports no answer
by Diodorus, could have taken place after Diodorus’ death — its author might be
Chrysippus.

According to Marrone [1984: 421-3] Chrysippus applies ‘singular’ and ‘plural’ not
to predicates and propositions, i.e. meanings, but only to linguistic expressions. This
interpretation is supported by a passage of the Logical Investigations (PHerc. 307 col. 11
21-6) which contains an argument concluding that there are no plural predicates.
This is an unreliable ground, because the previous lines (col. 1 10-21) contain two
similar arguments concluding, respectively, that there are no past tense predicates nor
past tense propositions and that there are no passive predicates: but Chrysippus’
work About What Is Said with Tense in two books (D. L. vit 190) is listed among
treatises concerning propositions (cf. Plu. Soll. Anim. m1 961¢), and from Diogenes
Laertius (vi1 64) we learn that, according to orthodox Stoic logic, some predicates are
passive. Perhaps in the passage of the Logical Investigations mentioned above
Chrysippus is exposing objections to his own doctrine or is rejecting certain particular
theories of plural, passive and past tense predicates or propositions (this of course is
compatible with his acknowledging that there are plural, passive and past tense
predicates or propositions).

Chrysippus certainly applies ‘singular’ and ‘plural’ to linguistic expressions (as is
proved by some of the documents referred to in the second paragraph of this section).
But there is no reason to believe that he applies ‘singular’ and ‘plural’ only to
linguistic expressions, and there are at least two grounds for holding that he applies
them also to meanings: (i) he treats ‘plural’ on a par with passive’ and ‘ past’, which
he probably does apply to meanings; (ii) according to Porphyry (quoted by Amm. in
Int. 44, 23-32), the Stoics distinguish predicates from quasi-predicates by pointing out
that predicates are inflected in respect of number, i.e. can be both singular and plural.
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III. THE TEXT

The lines 496, 15-18 Bekker report the Stoic account of the second meaning of an
utterance of the sentence ‘These men have married’. The manuscripts and
Mutschmann read:

érepov 8¢ 16 kata mepidmyy évikod mpdypatos éyxekAyévov dmd Tob ‘olTos Eymuer’ kal
érépov évikod Tod ‘obTos éymuer’, v TAAW évikdv Ta mapataTikd éaTw aAndi, T6 ‘odTos
yapel’ kai 70 ‘ovTos yapei’.

The other meaning contains a singular object, inflected from ‘This man has married’, and

another singular object, i.e. ‘ This man has married’, and the continuative objects corresponding
to these singulars are true, i.e. ‘This man is marrying’ and ‘This man is marrying’.

Suppose this text is sound. Then (according to the Stoics) the second meaning of an
utterance of the sentence ‘These men have married’ contains two singular objects
(mepidpfv évikod mpdypartos ... kai éTépov évikod), i.e. the proposition ‘This man
has married’ and the outcome of the inflection of the proposition ‘This man has
married’. But the inflection here cannot be inflection in respect of number (otherwise
something singular would be the outcome of an inflection in respect of number
performed on something already singular). And it cannot even be tense inflection.
For, as an outcome of a tense inflection of ‘This man has married’, the context
suggests only the continuative proposition ‘ This man is marrying’, so that the second
meaning of an utterance of the sentence ‘ These men have married’ should contain the
perfective singular proposition ‘ This man has married’ and the continuative singular
proposition ‘ This man is marrying’: but this result is excluded by the last part of our
passage, where ‘This man is marrying’ is described as the continuative proposition
corresponding to the singulars contained in the second meaning of the utterance. Once
inflection in respect of number and tense inflection have been excluded, of what kind
could the inflection of ‘ This man has married’ be? This difficulty prompts us to think
that the text of our passage is corrupt (cf. Heintz [1932: 230] and Hiilser [1987-8:
1002})).

Heintz suggests two corrections: (i) 76 xarda mepidnpw [évikod mpdyparos]
éykekAypévov amd (évikod mpdypaTos) Tod ‘oUTos éynuer’ kai éTépov évikod TOD
‘ovTos éynuev’ (‘ the inclusive one, which is inflected from a singular object, i.e. ““ This
man has married”’, and from another singular object, i.e. “ This man has married”’’);
(if) 70 kara wepidppw (Bvoiv) évikav mpayudTwy éykexAuévov dmod Tod ‘odTos
éynuev’ kai érépov évikod Tob ‘olTos éynuer’ (‘that which contains two singular
objects and is inflected from ““This man has married” and from another singular
object, i.e. “This man has married”’). These emendations have the defect of
presupposing that odroc éymuav is inflected both from the first and from the second
o¥Tos éynuev: but inflection is an operation performed on only one item (for instance,
a plural expression is the outcome of an inflection in respect of number performed on
one singular expression, not on two or more singular expressions).

The expression éyxAlvouar amd occurs in Alexander’s report of a theory which
echoes Stoic doctrines and resembles to some extent the Stoic analysis recorded by S.
E. M. x 99: “““Socrates died”” is ambiguous [8.77dv], and in one sense [...] it is false,
whereas in the other sense it is inflected as a whole from “Socrates is dying”
[éyxéxAirar BAov dmd 1o “ Zwkpdrys dmobjore’] and it is true’ (in APr. 403,
15-18). Here éyxA{vopatr dmd describes tense inflection (cf. Simpl. in Cat. 406, 13-14
and éyxAwa in A. D. Synt. 113, 6). Tense inflection is relevant to the Stoic analysis
reported by S. E. M. x 99: the context is a discussion of the relationship between the
truth conditions of corresponding perfective and continuative propositions, and it
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may be plausibly assumed that perfective propositions are conceived as inflected from
the corresponding continuative propositions (cf. the passage from Alexander
translated above). Hence there are reasons to expect that the expression éyxexAiuévov
and is used in our passage to express tense inflection.

Since it may be plausibly assumed that tense inflection is performed on continuative
propositions and generates perfective propositions (see above), maybe the text of our
passage should be corrected in such a way that éyxexAuyuévov dmd turns out to be used
to say that, the perfective proposition ‘This man has married’ is the outcome of a
tense inflection performed on the continuative proposition ‘ This man is marrying’.
Several emendations are possible which yield this result. A first solution is:

~ T
T0 Kara rrepu\'q(/m/ €VikoD ﬂpa'yp.afos eykem\mevov amd (Tod ‘olTos yauei’y Tod ‘ovTos
éynper’ kai éTépov évikod Tob ‘ovTos Eynuer’

that which contains a singular object, i.e. ‘ This man has married’ (inflected from ‘ This man is
marrying’), and another singular object, i.e. ‘ This man has married’.

For the position of Tod ‘ ovTos éymuev’ at the end of a noun phrase, cf. S. E. M. v
304: 100 mpdhTOU TAVY év adTd Tob ‘nuépa éorw’. The disappearance of Tod ‘odTos
yauei’ from the text might be due to haplography (Sextus’ manuscripts have suffered
similar damage at P. 11 137 and M. viil 416). Another possible correction is:

76 kaTd TEpIANP évikod mpdypaTos éykekAyuévov amo Tob ‘olTos yauei’ kai éTépov évikod
{amd) Tod ‘ovTos yauei’

that which contains a singular object inflected from ‘This man is marrying’, and another
singular object also inflected from ‘This man is marrying’.

In this case we assume two stages in the corruption: first and disappeared, then some
editor transformed the two occurrences of 7ot ‘ o0Tos yauei’ into Tod ‘ odTos Eynuev’.

IV. THE FIRST MEANING OF THE SENTENCE ‘THESE MEN
HAVE MARRIED’

According to the Stoics, if the plural sentence ‘ These men have married’ is uttered
while the persons 4 and B are being indicated, the utterance has two meanings. The
first is a plural proposition which is equal (i.e. equivalent or identical, cf. M. x1 10 and
D. L. vi1 87) to the proposition odrot cuvéynuav.

LSJ translates cuvyyauéw by ‘marry together’ or ‘at the same time’ and refers to
our passage and to two places in alchemic treatises. Accordingly, R. G. Bury renders
‘oUToL cuvéymuav’ in our passage by ‘These men married together’. At least two
arguments may be devised on behalf of this interpretation. First of all, if the first
emendation suggested above is correct, in 496, 16-17 Bekker the Stoics say that the
second meaning of the utterance of the sentence ovTor éymuav contains the singular
propositions odtos éynuev and ovTos éynuev (not ovros éynuev and adry Eymuev):
this strongly suggests that odrot should be rendered by ‘these men’ (rather than by
‘these people’ or ‘these ones’) and that 4 and B are both males (notice that the Stoics
use a0ty or 1de in the formulation of definite propositions concerning women: see
S.E. P.1106; M. vii1 252 ; Alex. Aphr. in APr. 402, 20-6). Since in ancient Greece male
human beings couldn’t marry one another, cuvéynuav should be translated by ‘have
married at the same time’. Secondly, the relation of contemporaneity is relevant to the
argument because the crucial feature of the situation imagined by Diodorus is that 4
and B married at different times.

But we should disregard LSJ)’s suggestion and rather translate o070t cuvéynuar’ in
our passage by ‘These men have married each other’:
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(i) In the alchemic passages referred to by LSJ ovyyauéw describes the ‘marriage’
of one substance with another: ‘Moving the hand beneath the melting pot until the
substances have married each other [éws cvyyaurjowow ai odoiai]’ (Ps. Democr.
Alch. 51, 6 Berthelot); ‘One will find out that copper has been made in such a way
as to have a nature which allows it to marry [pvow éxwv ovyyaueiofai]’ (Zos. Alch.
153, 4-5 Berthelot). In these passages there is no question of contemporary marriages.

(@) LSJ distinguishes three usages of ovyyamos, the adjective and noun
corresponding to the verb cvyyauéw: ‘married’ (with the corresponding noun
‘spouse’), ‘connected by marriage’ and ‘sharing a woman’ (with the corresponding
noun in the plural ‘rival wives of one man’). The first two usages corroborate the
translation of ‘odTo1 cuvéynuar’ in our passage by ‘These men have married each
other’. But the last usage does not corroborate the rendering of ‘ o001 guvéynuar’ by
‘These men have married at the same time’: the prefix ‘cw-> does not indicate
contemporaneity (of marriages), it signifies that two or more individuals bear the
same relation (a marriage-like link) to one same individual.

(iii) If the Stoics wanted to say that the first meaning of the utterance of the
relevant sentence is equal to the proposition ‘These men have married at the same
time’, they would probably have used some unambiguous sentence, e.g. o070t éynuav
dpa or ovrot dudoe éynuav (cf. M. X 97).

(iv) The two above arguments in support of the translation of ‘od7rot suvéynuav’
in our passage by ‘ These men have married at the same time’ are not compelling. As
for the first argument, among the meanings of an utterance of a sentence there may
well be propositions which are false, even obviously or necessarily false: although in
ancient Greece male human beings couldn’t marry, the proposition ‘ These men have
married each other’ is one of the meanings of an utterance of the sentence ‘ These men
have married’. (Notice that also ‘Helen has three husbands’, the example discussed
in M. x 98, is not merely false, but contrary to Greek marital law.) As for the second
argument, the fact that the relation of contemporaneity is relevant to the argument
does not imply that ‘odrot ouvéynuar’ should be rendered by ‘These men have
married at the same time’.

If we adopt the first emendation suggested above, M. X 99 may be translated as
follows:

Here Diodorus argues sophistically and wants to deceive us by an ambiguity [7ap’ dudiBoAiav].
For ‘These men have married’ has two meanings. One is plural [mAyfuvricdv] and is equal to
‘These men have married each other’, which is false. The other meaning contains [kara
mepidnyw] a singular object [évikod mpdypmaros), i.e. ‘This man has married’ (inflected from
(*This man is marrying’)), and another singular object, i.e. ‘This man has married’, and the
continuative objects corresponding to these singulars are true, i.e. ‘This man is marrying’ and
*This man is marrying’: they come out true with reference to both.

The proposition ‘These men have married each other’, which constitutes the first
meaning of the utterance of the sentence ‘ These men have married’, is clearly false in
the situation imagined by Diodorus: since B married one year after 4, the proposition
‘These men have married each other’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated)
is false (assuming that both 4 and B married only once).

V. THE SECOND MEANING OF THE SENTENCE ‘THESE MEN
HAVE MARRIED’

The second meaning of the utterance of the sentence ¢ These men have married’ is not
a plural proposition, but ‘contains’ two singular propositions: ‘This man has
married’ and ‘This man has married’.
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The choice of the formula xara mep/Anyw to describe the second meaning of the
utterance of the plural sentence ‘These men have married’ is at first sight surprising:
karta meplAnypw does not occur in other documents concerning Stoic logic, and we
would expect either kara cuumdoxijv (cf. Gal. Inst. Log. 1v 4, 10, 18; Dexipp. in Cat.
22, 12-13; Arist. Cat. 2. 1al6-17) or cvumemAeyuévov dud (cf. S. E. M. vi1 277; 418;
419; 421; P. u 137; 138) or some other expression normally used to describe
conjunctive propositions. Why do the Stoics discard cuumemAeyuévor 6ud (and
equivalent expressions) and adopt kara mepiAqiuw?

If the Stoics had chosen suumemAeyuévov 8ud (or any equivalent expression), the
second meaning of the utterance of the sentence ‘These men have married _would
have turned out to be the conjunctive proposition ‘This man has married and this
man has married’. But the Stoics had at least three reasons for disliking this result.
First of all, the sentence ‘ These men have married’ does not contain any conjunctive
connectives (cuumdexTikol ouvdecuor). Hence, an utterance of it should not be taken
to mean a conjunctive proposition (cf. D. L. vii 72; Dexipp. in Cat. 22, 12-21; Simpl.
in Cat. 42, 10-13; Gal. Inst. Log. v 6, 11, 5-9). Secondly, the quarrel between
Diodorus and the Stoics concerns the relationship between the truth of a perfective
proposition and that of the corresponding continuative proposition. But is ‘ This man
has married and this man has married’ a perfective proposition? If every perfective
proposition must be obtained by inflecting the corresponding continuative prop-
osition, then the proposition ‘This man has married and this man has married’ is
probably not a perfective proposition: for the only corresponding continuative
proposition one may think of is ‘This man is marrying and this man is marrying’,
whose genuine perfective inflection must be something of the form ‘P [this man is
marrying and this man is marrying]’ (where ‘ P’ is the perfective tense operator) (on
the scope of tense inflection see Alex. Aphr. in APr. 403, 14-18). Thirdly, if it were
insisted that ‘This man has married and this man has married’ is a perfective
proposition and ‘ This man is marrying and this man is marrying’ is the continuative
proposition corresponding to it, the Stoics would end up exactly with the situation
they want to exclude: for the perfective proposition ‘ This man has married and this
man has married’ would be true now and the corresponding continuative proposition
‘This man is marrying and this man is marrying” would never be true. For these
reasons the Stoics discard cuumemAeyuévov dud (and equivalent expressions).

The formula kara wepidypuw seems to convey the idea that the second meaning of

, the utterance of the sentence ‘These men have married’ simply ‘contains’ two
propositions, i.e. is not one single proposition, but two separate perfective
propositions (‘ This man has married’ and ‘This man has married’) which are now
true and are inflected from corresponding continuative propositions (‘ This man is
marrying’ and ‘This man is marrying’) each of which is true at some time (although
at different times). In this way the Stoics have a good criticism of Diodorus’ answer.

VI. THE STOIC ANALYSIS OF THE AMBIGUITY OF THE
SENTENCE ‘THESE MEN HAVE MARRIED’

At first sight the propositions ‘ This man has married and this man has married” and
‘P [this man is marrying and this man is marrying]’ should be reckoned among the
meanings of the utterance of the sentence ‘ These men have married’. Are the Stoics
justified in excluding these propositions from the range of the meanings of the
utterance in question?
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While explaining why the Stoics want to exclude the proposition ‘This man has
married and this man has married’ from the range of the meanings of the utterance
of the sentence ‘ These men have married’, I pointed out two reasons which may be
considered also as justifications of this exclusion: an utterance of the sentence ‘ These
men have married’, which does not contain any conjunctive connectives, should not
be taken to mean a conjunctive proposition; and the proposition ‘This man has
married and this man has married’ can hardly be a perfective proposition.

As for the proposition ‘ P [this man is marrying and this man is marrying]’, the
Stoics could exclude it from the range of the meanings of the utterance of the sentence
‘These men have married’ because, being the perfective inflection of a conjunctive
proposition, it should not be taken to be one of the meanings of an utterance of a
sentence which does not contain any conjunctive connectives.

VIL. THE STOICS ON PLURAL SENTENCES

The Stoics seem to distinguish a ‘collective’ from a ‘distributive’ sense of utterances
of plural sentences. If the plural sentence ‘ These men have married’ is uttered while
A and B are being indicated and the utterance is taken in the collective sense, the
meaning is the plural proposition ‘ These men have married each other’, in which the
plural predicate ‘have married each other’ resembles a binary relation attributed to
A and B. If the same utterance is understood in the distributive sense, the meaning
comprises both the singular proposition ‘This man has married’ (in which the
singular predicate ‘has married’ is attributed to 4) and the singular proposition ‘ This
man has married’ (in which the singular predicate ‘has married’ is attributed to B):
the two singular propositions are not parts of one conjunctive proposition, but
remain separate. If the context is appropriate, the utterance understood in the
distributive sense yields the joint assertion of the two singular propositions: it does
not yield the assertion of the conjunctive proposition consisting of the two singular
propositions (on multiple assertion of distinct propositions cf. S. E. M. vi1 38; P. 11
81).

A similar ambiguity arises if the sentence ‘These ones are attending a lecture’ is
uttered while 4 and B are being indicated (the example is not taken from ancient
sources): if the utterance is taken in the collective sense, the meaning is the plural
proposition ‘ These ones are attending the same lecture’, in which the plural predicate
‘are attending the same lecture’ resembles a binary relation attributed to 4 and B; if
instead the utterance is understood in the distributive sense, the meaning comprises
both the singular proposition ‘ This one is attending a lecture’, in which the singular
predicate ‘is attending a lecture’ is attributed to 4, and the singular proposition  This
one is attending a lecture’, in which the singular predicate ‘is attending a lecture’ is
attributed to B (the two singular propositions remain separate).

In general, if the plural sentence ‘ These P’ is uttered while the individuals 4, ..., 4,
are being indicated, the utterance may be understood in two ways: if it is taken in the
collective sense, the meaning is a plural proposition in which the plural predicate P’
resembles an n-ary relation attributed to 4,,...,4,; if instead the utterance is
understood in the distributive sense, the meaning is a series of n separate singular
propositions in each of which the singular predicate corresponding to ¢ P’ is attributed
to a different member of the sequence 4,,...,4,,.

The documents confirm that the Stoics distinguish singular predicates from plural
predicates (see above, section II) and that they allow the attribution of one predicate
to many objects (see D. L. vi1 64; 58; Suda s.v. karyydpyua 11 74, 29-30 Adler). If
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a plural sentence is uttered while 4 and B are being indicated and the utterance is
understood in the collective sense, 4 and B are taken as a unitary collection and the
predicate attributed to them resembles a symmetrical binary relation (because 4 and
B are not ordered). Maybe also non-symmetrical binary relations have a correlative
in the Stoic theory: active predicates, which are incomplete predicates but may be
construed with an oblique case and give rise to a complete predicate (see D. L. vi1 64;
Ammon. in Int. 44, 1945, 6; Egli [1978: 143—4])). If the utterance is understood in the
distributive sense, the corresponding singular predicate is distributed to 4 and B, i.e.
is attributed to each of them separately.

A scholiast commenting on the Grammar of Dionysius Thrax formulates a
distinction which resembles that between the collective and distributive senses of an
utterance of a plural sentence:

There is a big difference between the distributive [émipepilopnévou] and the collective
[mepidnmricod] [...]. The distributive signifies a relationship to all [mpds mdvras] by a
distribution to each [rod kal’ éxaaTov émpepiopot), whereas the collective means the collection
[Ty mepiAmypw] not by distribution, but immediately. (69, 9-13, cf. 241, 21-7; 395, 32-396, 8;
557, 21-5).

The plural definite propositions hitherto considered imply the corresponding
singulars: ‘These men have married each other’ implies all the corresponding
singulars ‘This man has married’, and ‘These ones are attending the same lecture’
implies all the corresponding singulars ‘This one is attending a lecture’. But the
suggestion that every plural definite proposition implies the corresponding singulars
is refuted by the example of a team of men hauling a boat: ‘ These men are a complete
cause of the dragging of the boat’ is a true plural definite proposition, whereas all the
corresponding singular definite propositions ‘This man is a complete cause of the
dragging of the boat’ are false. These definite propositions might be hinted at by a
passage of Clement (Strom. vi1 9, 31, 1) reporting a discussion in which technical
expressions of the jargon of the Stoic theory of causality are employed.

VIII. PLURAL QUANTIFICATION

A passage from Sextus prompts us to think that Chrysippus distinguishes between
‘singular quantification’ and ‘plural quantification’:

According to Chrysippus also what is said by means of ‘Of beings some are good, others evil,
others intermediate’ is equivalent to the universal [kafoAwkdv] proposition ‘If some things are
beings, they either are good or are evil or indifferent’. But this universal proposition is false,
since something false is subordinated to it [JmoTacoouevov Twos avTd Pevdous). For, they say
[faow), take two objects, the one good and the other evil, or the one good and the other
indifferent, or an evil and an indifferent. Then *Of beings, this is good’ is true whereas ‘ These
are good’ is false: for they are not good, but the one is good and the other evil. Also ‘ These are
evil’ is false: for the two objects are not evil, but only one of them is. The same holds for
indifferent things: for ‘These are indifferent’ is false, just as ‘These are good or evil’. The
objection is more or less this, but it seems not to affect Xenocrates, because he didn’t use plural
cases [mAnBuvrikais mrdhoeot] which would cause a falsification [evSomoinfivar] of the
division by means of an indication of things of different kinds [émri 775 Tdv éTepoyevipv Selfews).
(M. x1 11-14)

The context of the passage is the discussion of Xenocrates’ division ‘Every being
either is good or is evil or is neither good nor evil’ (M. x1 4). Chrysippus is probably
the author of the falsification of the universal proposition ‘If some things are beings,
they either are good or are evil or are indifferent’, a falsification which takes place in
the second part of the passage (the plural ‘they say’ probably either alludes to the
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members of the Stoic school, who endorsed Chrysippus’ analysis, or refers back to o¢
Texvoypddor mentioned in M. x1 8, namely the authors of introductory dialectical
handbooks which were Sextus’ immediate sources and reported Chrysippus’ views —
cf. M. vi1 428).

Chrysippus’ argument presupposes a distinction between singular universal
propositions (e.g. ‘Every being is either good or evil or neither good nor evil’) and
plural universal propositions (e.g. ‘ If some things are beings, they either are good or
are evil or are indifferent’) (cf. M. x1 3—4; Plu. Comm. Not. xxx1x 1080¢). Chrysippus
picks out a critical case, i.e. a singular universal proposition which is true whereas the
corresponding plural universal proposition is false. Take two objects 4 and B, one of
which is good and the other evil (also a good and an indifferent object or an
indifferent and an evil object would do). The plural definite proposition ‘ These are
good’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated) is false, because it is not the case
that 4 and B are both good. For similar reasons also the plural definite propositions
‘These are evil’ and ‘ These are indifferent’ (both formulated while 4 and B are being
indicated) are false. Chrysippus then infers the falsity of ‘ These either are good or are
evil or are indifferent’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated), and from this
follows the falsity of the plural universal proposition * If some things are beings, they
either are good or are evil or are indifferent’ — the truth of the proposition ‘ These are
beings’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated) is not mentioned explicitly by
Chrysippus, but probably plays some role. As it is pointed out at the end of the
passage (M. x1 14), the falsification described cannot apply to the corresponding
singular universal proposition: the singular definite proposition ‘ This either is good
or is evil or is indifferent’ (formulated while an arbitrarily chosen object is being
indicated) cannot be falsified.

The crucial step in Chrysippus’ falsification is the inference from the falsity of
‘These are good’, ‘ These are evil” and ‘ These are indifferent’ (all formulated while 4
and B are being indicated) to the falsity of ‘These either are good or are evil or are
indifferent’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated). This inference
presupposes that in the plural proposition ‘These either are good or are evil or are
indifferent’ (formulated while 4 and B are being indicated) the attribution of the
plural predicate ‘either are good or are evil or are indifferent’ to 4 and B resembles
the attribution of a binary relation: if instead it had been equivalent to the attribution
of the corresponding singular predicate ‘either is good or is evil or is indifferent’ to
each of 4 and B, Chrysippus would not have obtained the result he needs. Hence M.
X1 11-14 confirms one of the results of the analysis of M. x 99: in a plural definite
proposition the plural predicate resembles a relation attributed to the indicated
objects.

Thus, despite the loss of the works of the Stoic logicians, we have reasons to believe
that they distinguished between a collective and a distributive sense of utterances of
plural sentences, and that this distinction covered also utterances of quantified
sentences.

University of Edinburgh PAOLO CRIVELLI
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