03/03/2020

What Does “This” Mean? Deixis and the Semantics of Demonstratives in Stoic Propositions

Methodos

Savoirs et textes

19 | 2019
Dire et vouloir dire dans les arts du langage anciens et tardo-antiques
Dire et vouloir dire dans les arts du langage anciens et tardo-antiques

What Does “This” Mean? Deixis

and the Semantics of
Demonstratives in Stoic
Propositions

MARION DURAND
https://doi.org/10.4000/methodos.6023

Résumés

Francais English

Cet article vise a comprendre la théorie stoicienne de la deixis afin d’expliquer I'importance
accordée par les stoiciens aux pronoms démonstratifs et aux énoncés qu’ils composent, c’est-a-
dire les propositions dites définitives. Nous montrons que ces propositions sont privilégiées pour
des raisons a la fois ontologiques et épistémologiques en raison des propriétés sémantiques de
leur sujet. Elles sont privilégiées d’'un point de vue ontologique parce que la deixis grace a laquelle
leur sujet fait référence au réel crée une relation privilégiée a la matiere, la catégorie ontologique
stoicienne fondamentale. De plus, ces sujets requiérent que leur référent existe et soit présent et
saisissable. Ces énoncés sont d’autre part privilégiés d’'un point de vue épistémologique parce
qu’ils sont fondamentaux dans l'acquisition de la connaissance. Nous suggérons enfin que tous
les énoncés apparemment définis ne le sont pas en effet, et considérons quand et sous quelles
conditions une référence déictique est réussie.

This paper reconstructs the Stoic theory of deixis in order to explain the importance placed by the
Stoics on demonstrative pronouns and the so-called definite propositions they compose. I argue
that these propositions are privileged by the Stoics on both ontological and epistemological
grounds because of the semantic properties of their subjects. They are firstly privileged on
ontological grounds because their subjects, which refer by deixis alone, bear a privileged
relationship to matter, the most fundamental ontological category. In addition, they require the
immediate graspability of their referent. Secondly, deictic expressions are privileged on
epistemological grounds because they compose the most epistemologically fundamental
propositions. Not all apparently demonstrative expressions will fulfil these requirements. I
therefore also consider what constitutes a deictic expression for the Stoics — arguing that
anaphora, for example, does not — and exactly how deixis secures reference, suggesting that, by
contrast with what has traditionally been assumed, pointing is neither necessary nor sufficient.
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Texte intégral

I am indebted to audiences at the New Perspectives on Stoicism Workshop at Cornell,
where I also received a very thoughtful response from Simon Shogry, the 3rd Ancient
Philosophy Workshop for Female Graduate Students and Early Career Researchers at
Humboldt Universitit Berlin, and the Colloque Semaino in Lille, for their feedback on
this paper. For comments on earlier versions of the work, I am grateful to Susanne
Bobzien, Charles Brittain, and Stephen Menn, and of course to Brad Inwood, James
Allen, Rachel Barney, and Gurpreet Rattan, for guiding me every step of the way as I
formulated my thoughts on this topic. Many thanks, lastly, to the anonymous reviewers
for their valuable suggestions for improvements.

The demonstrative houtos (“this”) is given pride of place in Stoic semantic theory.
Yet, although the related concept of deixis has often been highlighted as an interesting
issue in Stoic semantics?, little attention has been paid in scholarship to demonstratives
and their semantics2. Demonstratives are often discussed in passing. These discussions
tend to be based on uncritical assumptions or take a certain conception of deictic
reference for granted. In what follows, I question these assumptions and take a fresh
look at the evidence, with a view to offering a new and comprehensive interpretation of
the Stoic theory of demonstrative reference. I argue for a consistent and in-depth Stoic
theory according to which deixis is a particular way to refer which confers a privileged
status on the propositionsusing it, on both ontological and epistemological grounds.
Demonstratives that refer by deixis have a privileged relationship to what is most
ontologically fundamental and form the most epistemologically fundamental
propositions.

The Stoics distinguished between the following types of propositions3: definite
(horismena), indefinite (aorista) and middle or intermediate (mmesa), as clearly set out
by Sextus Empiricus4:

“Of the simple propositions, some are definite, some indefinite, and some middle.
Definite are the ones expressed deictically, for example ‘this one is walking’, ‘this
one is sitting’ (for I am indicating a particular man). Indefinite propositions,
according to them, are ones in which something indefinite governs, for example
‘someone is sitting’, middle propositions are ones such as ‘man is sitting’ or
‘Socrates is walking’”5.

What sets the different types of propositions apart is the grammatical subject of the
sentence that expresses them: the subject of what expresses a definite proposition is a
demonstrative pronoun (paradigmatically houtos, “this one”), that of an indefinite
proposition is an indefinite pronoun (tis, “someone”) and that of a middle proposition
is a proper or common noun (“Socrates” or “man”). More precisely, what distinguishes
them is the way in which these subjects pick out things in the world:

““Someone is walking’ is indefinite because it has not delineated a particular
walking individual; for it can be expressed with reference to each of them in
common. On the other hand, ‘this one is sitting’ is definite, since it designates the
person indicated. And ‘Socrates is sitting’ is middle, according to them, since it is
neither indefinite (for it has delineated a species), nor definite (for it is not
expressed with deixis), but it seems to fall between the indefinite and the
definite.”®

The subjects of definite propositions are expressed with deixis, or demonstratively.
Indefinite pronouns do not designate any particular or individual, making their
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proposition indefinite. Nouns, the subjects of middle propositions, fall somewhere in
between: they do not refer deictically, but do designate a “species”, eidos, by which the
Stoics mean a concept which covers both species as we would normally understand it
and species with just one member, that is, individuals?.

The different propositions have different relationships with one another. We are told,
for example, that the truth-value of indefinite propositions is in some sense dependent
on that of a corresponding definite proposition:

“They say that the indefinite, namely ‘someone is walking’ or ‘someone is sitting’ is
true whenever the definite, ‘this one is sitting’ or ‘this one is walking’ is found to
be true. For if no individual is sitting, the indefinite ‘someone is sitting’ cannot be
true”s.

This passage has usually been taken to suggest that “someone is walking” is true only
if an instance of “this one is walking” is true.? It is particularly interesting that
indefinite propositions rely on a corresponding definite proposition but not a
corresponding middle proposition©. It would have been easy for the Stoics to claim that
an indefinite is true if a corresponding definite or middle proposition is true. “Someone
walks” would then be true if either “this one walks” is true or “[insert proper or
common noun] walks” is true''. Something about the way in which demonstratives refer
— the distinctive feature of definite propositions — confers a privileged status on definite
propositions when it comes to assessing truth-value. This is especially important
because one of the primary goals of logic, or dialectic, according to the Stoics, is to
distinguish the true from the false, so that the sage can identify and use infallible
arguments, and assent only to true impressions!2.

|. Demonstratives and Ontology

Part of the privileged status of demonstratives stems from the well-known
correspondence between language and ontological categories in Stoic theory's. The
Stoics distinguished four ontological categories: matter (ousia, which is a
hupokeimenon), quality (poiotés, which is a poion, and subdivided into common and
proper), disposition (pos echon) and relation (pros ti pos echon)'4. The first two of
these (matter and quality) correspond to demonstrative pronouns and nouns
respectively. Diogenes Laertius tells us:

“According to Diogenes [of Babylon], a common noun is a part of speech which
signifies a common quality, for example ‘man’, ‘horse’. A proper noun is a part of
speech which designates a proper quality, for example ‘Diogenes’, ‘Socrates’.”15

This matches what we find in Apollonius Dyscolus, who adds the corresponding
information regarding demonstrative pronouns'®:

“The imposition of nouns was thought of with an eye to common and proper
qualities, such as “man”, “Plato”, and since these are not accompanied by deixis or
anaphora, a great number of them was established so the characteristics of each
can render the quality of each referent. [...] But pronouns, although they focus on
nothing other than the underlying matter (ousia) through the deixis inherent in
them, also capture easily grasped accidents which accompany quality (poiotés),
namely those apprehensible by sight such as white or black, long or short.”7

This passage is difficult’8. The central idea is clear enough: nouns are, in some way,
linked to quality while pronouns are first and foremost linked to matter (they “focus on”
matter), but nonetheless also include, capture, or render qualities'9. The exact nature of
the relationships between words and categories, in particular what Apollonius means by
“focusing” (apoblepein) and “capturing” (echein) is unclear2°. The crucial distinction
appears to be precisely between those two: what each part of speech focuses on and
what it captures. Both nouns and pronouns capture qualities of the referent, but what
they focus on is different: nouns both capture and focus on qualities while pronouns
capture but do not focus on qualities'.
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What Apollonius has in mind must be something like this: nouns designate the object
to which they refer by its quality. They secure reference to it insofar as it is a man (a
common quality), or insofar as it is Plato (a proper quality). Deictics, on the other hand,
refer by deixis, which focuses on the matter (ousia) of the object they are referring to.22
They do pick out qualities of their referent, but, unlike nouns, do not focus on them.
Their picking out qualities is, in this sense, incidental to their picking out the matter of
the referent.23 Since demonstratives pick out an object’s underlying matter, they also
incidentally pick out some of the qualities which organise the object’s matter. Note that
Apollonius tells us that the properties picked out in this way are easily grasped
(eulépta), or perceptible qualities24. I cannot see a tree’s matter without also seeing its
height, or the colour of its bark and leaves?5. However, these qualities do not play a part
in securing the reference: it is precisely because the deictic reference has been
successful that I am able to grasp the visible qualities that organise the matter=®.
Demonstratives secure reference to objects by appeal to matter alone. By echein, then,
Apollonius must mean something along the lines of generally picking out in some
(possibly indirect or incidental) way. Apoblepein points to a more fundamental
relationship between words and categories: that by means of which reference is
secured. Nouns are in this privileged relationship to qualities while pronouns are in this
privileged relationship to matter. Matter, for the Stoics, is the most ontologically
fundamental category. One reason why demonstratives are privileged, then, is because
they refer by appealing to matter, which is ontologically fundamental2”.

Il. Demonstratives and Deixis

This relationship of demonstratives to matter raises an issue. According to Stoic
ontology, all matter is the same. Two objects differ only by virtue of the qualities
arranging their matter. Talking about a particular object’s matter as opposed to another
bit of matter is itself somewhat misleading. Insofar as they are purely unqualified
matter, Socrates, an aircraft, and a banana are the same and entirely
indistinguishable?8. This is why there are, as Apollonius points out, very many nouns
(to designate the various and numerous qualities), while the same demonstrative can
successfully refer to a large number of objects: their matter is one and the same.
However, if this is so, how can demonstratives successfully identify anything in
particular? In order to successfully refer to something, it seems that I would have to
refer to its matter qualified to some degree - at least in terms of place or size. If I refer
to it entirely unqualifiedly, I cannot possibly successfully distinguish it from anything
else. How, then, can one successfully designate an object by means of a demonstrative
pronoun if it focuses solely on its matter?

The answer, I suggest, lies in the deixis itself. The Stoics described demonstrative
phrases as expressed deictically (peta  Seifewe éxpépetar) and made deixis their
defining feature29. That is, they recognised that demonstratives refer by deixis (St~ Tiig
év avtaig éykewévng deifewg, as Apollonius puts it). The deixis is what fixes the
reference. Now, deixis is a demonstration or ostension of some kind performed by the
speaker as she utters the expression which the deixis accompanies3©. Deixis is
necessarily indexical: the deixis cannot be performed by anyone but the speaker. This
indexical ostension is what allows the relevant particular lump of matter to be
delineated and identified. It indicates its location relative to the speaker and enables the
interlocutor to grasp what it is that is being talked about. The ostension can indicate
other aspects of the object as relevant and necessary: for example, a speaker referring to
a flower bed on the ground to her right can make a low sweeping gesture with her right
arm to indicate that what she is showing is not only located low and to her right but also
stretched out over a certain distance or of a certain size. In this sense, the deixis will
pick out some qualities. That is, it will make them graspable. However, it does not
require any previous knowledge from the interlocutor about the object thus designated
or its qualities. The interlocutor will be able to locate the flowerbed to the right of the
speaker even without knowing that it is to her right, or what “right” and “left” mean.
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Indeed, the relevant difference between nouns and demonstrative pronouns and their
relationship to ontological categories is not so much what they pick out, but what they
focus on, that is, what plays a reference-fixing role. Demonstratives have the capacity to
refer to an object through deixis alone and render its qualities graspable to
interlocutors. This is the meaning of Apollonius’ condensed sentence in the passage
above: “But pronouns, although they focus on nothing other than the underlying
matter, through the deixis inherent in them, capture easily grasped secondary accidents
which affect quality”. Demonstratives focus on nothing other than matter, that is, they
appeal to nothing else in the object to fix the reference. The rest of the work is done by
the deixis, which locates the object relative to the speaker. This act of reference in turn
captures the object’s qualities so as to make them graspable.

This interpretation of the passage is strengthened by a passage of Apollonius’ work
On Pronouns in which he uses similar language to describe the first- and second-person
pronouns, which he, like Chrysippus, considered to be deictic3:

“However, the archetypes in the first and second person do not in any case
distinguish gender by means of their form, rather the distinction of the genders is
made manifest by the deixis in them. For the deixis captures the gender which is
made clear at the same time.”32

Greek first- and second-person pronouns (ego and su) do not have gendered endings:
the same form is used for both the feminine and the masculine. The forms, then, do not
distinguish the gender of the referent. Rather, the deixis in them makes the gender of
the referent manifest. Gender, one of the referent’s qualities, is here being made
perceptible by the deixis. There can be no doubt that gender does not play a part in
fixing the reference, for the reference must have been fixed in order for the gender to be
perceptible. The explanation given for this is that the deixis captures and makes clear
the gender (ouveEnyolpevov ya p &xet 1o yévog 1 Seific). The use of &xet here is
parallel to the one in the previous passage. Just as the deixis of personal pronouns in
the first and second person makes a quality, i.e. gender, manifest — that is, perceptible
and graspable — in the same way, the deixis of demonstrative pronouns, while focusing
on matter, captures easily grasped and visible qualities of the referent and renders them
graspable. In that sense, these qualities are referred to incidentally. They do not,
however, play any part in fixing the reference.

In this respect, the privileged status of demonstrative pronouns is epistemological33.
While demonstrative pronouns refer by means of deixis alone, nouns do so by
signifying a quality. Nouns in fact rely on concepts to refer3+. They delineate an eidos,
which, according to the Stoics is a concept (ennoéma)3s. To this concept corresponds a
physical quality (poiotés) of the noun’s referent. When I utter the noun “Socrates”, 1
delineate the concept <Socrates>3¢ which corresponds to the quality of being Socrates.
The noun calls to my interlocutor’s mind the same concept, and therefore allows her to
pick out the corresponding quality in the world, that is, to understand that I am saying
something about Socrates.

The concept therefore plays an essential role in fixing the reference of nouns. In
particular, it requires that this concept be previously known to the interlocutor. When I
talk about Socrates, or I say “man”, I rely on my interlocutor’s knowledge of who
Socrates is, or of what a man is. If I were speaking to someone who I thought might
have never heard of Socrates, I would refer to him differently. This is not the case for
demonstrative pronouns. Apollonius Dyscolus tells us that a demonstrative, by
contrast, refers to something introduced for the first time to the conversation:

“These parts of speech distinguish previously indeterminate persons; this is why
the persons intended by them are grasped with determinacy. And it is clear that
the deixeis originating in them are the first introductions to the persons under
discussion and do not require a construction with an article. For these persons are
not referred back to but shown to the eye”37.

In the case of demonstrative pronouns, no knowledge either of the referent or their
qualities, nor of the corresponding concepts is presumed or necessary for successful
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communication38. Thanks to the deixis which accompanies them, demonstrative
pronouns do not need to appeal to a concept in order to refer.

In addition, because demonstratives do not rely on a concept to secure reference,
they are less prone to misunderstandings. Nouns leave more room for ambiguity or
misinterpretation, as noted by Priscian39:

“For which reason, there is a not insignificant confusion in the expression of
quality, when several impositions of names coincide in one form, in the case of
proper nouns as much as in the case of common nouns. Therefore the person
whom we understand in the name itself lacks determinacy. And this is not
surprising, since even proper nouns, although they were established in order to
distinguish each individual from all others, are nonetheless indeterminate since
they cannot indicate all the qualities which separate this individual from all others
without the help of deixis, which is produced through the pronoun.”40

Nouns, including proper nouns, are not as reliable a way of identifying a referent as
demonstratives. If I say “Diogenes wrote it”, I assume that my interlocutor knows which
Diogenes I mean. But I could well mean Diogenes of Oenoanda and they could think
that I mean Diogenes Laertius. Common sense and norms of conversation dictate that
we speak accurately (for example, by using an author’s full name the first time we
mention him) to avoid such confusion, but slips and misunderstandings happen#4.

Third-person demonstrative pronouns are not entirely free from such concerns.
Indeed, Alexander of Aphrodisias suggests that using the wrong gender of the
demonstrative pronoun houtos, “this”, can cause the proposition to be false:

“In addition, they introduce this kind of evidence that one should not form a
negation in this way: ‘this [masculine] one is walking’, ‘this [masculine] one is not
walking’, when indicating a woman. For they say that again both of these are false
when taken in this way, whether or not what is indicated is walking.”42

Third-person pronouns, unlike first- and second-person pronouns, are gendered. The
gender of a demonstrative is considered to be part of the description of the referent and
must be taken into account when assessing the truth-value of the proposition. If the
wrong gender is used, the proposition is false. However, just as we have seen in the case
of first- and second-person pronouns, the gender is independent of the deixis and plays
no part in fixing reference. The deixis is what makes the gender manifest. I must know
what has been referred to in order to judge that the wrong gender has been used. In
fact, whatever qualities are picked out by deixis are incidental and do not play a part in
fixing reference. The reference will be successful regardless of the accompanying
description43.

There is one passage in which Apollonius suggests that gender can help where the
deixis is insufficient to fix the reference because, for some reason (usually distance), it
is not precise enough:

“For the distance which they express obscures the deixis and for this reason the
gender is introduced, not to indicate the matter but to make clear the gender.”44

This is the only passage which may be taken to suggest that something external to the
ostension plays a reference-fixing role, as gender could be introduced in order to help
fix the reference in cases where the deixis itself cannot be sufficiently precise due to
distance. It is not clear from the passage that gender is in fact thought to play a part in
reference-fixing in such cases. If it does, it may seem to pose a problem for the
argument laid out so far. However, this passage is a discussion of ekeinos specifically,
presenting it as an exception to the rules previously laid out for pronouns, and in
particular as a contrast to houtos#. If anything, it seems rather to further emphasise
the fact that gender does not play a part in securing the reference in the case of
houtos4%. Nonetheless if we were to take this passage as suggesting that, at times, the
gender of a pronoun — including houtos — could work in conjunction with the deixis to
fix reference, I do not think that it would be devastating: gender is a very basic concept,
one which all competent speakers of Greek would have acquired. As such, appeal to it
would hardly be comparable to appeal to concepts such as <horse> or even <white>,
and demonstratives would remain simpler, more basic expressions.
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lll. Definite Propositions as
Epistemologically Fundamental

The epistemic simplicity of pronouns — the fact that they do not appeal to concepts to
secure reference — in turn makes sense of the Stoic theory of concept-formation as
reported by Cicero:

“And such are the things which we claim are apprehended by the senses. The next
set are just like them, though we don’t claim that these are apprehended by the
senses themselves, but by the senses in a certain respect — e.g., ‘this is white’, ‘this
is sweet’, ‘this is melodious’, ‘this right here is fine-scented’, ‘this right here is
rough’. For we now grasp this set with the mind, not with the senses. Next comes:
‘this is a horse’, ‘this is a dog’. Then comes the rest of the series, which connects
more significant things and encapsulates what we might call a filled-out
apprehension of things — e.g., ‘if something is a man, it is a mortal animal
partaking in reason’.”47

The first two stages of concept-formation are presented in the form of demonstrative
expressions of the form “this is white”, then, moving to a more specific concept, “this is
a horse”. In other words, grasp of definite propositions comes first, and grounds our
concepts before we can grasp middle propositions and complex propositions.48 Definite
propositions are therefore fundamental in an epistemological sense. In fact, middle
propositions rely epistemologically on definite propositions, in that the grasp of a
middle proposition relies on the previous grasp of a definite proposition. I must have
grasped “this is Socrates” before I can grasp “Socrates is walking”49. Competent use of
the nouns “horse” and “Socrates” to express a proposition, and successful reference
with them requires a prior acquisition of the concepts <horse> and <Socrates>,
respectively. This would be first grasped in the most basic way through a thought of the
form “this is a horse” and “this is Socrates”5°.

This is a result of the semantics of definite propositions, which are such as to make a
qualities corresponding to previously unknown concept graspable. We have seen
Apollonius claiming that deixis was such as to make qualities of the referent manifest,
and in particular easily grasped qualities. When deictic reference of a tree is secured, its
height, the colour of its bark, and the shape of its leaves are visible to the interlocutors.
I cannot perceive the tree without perceiving these properties of the tree. Perception of
the qualities is, it seems, the first step to forming a concept for them. Note that I need
none of the concepts associated with the qualities to perceive them. I do not need the
concept <green> to perceive a tree’s greenness. Nor do I need the concept <green> to
understand, when someone points to a tree and (successfully referring) says “this is
green”, that this thing is green5'. It is by means of a process of this sort that I will come
to acquire the concept <green>, precisely because the deictic demonstrative has the
capacity to refer despite my lacking the concept <green> and to make the quality green
graspable.

When deictic reference is secured to an object which has a number of qualities, some
of which I have a concept for and some of which I do not, I suggest the following occurs:
I perceive that the object has whatever qualities I have concepts for and I perceive its
other qualities without perceiving that it has them. That is, if I have the concepts
<tree>, <bark>, <leaves>, <green>, <brown> but not <elm> and someone points to an
elm and, successfully referring, says “this is mine”, I will understand that this brown-
barked green-leaved tree is the speaker’s. Someone else with the concept <elm>, who
would recognise the tree as an elm, would understand that this elm is the speaker’s. I
will nonetheless perceive its elm-ness, without being able to articulate it as such, until I
have formed the concept <elm> by means of a proposition of the form “this is an elm”. I
perceive the elm-ness in the same way that I may perceive its height without knowing
that it is exactly 18.2m tall. Deixis, then, has the ability to make sensible qualities of the
referent perceptible to the interlocutor without requiring any previously acquired
concepts. It thereby enables the acquisition of new concepts. Furthermore, it has the
ability to make perceptible as such any quality for which a concept has previously been
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acquired. It is for these reasons that deictic propositions are privileged as a powerful
and fundamental epistemological tool.

The epistemological fundamentality of definite propositions is also explained by their
simplicity. Not only are they basic in that they do not appeal to concepts to secure
reference, they are also simpler in that, unlike propositions with nouns as their
subjects, they do not have existential import52. This is highlighted by Chrysippus’
answer to the Master Argument. As we noted above, he argues that “this one has died”
when pointing at Dion is impossible:

“For he says that in the true conditional ‘if Dion has died, this one (indicating
Dion) has died’, the antecedent ‘Dion has died’ is possible since it can at some
time come to be true that Dion has died, but ‘this one has died’ is impossible; for,
after Dion has died, the statement ‘this one has died’ is destroyed since the
recipient of the deixis no longer exists; for the deixis was to a living man and
insofar as he was living. So if, since Dion has died, ‘this one’ is no longer possible,
and if Dion does not exist again so that it is possible to say of him ‘this one has
died’, then ‘this one has died’ is impossible.”53

“This one has died” is false before Dion dies and destroyed after Dion has died.
Chrysippus relies on two important assumptions here. Firstly, that the proposition
under consideration (“if Dion has died, this one has died”) is uttered before Dion’s
death54. The truth-value of Stoic propositions can famously change over time55. Here,
we are asked to consider the truth-value before and after Dion’s death of a complex
proposition (“if Dion has died, this one has died”), composed of two simple
propositions (“Dion has died” and “this one has died”). The proposition must have been
uttered before his death because the sentence “this one has died” (pointing at Dion)
uttered after Dion had already died would fail to express a proposition in the first place
for just the same reason that it is destroyed after his death. “This one has died” must
have been a proposition in order to later be destroyed, and for its truth-value to ever
have been evaluable. If it had not been uttered before Dion’s death, it would never have
had a truth-value.

Secondly, Chrysippus assumes that what the deixis refers to is Dion insofar as he is
alive. Immediately after his death, his corpse might be present to be pointed at and
referred to, but this corpse would not be Dion so that you could not truly say of it “this
one has died”, where the deictic (and not anaphoric) “this one” would refer to the same
thing as “this one” did when it was uttered by someone pointing at the living Dion.
Once Dion is dead, he can no longer be pointed out. The demonstrative then fails to
refer and the sentence fails to make an assertion, it no longer expresses a proposition,
so that there is no proposition to bear a truth-values°.

This suggests that “this one is G’ing” (for any property or activity G) should not be
symbolised as either 3xGx (which would surely make “someone is G’ing” redundant), or
as 3x (Gx A x=06)57 where § is the thing pointed out by ostension. If we understand “this
one is G’ing” as 3x (Gx A x=8), then Chrysippus’ claim that “this one is dead” is not false
but destroyed after his death cannot be correct: it would be false (because there is no x
such that x = §)58. Rather, we must understand “this one is G’ing” as the very simple
expression G&859. This allows us to make sense of the claim about destruction: when
there is no object of deixis, the expression is incomplete. Stoic propositions are said to
be distinct from other sayables (lekta) in that they are complete in themselves
(autoteles), and the bearers of truth-value®. When reference fails (when there is no §),
the expression is no longer complete in itself.It no longer satisfies the requirement for
being a proposition, thereby being destroyed (¢p0eipeoba)6’. In other words, when
reference fails because there is nothing to refer to, the proposition becomes idle and
loses its status as a proposition. It can in fact never be the case that a demonstrative
falsely attributes existence to its referent: it can only refer successfully if its referent
exists.

This is important for epistemological purposes. As Kahn points out: “the existence of
the subject and the truth of the assertion are thus guaranteed by the familiar Stoic
criterion of evident perception or ‘irresistible impression’ (phantasia kataléptiké). Stoic
ontology concurs with their epistemology here in preferring the definite proposition
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with deixis since for the Stoics only the present is fully real”®2. Insofar as a definite
proposition is a proposition (a self-complete bearer of truth-value), that is, insofar as
reference has been successful, the referent of its subject must exist, and be present. The
referent can therefore be grasped and, as such, can be the source of a kataleptic
impression. It is also because of this guarantee of immediate graspability and full reality
of the referent of their subject that definite propositions provide a solid basis for
forming a concept.

Demonstratives, then, refer by deixis and deixis alone. They pick out first and
foremost matter, the most ontologically fundamental category, and do not appeal to
quality or concepts to secure reference. They are simple expressions, ensure the
immediate graspability of their referent, and form the most epistemologically
fundamental propositions. It is for these reasons that they have a privileged status.

IV. Failures of Deixis

As we have seen, what confers this privileged status on demonstratives is the way in
which they refer, namely by deixis. Chrysippus’ answer to the Master Argument tells us
something important: deixis can fail. We have seen that demonstratives can
successfully refer only if their referent is immediately graspable. We might infer from
this that insofar as I use a demonstrative, I will successfully refer deictically. That is
clearly not the case. So let us consider what makes deixis successful.

Deixis firstly requires the presence of both an indicator and an indicated as
Apollonius highlights:

“Because of this, pronouns are not at all useful when they are removed from the
person indicating and the indicated, indeed when they are written, they are
entirely indeterminate, because they have been thrust away from the particular
matter.”63

If a demonstrative is disconnected from either the person indicating or the thing
indicated, as may be the case in written text, it will be idle. In addition, Apollonius
seems to suggest elsewhere that there are degrees of deixis, with the deixis being
strengthened, for example, by the addition of an 1 suffix®4.

“So those intensified by the <1> both further intensify the deixis and sharpen the
aim, for example ekeinosi (that very one), houtosi (this very one). It is clear that

this kind of intensification is for the sake of the deictic expression, since autos is
not intensified, because it is not at all deictic.”65

Deixis, then, can be intensified, with the intensification being reflected at the level of
words by the addition of the 1 suffix. It is worth noting that this can happen to any
deictic expression, including houtos, the paradigmatic case of a deictic demonstrative
pronoun. This should not surprise us: there are certainly contexts in which “this” may
fail to be sufficiently precise. I might say “look at this” pointing to a small bug crawling
across the floor. Say the bug is not only small but also happens to be a similar colour to
the carpet. My interlocutor may not see it immediately and ask what it is that she is
supposed to look at. I would likely respond “this right there” (houtosi, in Greek) and
point again, perhaps getting a little closer. Even houtos, then, may turn out to fail to
uniquely identify a referent, and need its deixis intensified to succeed. This
intensification in deixis seems to bring an increase in its precision.

This highlights a problem with regards to the indeterminacy of demonstrative
reference. This is something which the Stoics must have been aware of, and something
which Sextus Empiricus seems to have wielded against them arguing that “this” does
not indicate Socrates as a whole, nor his soul nor his body, nor a part of him.®® One
would expect the Stoics to have had an account of how demonstratives can always have
the accuracy necessary to successfully refer. Intensification of deixis is presumably one
answer, but it will not always be successful. For example, it is not clear how helpful it
would be if, instead of the bug on the floor, I wanted to point to the bug’s exoskeleton.
The Stoics likely recognised that we can and do, in fact, refer successfully with
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demonstratives to a wide range of things, and used this pragmatic observation to brush
such concerns aside. We may nonetheless like them to have had some account for the
indeterminacy of demonstrative reference in problematic cases, in order to ward off
criticism of unproblematic cases. What that account may have been is difficult to say,
and no clear indication of a possible answer exists in the surviving evidence®”.

Nonetheless, the idea that demonstratives can be more or less deictic can help us
make sense of a contentious passage in Diogenes Laertius. When listing the different
types of simple propositions, Diogenes illustrates indefinite propositions with the
examples “someone walks, that one moves”8. Some have tried to read the latter as
anaphoric to explain the fact that a demonstrative pronoun, ekeinos, might be
considered indefinite®. This is implausible: giving pairs of (independent) examples is
the norm in our surviving evidence”?; why would this particular pair be connected in
this way?

The solution lies rather in the idea that deixis comes in degrees and only fully deictic
pronouns make propositions definite. As Apollonius frequently recalls, ekeinos (“that”)
is used in Greek to refer to objects further removed or more distant than those referred
to by houtos (“this”)7!. Since the referent of ekeinos tends to be at a distance, it is more
likely that what is being pointed out is not clear. I might use ekeinos to say “that one is
my brother” while pointing to a group of men standing together at a distance. It might
be difficult for my interlocutor to identify exactly which man I am pointing at. She
would fail, or risk failing to identify the referent of the demonstrative and therefore not
be in a good position to assess the truth-value of the proposition. In such a situation, in
fact, the content of the sentence “that one is my brother” would not be unlike the
content of “someone is my brother”: T have asserted that there is a person in the world
(in the distance, towards which I point) who is my brother, but I have failed to identify
specifically which individual that is. To do so successfully, I would need an additional,
more deictic proposition, which may require me to get closer and would likely take the
form “this one right there (houtos, or hode) is my brother”. This new proposition would
be definite, because it would successfully identify the person I am talking about.

To make its proposition definite, the demonstrative and its accompanying ostension
need to make the referent evident — again, an epistemological criterion. There can be no
doubt as to whom I am referring to. The subject must be unambiguous and
unequivocal. Ekeinos most often does not meet this requirement, which is why it can be
given as an example of an indefinite subject’2. Even houtos can fall short: as we have
seen, its deixis can sometimes require strengthening. Only full deixis — that is,
successful deixis, which unequivocally identifies its referent — can impart definiteness.
Therefore, when Diogenes Laertius tells us that a definite proposition is composed of a
deictic nominative and a predicate, he is giving a necessary but not sufficient condition
for definiteness: not all forms of deixis ensure the definiteness of the proposition73.

V. Deixis and Physical Ostension

The status of ekeinos highlights another salient feature of deixis, namely that
pointing does not guarantee successful reference. There is no denying that ekeinos is a
demonstrative. We know that it was thought by Apollonius to be naturally deictic74. It
could be and surely regularly was accompanied by pointing. If pointing were enough to
refer deictically, propositions using ekeinos should be definite. Yet they are not. It is not
the case, then, that pointing is sufficient to refer deictically7>.

In addition to not being sufficient, pointing is also not necessary. “Pointing at” is too
restrictive for the kind of ostension required to secure deictic reference. Ostension can
be made in different ways. Chrysippus highlights this in his On the Soul:

“We also say ‘ego’ in this way, indicating ourselves in the place in which thought
appears to be, with the deixis carried there naturally and appropriately, and
without such a deixis with our hand, we say ‘egd’ nodding towards ourselves; the
word ‘ego’ is such and is expressed together the deixis described next. For as we
say ‘ego’, with the first syllable, we drop our bottom lip deictically towards
ourselves. Following the movement of the chin, the nod to the chest and such a
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deixis, the next syllable is juxtaposed suggesting no distance, as is the case with
ekeinos.”76

Ego is deictic because, as we say it, our chin nods to our chests. Chrysippus’
expression “without such a deixis with our hand” suggests that deixis can happen in a
variety of ways: “pointing” can be done by other means than our hands. Perhaps this is
a tenuous point, and we should simply understand pointing as encapsulating other
kinds of physical ostensions.

Nonetheless, we should be open to the possibility of non-physical types of ostension.
Our sources provide us with examples of definite propositions whose subjects do not
seem to be easily pointed out physically. Sextus Empiricus lists the following argument
as an example of a Stoic argument:

“If some one of the gods said to you that this one will be rich, then this one will be
rich. This god (let’s say I am pointing to Zeus) said that this one will be rich.
Therefore this one will be rich.”77

It seems plausible that one might want to say “this one” to refer to a god who is not
currently present around us in an immediately graspable way. Perhaps one might point
at their statue or their temple as a proxy7®. For this, and occurrences like it, to count as
definite it is important that the god be picked out for the first time and the reference not
be established on the basis of assumed shared knowledge among the interlocutors.
Reference by proxy in this case would surely be relying on previous knowledge of what
the proxy is a proxy for. In addition, it would not be pointing at the object’s matter.
How does one physically point at a god’s matter? The Stoics believed Zeus to be co-
extensive with the universe. In order to point to Zeus, I would have to point to the
whole of the world79. It is not clear how this could be achieved through physical
ostension: waving one’s hands in the air would hardly capture the whole cosmos. “I
point to Zeus”, must mean something other than physical ostension8°.

Similarly, Alexander presents the true conditional “if it is night, this is not day” as an
alternative or parallel to “if Dion has died, this one has died”.8! Just as in the case of
“this one has died”, the consequent “this is not day” is presented as an impossible
definite proposition. “This” indicating the day, then, makes its proposition definite. Just
as “this one has died” is false while the referent is still alive, “this is not day” is false
while it is still day and destroyed when the day is over because the day can no longer be
indicated. Only expressions whose subjects have successfully referred can express
propositions and only propositions can be determined to be true or false, so it is
assumed that “this” (indicating day) can successfully refer while it is day. Here again, as
in the case of the bug’s exoskeleton, it is not entirely clear how the Stoics would have
explained the details of the successful reference. Nonetheless it is clear from the use of
the example that Stoics assumed it possible and perhaps this is sensible: a competent
speaker should be able to identify that the referent is the day of utterance.

Yet it is unclear how one would physically point to “day”, even though it is surely
graspable. Even if one were to point to the ground, or to wave her arms around to
indicate what she means, it is not obvious that those gestures would make it any clearer.
What makes it clear to competent speakers does not seem to have anything to do with
physical ostension. One could argue that once again we rely on assumed shared
knowledge: reference is established because of the shared knowledge of the time of
utterance. But if this were so, the proposition would not be definite. As we have seen a
child, or someone who has recently recovered sight, who does not have the concept
<day>, should be able to acquire it from the definite proposition “this is day”, so that
we cannot assume this previous knowledge. If the Stoics considered such a proposition
definite, they must have thought that “this” indicated the day, which was immediately
present, graspable and could be referred to deictically. This once again suggests that,
for the Stoics, deixis includes a non-physical kind of ostension which nonetheless fixes
the reference.

One final reason to think that non-physical ostension is possible has to do with the
metaphysical status of thoughts and lekta for the Stoics. Indeed, it seems likely that we
have deictic thoughts about thoughts, or incorporeal lekta, or about concepts (which
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are also non-existents). I can think, or indeed say, about a proposition, “this is stupid”,
or “that’s what I meant”82. Surely, these non-corporeal things cannot be pointed out by
means of physical ostension. In fact, the very fact that we have deictic thoughts suggests
that non-physical ostension is both possible and common. We can think or grasp the
thought “this is beautiful”, without saying it, or physically pointing. If lekta are the
content of thoughts83, it seems that we ought to account for instances such as this too,
where the deixis appears to operate solely in our mind84.

VI. Anaphora and Deixis

We may be tempted to think that such instances of non-physical deixis to things said
or thought would be instances of anaphora, which would suggest that anaphoric
propositions are definite, as some have claimed85. Yet the epistemological
underpinnings of the semantics of demonstratives and definite propositions help us
rule out anaphora as making its proposition definite. In fact, both Apollonius and
Priscian clearly distinguish deictic and anaphoric pronouns. Apollonius emphasises
that while anaphora can be built on a deictic, a deictic cannot pick up on an anaphora:

“This happens since ekeinos and houtos, because they signify deixis, provide
immediate perception of the person while autos refers back to a person brought
up again. Rightly then does autos refer back to the deixis shown by ekeinos but
ekeinos and houtos cannot refer back again to autos. For the acquaintance from
the deictic pronouns comes first.”86

The use of “shown” (6niovpévnyv, instead of, for example, “signified”, onpawvouévnv)
in the second sentence suggests that, despite the odd turn of phrase, what autos refers
back to is the person referred to by the deixis (and not the deixis itself). Priscian makes
the point more clearly:

“It should also be known that deictic pronouns do not replace such or such nouns
previously used, as anaphorics do, but those nouns which cannot be expressed
deictically.”87

Anaphoric pronouns are used to replace or refer back to the referents of nouns
previously mentioned. When we want to refer to something new with deixis, only a
demonstrative will do, a noun or an anaphoric cannot properly be expressed
deicticallyS8.

Deictic and anaphoric pronouns are relevantly different. They differ firstly in that
anaphoric pronouns do not refer by means of deixis, and secondly in that anaphoric
pronouns refer to someone or something previously mentioned while deictic pronouns
do not. This makes sense: as we have seen, an essential characteristic of deixis is that it
does not require previous knowledge to secure reference. In particular, it does not
assume any previous knowledge of the referent. Anaphoric pronouns thus lack deixis as
well as the epistemic simplicity required to form definite propositions, so that instances
of anaphora cannot be definite.

We can similarly rule out complex expressions, such as “this man”, houtos ho
anthropos. The expression “this man” features the noun “man” which appeals to the
concept <man>, so that it does not refer purely deictically, focusing on matter alone,
but also focuses on the quality of being a man by means of a concept®9. As such, it is not
simple or fundamental in the way which we have seen is characteristic of definite
propositions. Not all demonstrative expressions, then — very few, in fact: only pronouns
and not all pronouns — confer their privileged status on the propositions which use
them as subjects.

Conclusion
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56 We set out to give an account of the semantics of demonstrative subjects of definite
propositions in order to explain their privileged status. We have found that this
privilege stems from ontological and epistemological implications of the semantic
properties of demonstratives. Demonstrative subjects of definite propositions refer by
deixis, so that they focus on matter — the most fundamental ontological category — and
by means of a simple expression that does not appeal to any quality or previously
known concept. In addition, their referent is necessarily immediately graspable.
Definite propositions are in turn epistemologically fundamental and constitute the first
step of concept formation. However, not all demonstratives will fulfil the requirements
for making their propositions definite. Only fully deictic demonstratives will, namely
ones which successfully and unequivocally refer. This full deixis is not guaranteed by
pointing, nor does it require pointing, or any other kind of physical ostension. As we
have seen, this rules out ekeinos in favour of houtos which guarantees closer proximity
and therefore fuller deixis. Successful deictic reference, then, confers ontological and
epistemological privilege to definite propositions which employ it, and which are, as a
result, central to Stoic semantics.
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Notes

1 See esp. Charles H. Kahn (1969), “Stoic Logic and Stoic Logos”, Archiv fur Geschichte der
Philosophie 51, p. 158-172; Pierre Pachet (1975), “La deixis selon Zénon et Chrysippe”, Phronesis
20, p. 241-246; Anthony C. Lloyd (1978), “Definite propositions and the concept of reference”, in
Jacques Brunschwig (éd.), Les Stoiciens et leur logique, Paris, Vrin, p. 285-296; Jacques
Brunschwig (1984), « Quelques remarques sur la conception stoicienne du nom proper »,
Histoire Epistemologie Langage 6, p. 3-19; Jean Lallot (1997), Apollonios Dyscole, De la
construction, Paris, Vrin; Susanne Bobzien (1999), “Logic: The Stoics”, in Kempe Algra, Jonathan
Barnes, Jaap Mansfeld & Malcolm Schofield (eds.), The Cambridge History of Hellenistic
Philosophy, Cambridge, CUP, p. 77-176, here p. 98-9.

2 The most noteworthy exception is Frédérique Ildefonse (1997), La naissance de la grammaire
dans UAntiquité grecque, Paris, Vrin.

3 I translate axioma by “proposition”, which I take to be uncontroversial. While “proposition” is a
loaded term in contemporary philosophy of language, it captures well what the Stoics mean by
axioma: the incorporeal meaning of an assertive sentence which is the bearer of truth-value.

4 This account is echoed by Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers (DL) VIL.70. The
differences between the two accounts matter little for my purposes here since they agree on the
aspects most salient to my investigation. I adopt Sextus’ terminology because it is the simplest
and clearest. For comparative discussions of the two accounts see Brunschwig, Jacques (1986),
« Remarques sur la classification des propositions simples dans les logiques hellénistiques »,
Philosophie du langage et grammaire dans UAntiquité, Brussels/Grenoble, Ousia, p. 287-310;
Theodor Ebert (1993), “Dialecticians and Stoics on the classification of Propositions”, in Karl
Doring & Theodor Ebert (eds.), Dialektiker und Stoiker zur Logik der Stoa und ihrer Vorldufer,
Stuttgart, Steiner, p. 111-127; and Susanne Bobzien (1999), “Logic: the Stoics”, CHHP, p. 97, esp.
n.56.

5 Sextus Empiricus, Agalnst the Mathematicians (SE M) VIIL.96: tév 88 amAGV Tva pe v
mplopsva 40T v TIva 68 aoplota Tva. e’ usoa GPopEva e Vv Ta xata Seify smpspousva
oiov ovtog TEPUTATET, ovTog Kaﬁnrou (881Kvuu1 yap TIVAL TRV £7L PEPOVG owepwmov) aopota 8¢
20TL KAT aOTOL ¢ £V 0i¢ GOPLOTOV Tl KUPIEVEL uoplov olov ‘T ¢ kaOntar, péoa Se” Ta oBTKG
Eyovta ‘GvOpwitog kaOnTar fj ‘Twkpatg meputatel. Unless otherwise noted, translations are my
own.

~

6 Sextus Empmcus MVIIL97: 0 ue v odv “nt g :r[epma'ta 4OP1OTOV 20TLV, émel. ovK a(pu)puce
Twa m)v &ML uEpovg nspmmovvrwv KOlV(DQ ya p sap £KAOTOL AVTOV qu)spaon Svvarar to
8" “obtog kdOnTaA” wplopsvov $0Tiv, snemsp a(pcopms T0 Bewvopevov mPOCWIOV. TO Se”
“ZoJKpamg xabnta” peoov vrtiipyev, Enelnep odte GOPLOTOV E0TLV (a(pu)pms ya pto &ibog), obte
(nplopsvov (00 ya p HeTa Seilewg Ekpépetan), dAN' Eoke HECOV GUPOTEPWV VITAPXELV, TOD TE
GoploToL KAl TOD GPIOUEVOU.

7 On the Stoic notion of eidos, see especially Jacques Brunschwig (1988), « La théorie stoicienne
du genre supréme et 1'ontologie platonicienne », in Jonathan Barnes & Mario Mignucci (eds.)
Matter and Metaphysics, Naples, Bibliopolis, p. 19-27; David N. Sedley (1984), “The Stoic Theory
of Universals”, The Southern Journal of Philosophy 23, p. 87-92; (1999), “Hellenistic Physics and
Metaphysics”, in Kempe Algra, Jonathan Barnes, Jaap Mansfeld & Malcolm Schofield (eds.), The
Cambridge History of Hellenistic Philosophy, Cambridge, CUP, p. 355-411; Victor Caston (1999),
“Something or Nothing: The Stoics on Concepts and Universals”, Oxford Studies in Ancient
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Philosophy 17, p. 145—213; John Sellars (2011), “Stoic Ontology and Plato's Sophist”, Bulletin of
the Institute of Classical Studies 54, p. 185-203.

8 Sextus Empiricus, M VIIL 98 yiveoba 8¢ Paot 0 aoptorov aAnBeg, 0 ng meputatel” q

“mg kabnrar”, stav ro mplopavov aans ¢ evploKNTAL, TO 01)”[0(_; KaGnrou 1 “o0tog TepuTaTel”
undevo ¢ ya p tdv émt pépove kaBnuévov ov Suvatat dGAnde ¢ eivar o “Tt ¢ kAONTA” GOPIOTOV.

9 For more on this passage, see Paolo Crivelli (1994), “Indefinite Propositions and anaphora in
Stoic logic”, Phronesis 39, p. 187-206, and Anthony C. Lloyd (1971), “Grammar and Metaphysics
in the Stoa”, in Anthony A. Long (ed.), Problems in Stoicisim, London, Athlone, p. 58-74.

10 Some (e.g. Andreas Graeser (1978), “The Stoic theory of Meaning”, in John Rist (ed.) The
Stoics, Berkeley: University of California Press, p. 77-100, here p.78) have assumed that middle
propositions also take their truth-value from corresponding definite propositions. “Socrates is
walking” would be said to be true only if “this one is walking” is also found to be true. I see no
evidence for this. In fact, it seems clear that it is not the case. In his response to the Master
Argument, Chrysippus uses the example “If Dion is dead, this one is dead”, which he calls a true
conditional, to show that the impossible can follow from the possible. Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Commentaria in Analytica priora Aristoteli (Alex. Aphr.), In An. Pr. 177.25-178.1: T® GUVNUUEV®
T el Te0vnke Alwv, T0vnkev ovtog Setkvuuévov Tod Alwvog daAndet dvr). Chrysippus claims that
“Dion is dead” can be true (and is therefore possible): it is true once Dion has died; but that “this
one is dead”, can never be true (and hence is impossible). I return to this passage in more detail
below. For now, let us just note that it cannot be the case that the middle proposition “Dion is
dead” relies on the corresponding definite proposition “this one is dead” for its truth-value, since
the former can be true but the latter cannot. In other words, there is a distinction to be made
between the logical implication (captured by the true conditional “if Dion is dead, then this one is
dead”) and a metalogical claim about the truth conditions of the two propositions which form the
antecedent and the consequent of the conditional. The propositions and their truth-value relate
to each other on two different levels. Since the conditional “if Dion is dead, this one is dead” is
true, the antecedent, “Dion is dead”, logically implies the consequent, “this one is dead”.
However, it is not the case that the truth-value of the antecedent depends on the truth-value of
the consequent: “Dion is dead” can have a truth-value even when “this one is dead” does not,
since “Dion is dead” is true after Dion’s death and “this one is dead” is neither true nor false.
Sextus Empiricus, in the text above, is usually understood to be stating metalogical
commitments. On the other hand, when calling the conditional “true”, Chrysippus is committing
to the logical implication but he is not making any metalogical claim. Given these commitments,
there are no grounds to think that Chrysippus had a theory according to which middle
propositions rely on definite propositions for their truth-value.

11 This would have avoided an issue: “someone is dead” can apparently never be true, since, as we
will see in section IV below, “this one is dead” can never be true. The fact that they chose the
definite proposition rather than the middle, or both, is significant.

12 Diogenes Laertius VII.45.

13 The details of the correspondence are still subject to debate. Anthony Lloyd (1971), Problems
in Stoicism, p. 62ff (following Rudolf Traugott Schmidt (1839), Stoicorum Grammatica,
Hakkert) provides a thorough account of it. For a different interpretation see Frédérique
Ildefonse (1997), La naissance de la grammaire, p. 37 and p.224-228. An important difference
between the two concerns the linguistic equivalents to disposition and relation, which do not bear
on my argument.

14 “Matter” and “qualities” are thus technical notions for the Stoics, and distinct from Aristotle’s
use of the terms. For a detailed account of the Stoic theory of categories, see Stephen Menn
(1999), “The Stoic Theory of Categories”, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 17, p. 215-247,
and David Sedley (1999), “Hellenistic Physics and Metaphysics”, CCHP.

15 Diogenes Laertlus VIL58: "Eott 8¢ spoonyopia pe v kata® T0V Aoyevnv uépog Adyou
or]uouvov Kown v o, olov AvBpwmog, “Inmog Svopa 8¢ 0Tt HEpog Adyov SnAodv idiav
010N TA, 0i0vV AloyEvng, ZnkpaTne:

16 The grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus was heavily influenced by the Stoics, as shown by, e.g.,
David L. Blank (1982), Ancient philosophy and Grammar: The syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus,
Chico, CA, Scholars Press; Ineke Sluiter (1990), Ancient Grammar in Context. Contributions to
the Study of Ancient Linguistic Thought, Amsterdam, VU University Press; Frédérique Ildefonse
(1997), La naissance de la grammaire; Jean Lallot (1997), Apollonios Dyscole; Anneli Luhtala
(2000), On the origin of syntactical description in Stoic logic, Miinster, Nodus; David L. Blank &
Catherine Atherton (2003), “The Stoic Contribution to Traditional Grammar”, in Brad Inwood
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Stoics, Cambridge, CUP, p. 310-327. Marion Durand
(2018), Language and Reality: Stoic Semantics Reconstructed, University of Toronto
(dissertation available from the author upon request) argues at greater length that he in fact
worked within a Stoic framework for linguistic theory, so that his work, albeit not strictly
speaking Stoic, can serve as a source for Stoic theory. This particular passage, though not
included in Karlheinz Hiilser (1987), Die Fragmente Zur Dialektik der Stoiker, Stuttgart, Verlag,
is particularly likely to be evidence of a Stoic view, since the claim it makes about nouns (that
they signify quality) is precisely the one reported by Diogenes Laertius. To be sure, this needn’t
mean that Apollonius is committed to every detail of the Stoic view, only that this passage can be
used as evidence for it.
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17 Ap. Dysc S 11.22.3-6, 24.1-4 = GG 2.2.142.1-4, 143.9-144.4: 'H 1@V ovopdtov Béorg énevonon
eig oo Tag Kowva ¢ 1 idlag, g <av6pumog, IMAdTwv>, kKat &mel  obTe ov v Seikel ta ToladTa
obte avaq)opa sra;mo)\}\og N ém  TovTwV B€oig sywaro, iv' ékGOTOV TO  XAPAKTNPIOTIKO v
amoveipn m v ékaotov mowwnta. [...] Ai pévrot avm)vvplou gic 008 v EAho aoPAETovoar 81(1

g &v adTaig syksmsvng Bei€ewg 1 €ig ™ v vmokewévnv ovoiav, Exovov edbAnmta kat Ta

¢movpPepnrota T mowvmT, Aéyw Ta 6Uvapeva &' dypewg émvonbijvan, <Aevko v i péhav,
pakpo v i Ppaxd>. I do not follow Lallot in accepting Dudith’s addition (T v ékdotov <tdvV
VITOKEWWEV®OV> TTOL0TNTA).

18 See also 1.120, and Priscian, Institutiones Grammaticae (IG), 15.63-65 ; 17.105. Cf. Jean Lallot
(1997) Apollonios Dyscole, n.11.263 ; Richard Goulet (1978), « La classification stoicienne des
propositions simples selon Diogene Laérce VII.69-70 », in Jacques Brunschwig (éd.), Les
Stoiciens et leur logique, Paris, Vrin, p. 171-198, here p. 175.

19 I take ousia and poiotes to be used in the technical Stoic sense here, and accordingly translate
them as “matter” and “quality”, respectively. While Apollonius may not have himself been
committed to Stoic ontological theory, there can be little doubt that the use of these terms in this
passage is due to their presence in a Stoic source on which Apollonius is building.

20 A note on the translation of those two key terms: dsofAénewv appears only one other time in
Apollonius, at P 2.1.1.31.4, where its meaning is equally debatable. In general, the term can mean
“looking to”, or “looking at”, with an intensive force (the LSJ adds “with love, wonder or
admiration”), but when constructed with a prepositional phrase governed by eig, as it is
frequently, most notably in Plato, it tends to mean “to consider”, “to take into consideration”, or
“to focus on”, sometimes for the purpose of an investigation, or the forming of an opinion (it
occurs multiple times in this sense in the Republic, e.g. 466a5, 472¢7, 530a4, 578bs, but also in
the Philebus, e.g. 44d9-45a2, where the verb is used twice in just this sense, or again in
Symposium 82a3, Phaedrus 237d1,...). It often seems to have the force of considering something
rather than something else (that is, focusing on it), whether in the context of an investigation (as
is the case in the passages cited above) or not (e.g. Phaedrus 239b6-7). Apollonius seems to be
using it in just this way here, hence my translation, “focusing”. For &yew, I prefer “capture” to
“include” in Fred W. Householder (1981), The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus, Amsterdam,
Benjamins, ad loc., and “inclure” in Jean Lallot (1997) Apollonios Dyscole, ad loc., as “include”
seems to invite a variety of questions regarding the capacity in which those qualities are included
in or by the pronouns. I follow them, however, in taking ebAnmta not as a predicate accusative but
as attributive, modifying ta” émovpupepnrodta. One could take ebAnmta as a predicate accusative,
in which case the phrase would mean “make visible qualities easy to grasp”. Although the word
order may seem to make this a probable construal, there are very few parallels. The closest one is
found at Eur. Hipp. 953, where Op@éa T’ dvaxt &xwv is sometimes rendered “make Orpheus your
lord” (so David Kovacs (1995) Euripides: Hippolytus, Cambridge, Loeb). This is an attractive
interpretation, and in fact, very close to what I think the view entails, as I argue below.
Nonetheless the construction with a predicate accusative is rare and more often means “to hold x
as y”, which cannot be the meaning here.

21 Similarly, both nouns and pronouns capture their referent’s matter, but only pronouns focus
on it. Note that Apollonius does not, strictly speaking, say that nouns focus on quality, but rather
that they were established with a view to qualities. My interpretation here conflates the aim of the
imposition of nouns with what the nouns themselves aim at or focus on. Given the way the
passage is laid out, with the use of the preposition eig in both cases, and the distinction made
between nouns and pronouns, I think this is not an implausible slip to impute on Apollonius.

22 This is in line with the argument in David N. Sedley (1982), “The Criterion of Stoic Identity”,
Phronesis 27, p. 255-275, which convincingly shows that a metaphysical argument for the
privileged status of demonstratives based on their ability to track identity over time in a
constantly changing world would be misguided. As Sedley argues, names are better able to track
identity through time than demonstratives, so that, metaphysically speaking, demonstratives
signify something less stable than nouns. This metaphysical feature of their referent can thus not
be the source of their privilege.

23 I do not agree with Jean Lallot (1997) Apollonios Dyscole, ad loc., who interprets the passage
as suggesting that pronouns are able to say just as much as nouns and in fact replace them even
in their descriptive function. The way in which the deixis “includes” or captures quality is
precisely not by describing and it is in this respect that demonstratives’ way of securing reference
differs from that of nouns.

24 I take the somewhat puzzling phrase ta” émovufepnrota tij morwotu (“the accidents which
accompany quality”) to mean little more than the quality in question. The verb émovpfaive is
not very common, though it appears in Aristotle and Sextus Empiricus, where it means
“supervene”, or “happen besides/after”. The participle émovufepnkog seems to be first used by
Apollonius and its subsequent usage is sparse and confined to rhetorical texts. In Apollonius, it
appears just three times, once just a paragraph above our passage, where it seems to mean
“accidents” in the Aristotelian sense. Apollonius seems to be muddling terminologies here and
have in mind something a little confused, perhaps best described as the qualities as they appear
to us as a result of the way the Stoic-conceptualised qualities arrange matter.

25 I take it that I could, by contrast, see it without grasping that it is an elm. The difference, as
will transpire, may be the complexity of the concepts associated with those qualities. Note that,
according to Stoic epistemology, all adult human impressions are affections of the soul — which is
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the commanding faculty — and rational, that is, with propositional content. I use sight here as the
means of perceiving qualities, though Apollonius’ phrasing leaves open the option of other modes
of perception. Priscian, is in this respect more restrictive, since he translates euléepta by qui
possunt oculis conspici (IG 17.64 = GL 2.2.146.18).

26 This is why I take the participle dmopAémovoar to be concessive (contra Lallot and
Householder who both translate it with a relative clause): the point is that although, unlike
nouns, the demonstrative does not focus on the qualities (but solely on the matter), it nonetheless
captures them.

27 Casper De Jonge (2008), Between Grammar and Rhetoric. Dionysius of Halicarnassus on
Language, Linguistics and Literature, Leiden, Brill, p. 278ff. shows that this same idea motivates
Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ ranking of parts of speech.

28 cf., e.g., Simplicius in Ar. Cat. 222.30-33. I am grateful to Simon Shogry for pointing this out
to me.

29 It is worth noting that the exact way in which deixis features alongside deictic pronouns is
unclear. As is clear from the texts cited above and below, deixis is considered an inherent feature
of demonstrative pronouns (1] év avtaig éykewevn 6ei€lg), but its relationship to pronouns is
described in many ways. It is not always said to be in a pronoun, but sometimes to accompany the
pronoun (peta Setfewc) and to come from the pronoun (6§ avtév, and even v’ avtdv). Given
our evidence, I see no way of decisively judging which of these we ought to adopt as the
mainstream view, and I will, in my discussion, try to mirror the text at hand, therefore alternating
between the two. My inclination is to think that the deixis should be thought of as something
which, strictly speaking, accompanies a pronoun. It is performed by the speaker as she utters the
pronoun. It is described as being inherent to pronouns, and as being in them or carried by them,
because a competent speaker would not utter a demonstrative pronoun without also performing
an ostension. There would be something strange about a demonstrative that is not accompanied
by ostension; its reference would fail, and the utterance would not express a proposition or any
sort of complete lekton (more on this below). Therefore, the pronoun compels, as it were, the
person uttering it to perform the accompanying deixis, which is the reference-fixing mechanism.
It is in this sense that the deixis is said to be in it or carried by pronouns. In addition, deixis is a
unique and defining feature of demonstratives. Priscian tells us, for example, that nouns do not
refer by deixis (IG XVIIL.63.15, quoted below), nor do anaphoric pronouns (IG XIV.2.1-4). Now, it
seems that we could well say “Socrates” and at the same time point to Socrates. So it cannot be
the case that nouns cannot be accompanied by deixis. Rather, the point seems to be that, if I need
to refer by deixis, then I ought to use a pronoun, not a noun. Conversely, if I utter a noun and
successfully refer by means of deixis, that is, if what fixes the reference is deixis, rather than
appeal to a concept, then I did not, strictly speaking, refer by means of a noun. Put another way, if
I point at Socrates and say “Socrates is sitting” and my interlocutor does not know who Socrates
is but successfully identifies Socrates as the referent, I have in effect said “this is Socrates and he
is sitting”, that is, a definite proposition and an anaphoric proposition, and not a middle
proposition. This is perhaps even clearer in cases where I point at Plato and say “Socrates is
sitting”. In such cases it seems that there are two interpretations available: (i) I did express a
middle proposition, “Socrates is sitting”, and referred to Socrates, in which case the proposition
will be true if sitting obtains of Socrates (wherever he is); or (ii) I in fact expressed a definite
proposition, “this is Socrates and he is sitting”, and referred to Plato by means of deixis, in which
case the proposition will be false by virtue of the referent not being Socrates. (Such instances are
not dissimilar to uses of houtos (instead of houté) to refer to a woman, as discussed below, or to
the case of “Kallias the teacher is walking” being false if Kallias is not a teacher (Alex. Aphr. in Ar.
An. Pr. 402.12-19).) This highlights the importance of semantic properties in the definition of
parts of speech, as well as the epistemological concerns at play in the semantics.

30 As I argue in section V below, this ostension need not be physical, nor is any physical
ostension sufficient for successful deixis.

31 Chrysippus argues that ego is deictic: we indicate ourselves with our chin as we say it (Galen,
de Hipp. et Plat. 11.2, on which see section V below). This suggests that he saw “I” and “you” as
referring in much the same way as houtos, by deixis alone. If the relevant feature of a part of
speech is the way in which it secures reference, ego and houtos would seem to belong to the same
category and “I walk” would have been classified as a definite proposition.

32 Ap. Dysc. P 11.27-30: ai pévrol npwtowﬂm S ke v Tiig (pwvng yévoug adidiotolot eiot
TTAVTOTE K(l’t(l T[p(L)TOV kat Sevrepov TPOCTOV, S 68 Tng Ot ATV Sel€emg 1) TOV yevaiv
Slaotohn mapep@aivetar ovveEnyovuevov ya p £xel To yévog 1 Setfie. cf. S 11.24.19-21 = GG
2.2.144.8, where Apollonius claims that first- and second-person pronouns do not have gendered
endings because the deixis in them focuses solely on the matter. It is worth noting that while this
passage is strictly speaking about personal pronouns, he goes on to list exceptions to this rule, of
which houtos is explicitly not one (S I11.26 = GG 2.2.145.8-146.7).

33 This is to some extent suggested by the interpretation of Frédérique Ildefonse (1997), La
naissance de la grammaire, p. 172ff and passim, whose account has much in common with mine,
though I would reject her suggestion that determinacy of the referent is the central notion here —
and that demonstratives are the first and logically least determinate stage. Nor do I think that the
different propositions differ first and foremost in the role that they play in inquiry. Instead, I am
inclined to place emphasis on the role of the different propositions in the acquisition of concepts.
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34 This is only a brief and compressed sketch of the apparatus. For more on the semantics of
nouns see especially Anthony Lloyd (1978), Les Stoiciens, and Jacques Brunschwig (1984),
Histoire Epistemologie Langage 6.

35 DL VIL.60. cf. n. .
36 I use angled brackets to signal reference to concepts throughout.

37 Ap. Dysc. S 1.96 = GG 2.2.80.13-81.3: TPOCOTIWV GOPIOTOVUEV®DV Slemea ¢oTL Ta pOpLaY,
S0 kar T &€ adTAV TPOcWITA voouusva oplou(o katahapfavetat. kat ca@e ¢ Ot ai €€ avTdv
etterg T[pc)'[(ll gpodot giol TdvV UHOKSlpsvo)v TPOOWTWYV, 0V Seopevar TG TV dpBpwv ovvtatews:
00 ya p avagépetar ta poowmma, v’ Sy 8 Selkvutar.

38 The relevant knowledge here is that of concepts corresponding to qualities. For successful
communication, interlocutors will need some knowledge, including a grasp of conventions (for
example understanding how pointing works), as well as some basic understanding of how the
world is organised in order to be able to pick out discreet parts of it as they are being pointed out.
This kind of knowledge is presumably required for any successful communication — not just for
successful use of deictic pronouns — and any competent speaker (one who can partake in
conversations) will have this basic knowledge.

39 Much like Apollonius Dyscolus, whom he follows extremely closely, Priscian shows signs of
Stoic influence and can, with caution, serve as evidence of views which stem from Stoic grammar.
of. n., and Marc Baratin (1989), La naissance de la syntaxe a Rome, Paris, Les Editions de
Minuit; Anneli Luhtala (2005), Grammar and philosophy in late antiquity: A study of Priscian's
sources, Amsterdam, John Benjamins; Marc Baratin, Bernard Colombat & Louis Holtz (eds.)
(2009), Priscien : transmission et refondation de la grammaire, de U'Antiquité aux Modernes,
Turnhout, Brepols.

40 Priscian, IG XVI1.63.7-15 = GL 3.145.22-146.4: Quare non mediocriter disturbant qualitatis
significationem, cum in unam concidant vocem nominum positiones tam in propriis quam in
appellativis. Inde caruit definitione persona ea quae in nomine ipso intellegitur; nec mirum,
cum propria quoque nomina, quamvis ideo ponantur ut unumquemque ab aliis omnibus
discernant, incerta sint tamen, cum non possint omnes eius qualitates quae illum separant ab
aliis omnibus ostendere absque demonstrationis auxilio, quae fit per pronomen.

41 It is worth noting that the surviving evidence does not include much explicit consideration of
pragmatics, though they may have helped here and elsewhere. In particular, this leads to
difficulties with regards to the preciseness and accuracy of deictic reference. It is not clear exactly
how the Stoics account for successful deictic reference in cases where pragmatic calculations
seem to be required for it. For more discussion of such difficulties, see sections IV below.

42 Alex Aphr in Ar. An. Pr. 402 20-4: &1l T0D pn Setv obTwg v amopaoty moeioban oty
KAl OV TIPOPEPOVOLV OVTOG TEPUTATET, OVTOG OV MEPUTATET 681vapevov OnAeog dpPw
ya p MAAY Ta obtwg Aaufavopeva Wevdij yiveabal @aov, gite meputatoin to  Sekviuevov gite
un. trans. modified from Ian Mueller (2006), Alexander of Aphrodisias: On Aristotle Prior
Analytics 1.32-46, Ithaca, N.Y, Cornell University Press.

43 This goes hand in hand with the rejection of the idea that a mistake in gender is a solecism. cf.
Ap. Dysc. S1I1.8 = GG 2.2.273.9-274.7 (cf. Ap. Dysc S II1.9 = GG 2.2.274.8).

44 Ap. Dysc S 11.26.14-16 = GG 2.2.145.14-146.1: 1) va' p €€ avTdv voovusvn omootamg
auavporspav ™ v ety kabwotavel, kar  EvBev mapewedveto to  yévog, ovy iva T v
ovolav mapaoton, GAN' iva 1o yévog Sraoteiiy.

45 It is not entirely clear why Apollonius thinks the gendered endings of houtos are not akin to
that of ekeinos. He gives only a very brief justification, based on its similarity with the adverb
muodtog, itself a rare alternate form of tijuog (S 145.10-11).

46 Another reason not to give too much weight to this passage is emphasised by Jean Lallot
(1997) Apollonios Dyscole, ad loc., who notes that this particular passage, and especially the
argument laid out with respect to ekeinos is very confused.

47 Cicero, Academica II.21:Atqui qualia sunt haec quae sensibus percipi dicimus talia secuntur
ea quae non sensibus ipsis percipi dicuntur sed quodam modo sensibus, ut haec : “illud est
album, hoc dulce, canorum illud, hoc bene olens. Hoc asperum” : animo iam haec tenemus
conprehensa non sensibus. “ille” deinceps “equus est, ille canis. Cetera series deinde sequitur
maiora nectens, ut haec quae quasi expletam rerum conprehensionem amplectuntur : “si homo
est, animal est mortale rationis particeps”. trans. modified from Charles Brittain (2006), On
Academic Scepticism, Indianapolis, Hackett.

48 This epistemological grounding is consistent with the alethic independence discussed in n.10
above.

49 By grasping a proposition of the form “this is a horse”, I do not mean that I need to have
uttered it myself. I can grasp a proposition uttered by someone else. In fact, it seems most
plausible that I will acquire the concepts <white> or <horse> with the help of a teacher, who will
point to white things and horses and say “this is white” and “this is a horse”, respectively. This
leaves the problem of the protos heuretes, or first inventor. We know too little about the Stoic
theory for the origins of language to know how they might have dealt with this. Note also that the
picture presented here assumes that learning a concept and learning the word for it are, as it
were, one and the same process. Some believe that Cicero has a pre-rational stage of perception
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(see Charles Britain (2012), “Antiochus’ epistemology”, in David Sedley (ed.), The Philosophy of
Antiochus, Cambridge, CUP, p. 104-130), which might suggest that one first forms a concept
(through repeated perception) at a prior level of pre-rational discrimination, and then learns the
name of such concepts through an identification of the form “this is F”. The details of the Stoic
theory of concept-formation are very much unclear and the view presented here may need to be
slightly altered to fit different reconstructions of it. I take it that whatever the details are,
however, definite propositions will remain fundamental and play a similarly fundamental role as
the one I ascribe to them here.

50 It is not clear how the Stoics thought one could acquire concepts for things they never directly
perceiveid, such as historical figures. On this view, in order to say “Socrates was a philosopher”, I
should have previously acquired the concept <Socrates>, but surely neither I nor Chrysippus
were ever in a position to acquire it by means of a proposition of the form “this is Socrates”.
Aetius IV.11.1-6 suggests that some concepts can be acquired by teaching, others by analogy.
How this would help in the case of <Socrates> is not obvious (nor is the place of definite
propositions in the process in those cases). A similar worry is raised by Seneca Ep. 120, on which
see Brad Inwood (2005), “Getting to Goodness”, in Brad Inwood, Reading Seneca: Stoic
Philosophy at Rome, Oxford, Clarendon, p. 271-301. Cf. Henry Dyson (2009), Prolepsis and
Ennoia in the Early Stoa, Berlin, De Gruyter, and Ilsetraut Hadot (2014), “Getting to Goodness:
Reflections on Chapter 10 of Brad Inwood, Reading Seneca”, in Marcia L. Colish & July
Wildberger (eds.), Seneca Philosophus, Berlin, De Gruyter, p. 9-41.

51 We may raise an objection, debating the relevant sense of “grasp” or “understand” at play here,
and arguing that I cannot fully grasp the proposition “this is a horse” until I have in fact fully
formed the concept <horse>. It is worth noting, firstly, that the concept-acquisition need not be
immediate or instantaneous, and it need not occur on the first instance of someone saying to me
“this is green”. Secondly, the acquisition of the concept and the grasping of the proposition could
well coincide, and be simultaneous. That is, the point in time at which I grasp the proposition
“this is a tree” could well be exactly the point in time at which I acquire the concept <tree>. We
need not posit that the concept-acquisition must be temporally prior to and distinct from
grasping the proposition. We need only accept that both grasping the proposition “this is a tree”
and acquiring the concept <tree> are prior to grasping a proposition such as “the tree is green”.

52 I mean by this that they do not make an existential claim, as middle propositions do,
according to the widely accepted view of nouns developed by Anthony Lloyd (1978), Les Stoiciens
and Jacques Brunschwig (1984), Histoire Epistémologie Langage 6, on the basis of Alex. Aphr.
In Arist. An. pr. 402-3.

53 Alex. Aphr in Ar. An. Pr. 177.27-178.1: not ya p_EV T® ovvnpuavw ™ ‘el €bvnke Alwv,
ehvnkev ovrog Seucvopévou tod Alwvog GAndel svii o pe "V fiyobpevov <to > [tébvnke Alwv’
6UV(1TO v eivar 1@ Shvaobal mote 4AnBe ¢ yevéoOan o tebvnkévan Alwva, 10 8¢ Tsevnst
ovtog’ advvatov: amobavovtog ya p Aiwvog @beipeobar to  a€iwpa to ‘ovtog Tsevnks pT]KS’[
dvtog T0b T Vv Seifv owaSsxopavov &m ya p {dvtog kar xata {dvtog 1 Seiig. ei ovv pn<Te>
teBvedrog avtod én o omog olov Te, unte maw [i] Uq)lOTCl’[(ll 6 Alwv @dg duvaocban &' avtod
pnofivan to  ‘téBvnkev ovtog, adlvatov To  ‘TéBvnkev ovtog. trans. modified from Ian Mueller
(2013), Alexander of Aphrodisias: On Aristotle Prior Analytics 1.14-22, Ithaca, N.Y, Cornell
University Press.

54 Nicholas Denyer (1988), “Stoicism and Token Reflexivity”, in Jonathan Barnes & Mario
Mignucci (eds.) Matter and Metaphysics, Naples, Bibliopolis, p. 375-396.

55 SE PH 11.234; Epictetus Diss.1.7.1.10-21; Simplicius in Ar. Phys.1299.36-1300.10.

56 This is similar to the reading of Susanne Bobzien (1999), “Logic: The Stoics”, CHHP, p. 100
and 117. A significant difference between our views is that unlike Bobzien, I do not believe that
the lekton ceases to subsist altogether, but rather that it stops being a proposition. On this, see
also Dominic T.J. Bailey (2014), “The Structure of Stoic Metaphysics”, Oxford Studies in Ancient
Philosophy 46, p. 253—309, here p. 281, who follows Bobzien, and Nicholas Denyer (1988),
“Stoicism and Token Reflexivity”, p. 380, who comes to the conclusion that the proposition
“becomes idle” and ceases to be a proposition when there is nothing to be pointed at.

57 This would mirror the symbolization for middle propositions suggested by Anthony Lloyd
(1978), Les Stoiciens, and Jacques Brunschwig (1984), Histoire Epistémologie Langage 6.

58 I assume here that the Stoics would analyse 3x (Gx A x=8) as well-formed even when there is
no §, which would be coherent with the analysis of nouns found at Alex. Aphr. in Arist. An. Pr.

402-3.

59 cf. Jonathan Barnes (1999), “Aristotle and Stoic Logic”, in Katerina Ieradiokanou (ed.), Topics
in Stoic Philosophy, Oxford, OUP, p. 23-52, here p. 44, who arrives at very much the same
conclusion.

60 DL VII.63

61 This highlights the need for a better account of completeness and incompleteness of lekta,
since it suggests that a lekton of the form subject-predicate is incomplete if the subject is an
empty term. The description of a complete lekton as one being expressed by a grammatically
complete sentence (with an explicit nominative) is therefore inaccurate. At best, that is a
necessary but not sufficient condition. Cf. Anthony Long (1971), Problems in Stoicism; Ada
Bronowski (2014), « La structure logique du langage ordinaire chez les stoiciens », in Jean-
Michel Counet (éd.), Philosophie et langage ordinaire de l'Antiquité a la Renaissance, Louvain,
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Peeters, p. 83-96; Michele Alessandrelli (2013), Il Problema del Lekton nello Stoicismo Antico,
Firenze, Olschki.

62 Charles Kahn (1969), AGPh 51, p. 160. Cf. SVF II. 509, 517-519. See also Victor Goldschmidt
(1969), Le systéme stoicien et l'idée de temps, Paris, Vrin, here p. 83-87, and Anthony C. Lloyd
(1970), “Activity and description in Aristotle and the Stoa”, Proceedings of the British Academy
56, p. 227-240, here p. 232-240.

63 Ap. Dysc S I1.42.1-9 = GG 2.2.155.5-8: "Evekev TOUTOU ero g 008 v Xpewwdelg eiot Vol
avrcovvmal OTspousvou TOD T€ SEKVOVTOG TTPOOMITOV kat Tod Setkvoupévov, elye ai dyypagopevat
Jtavv doprototatai eiow, 6t kal  Tiig idlag HAng drewobnoav.

64 Ap Dysc. P. 2.1.1.37.8-12: ai yodv S’ tod <> snemswopevm kat &L NV Seifv
gmelvovoat kat To Ts}\og oEUvov(nv <ékewooli, ovtooi>. xar BfjAov gotwv, d¢ Eveka TG
SETIKAC EKPOPIC 1 TOWWTN EMEKTAOIS, TO U TN v avtdg énekteiveBal, kabo 008e  BAwg
Sewktikn. cf. SI1.6 = GG 2.2.133.

65 I follow Philipp Brandenburg (2005), Apollonios Dyskolos. Uber das Pronomen, Leipzig,
Teubner, in the translation of the condensed and difficult last sentence. An alternative translation
would take 008e” 6Awg to mean “not entirely” rather than “not at all”. However, the distinction
seems to be precisely that those words which are deictic can see their deixis intensified, whereas
those which are not deictic, like autos, cannot.

66 SE M VIII.99-102

67 While it may seem plausible that pragmatics were (or should have been) appealed to here —
and elsewhere in their discussion of deictic reference — there is no evidence of such
considerations. cf. n.41.

68 DL VIIL.70.9: T1¢ Tepumatel, £KEIVOG KIVEITAL.
69 See esp. Paolo Crivelli (1994), Phronesis 39, p. 189-190.

70 Cf. SE M VIII1.93-8, 100, where every subclass of proposition is illustrated with two separate
examples.

71 P 2.2.18.10, 2.1.1.57.10-12, 2.2.136.10. See also Galen de Hipp. et Plat. plac. 11.2 (below).
Terence H. Irwin (1997), “Aristotelian Substances and Stoic Subjects”, Revue Internationale de
Philosophie, Vol. 51, No. 201,3, p. 397-415, here p. 402, suggests this may be the grounds on
which ekeinos is classified as indefinite.

72 This is, at least to some extent, in line with the use of houtos and ekeinos in Greek more
generally, as argued by Egbert J. Bakker (2010), “Pragmatics: Speech and Text”, in Egbert J.
Bakker (ed.) A Companion to the Ancient Greek Language, Oxford, Blackwell, p. 151-168. He
shows that, for example, in dramatic texts, houtos is traditionally used for objects on stage and
immediately graspable while ekeinos is used for what is only conceptually grasped and off stage
or having just entered the stage.

73 Alternatively, we could infer from Diogenes’ description that we should limit our
understanding of deixis to only successful deixis. Given Apollonius’ description of degrees of
deixis, however, the former interpretation seems preferable.

74 e.g. S11.13, 83= GG 2.2.136.5-10, 187.14-17.

75 As has often been assumed in scholarship. See esp. Jacques Brunschwig (1984), Histoire
Epistémologie Langage, p. 47 and Susanne Bobzien (1999) CHHP p. 100, who talks about deixis
in terms of “point-at-ability”.

76 Galen de Hzpp et Plat. plac. I1.2: Obtwg 8¢ kol 0 éyw Agyopev, KAt TOVTO E)‘emvuvreg
£aUTOL ¢ &v m @aiveobar Siavorav eivay, Tng Seikewg (pv(m{u)g kal oikelog évradBa @epopévne:
Ko Gvev 88 Tig Kata v xeipa Tolavng Seifewg vevovteg eig avtov ¢ T0 eym Aéyopev,
evbu ¢ kat  Tiig Yo  Qviig Toladng ovong kar - kata ™ v €€ vmoyeypappévnv Seigy
ouveK(pspopsvng T0 Ya p éyo mpo@epopeda Kam mv npwmv crv}\}\aﬁn V KATAOTBVTEG TO

KAT® XE0G €ig avTov S Sewtikde dxorovBwg Se T 0D yevswv KwnoeL kat £m 1o otiifog
vevoer kar T Towdty Sei€er M EERg (m)\}\aﬁn TAPAKELTAL 008E V  AITOOTNHATIKO V
mapevonuaivovoa, 6mep ém T0d ékeivog ouvtetevyev. Note that this passage confirms that the
Stoics thought of ekeinos as a deictic but indicating some distance.

77 SE Outlines of Pyrrhonism (PH) I1.141: € Tig 0ot <Bedv> elmev 6 n)\ovmca ovtog, 'n}\ovmoel
obtog: ovtool Se O Bedg (Seikvu S kad' vOBeoY To v Al) elné Got Tl MAoVTHoEL ODTOC!
TAOUTNOEL 8pA 0VTOG.

78 Susanne Bobzien (1999), CHHP p.99 also rejects deixis by proxy, though on somewhat
different grounds.

79 Michael Frede (1974), Die Stoische Logik, Gottingen, Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, p. 56,
claims that the Stoics could not have believed that it was possible to point to Zeus and uses this
example to support the view that there is such a thing as a “deixis of the mind”. The main
evidence for this is a passage of Apollonius Dyscolus (S II. 12 = GG 2.2.135.13-136.4) where he
talks of anaphoric pronouns as operating a “deixis of the mind.” This passage is hardly reliable:
Apollonius is scrambling to make his theory consistent by making sense of cases where pronouns,
which he repeatedly describes as inherently deictic, are not used in an obviously deictic way. The
deixis he appeals to here is unlikely to be the sort of deixis the Stoics believed to make
propositions definite. For a brief discussion of anaphora, see section VI below.
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80 Anthony Lloyd (1978), Les Stoiciens, p. 286 brushes this passage aside on the grounds that
the deixis is reported as conditional (ka®' vmoBeorwv). While we may perhaps take this as
highlighting the surprising or unusual nature of the ostension, I do not think it is sufficient to
dismiss the passage entirely.

81 Alex. Aphr. in Ar. An. Pr. 180.9: 6 8' adto ¢ Aoyog kat & Tod el VOE éoTwv, ovk oty abn
nuépa. “the same reasoning applies to the proposition ‘if it is night, this is not day’.”

82 Similarly, given the relationship between definite and indefinite propositions outlined in SE M
VII1.g8, cited above, if the Stoics believed propositions such as “something is incorporeal” or
“something is a proposition” to be true, then they must have held true propositions such as “this
is an incorporeal” and “this is a proposition”, which require successful deictic reference to
incorporeals.

83 As e.g. Long (1971), “Language and Thought in Stoicism” argues.

84 It is worth noting again (cf. n.79) that what I have in mind here is not what Apollonius
Dyscolus calls deixis of the mind (S II.12 = GG 2.2.135.13-136.4).

85 The status of anaphora has long been debated. Some, such as Michael Frede (1974), Die
Stoische, p. 52-53 have argued that anaphora is always definite, an argument convincingly
refuted by Anthony C. Lloyd (1977), Review of M. Frede Die Stoische Logik, Mind 86, p. 286;
others, such as Richard Goulet (1978), Les Stoiciens, p. 178, have argued that anaphora will
inherit the definiteness of the proposition on which it is anaphoric. A fuller discussion of
anaphora is beyond the scope of the present paper and I leave it to another occasion, focusing
here only on the definiteness of anaphora.

86 Ap Dysc. P. 61.3-8: Todto Se” GUuBéBnKSV gmel’ W pe v £keivog ka7 odtog, SeiEtv
onuawovoou ™ Vv drdyviov YVOOW 0D TPOoGITOV naptowow i 8e” awtog &' avasolodpevoy
ﬂpoowﬂov (peperou opBidg odv ém m Y 81(1 T0d SKSWOQ Snhovpévny Setgy mavamoleitan 1
QVTOG, OVKETL PEVTOL <> £KeTVOg i 00Tog €L T v avtog Stvatal avaépmesdar TpmT ya p 1
810" IOV SEKTIKGY AVIOVULIGY YVRHOTG.

87 Priscian, IG XVIL.56.9-11 = 3.142.1-4: Et sciendum quod demonstrativa pronomina non
aliquorum praedictorum loco nominum, quomodo relativa sed eorum quae proferri
demonstrative non possunt accipiuntur.

88 cf. n.29 above.

89 To be sure, in cases where the noun plays no part in fixing the reference and leaves all the
work to the deixis, such expressions would form definite propositions (cf. n29, above). I take it
such cases are rare. I should note that I do not think ovtoot” 8¢~ 6 0edg, at SE PH 11.141 (above),
is a counter-example to this. The noun is added to the demonstrative because this is a
hypothetical situation. Because the situation described is hypothetical, there is nothing to be
pointed at. The noun 0edg is added in this context (the description of a hypothetical situation) to
clarify what would be pointed at (namely a god, as opposed to, for example, the man who, the
speaker says, will be rich). If this had been a real-life situation, the demonstrative would have
been sufficient to secure reference and the noun would have been omitted.
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