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Abstract: This article presents a new account of the Stoic theory of case. It argues
that cases belong to the Stoic class of lekta and that they play a twofold semantic role.
Firstly, they relate words to the world in a process akin to reference. Secondly, they
encode syntactic information which captures structural elements of the world,
contributing to language’s ability to represent reality and its structure by enabling
it to capture both objects and the ways in which these objects relate to each other.
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Among the lesser known and most poorly understood Stoic innovations in semantics
is their theory of case, which has long been a subject of interest and puzzlement
among scholars of Stoic dialectic.! Ancient thinkers, much like modern grammarians,
considered case to be little more than a grammatical feature of words: a variation in
the ending of a word to indicate its syntactic function in the sentence.” The Stoics
stand out from Aristotle who preceded them and the grammarians who followed
them by considering case to be not just a morphological feature of words but
something that some words signify. Cases were, for the Stoics, also part of the
meaning or semantic content of inflected words. Nonetheless, it is not clear exactly
where the Stoics situated these cases, now distinct from the words that signify them,
in their semantics. The metaphysical status of cases and the role that they play in the
semantics of words that signify them, and indeed which words do and do not signify

1 See esp. Frede (1994a), Primavesi (1994), Schubert (1994), Hadot (1966), Gaskin (1997), Bronowski
(2019), as well as Long (1971), Delammare (1980), Alessandrelli (2013), Gourinat (2018).

2 On ancient conceptions of case, see e.g. Pohlenz (1948) 1.44 and Long and Sedley (1987) Vol. 1 p. 201.
On the relationship of the Stoic conception to Aristotle’s, see esp. Primavesi (1994).
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them, remain controversial. Evidence on these questions is sparse and sources
present apparently conflicting views. Few attempts have been made to provide a
comprehensive account of the theory and perhaps the most extensive and notorious
one, Michael Frede’s (1994) “The Stoic Notion of a Grammatical Case”, presents, as
some have suggested, a view that is philosophically problematic.®

This article presents a new reconstruction of the Stoic theory of case. I begin
by considering the metaphysics of case. I argue that case belongs to the Stoic
class of lekta, the items which are expressed by words and form the contents of
our thoughts. I then turn to the semantic function of case, with particular
attention to the semantics of nouns. I suggest that cases play a twofold role. Firstly,
they relate words to the world in a process akin to reference. Secondly, they
encode syntactic information at the level of lekta which correlates to structural
elements of the world. By capturing the ways in which objects relate to each other,
case thus contributes to language’s ability to describe or represent reality and its
structure. I conclude with some tentative and more speculative remarks on the
potential role of cases in the semantics of other types of inflected words, notably
pronouns.

3 Gaskin (1997), and to some extent Ildefonse (2007, 168ff), Gourinat (2018, cf.1999), and Bronowski
(2019, ch.6). All these previous attempts to contend with this question face methodological challenges
which my own reconstruction must also necessarily grapple with. The state of the surviving evidence
on semantic matters is generally poor. Fragments are few and often in contexts demanding a cautious
approach. Many are found in texts by authors who are hostile to the Stoics or who display some
confusion regarding the theory they report. Some of the evidence on the topic of case specifically is
found in primarily grammatical rather than philosophical texts. As a result, the authors frequently
lack a full understanding of the technical terminology introduced by the Stoics, and sometimes fail to
represent the sophisticated nuances of Stoic views. In what follows, I work to make full use of these
various and disparate sources while treating them with a necessary amount of caution and scepti-
cism, considering especially ways in which the views they report might have been distorted,
intentionally or not, by their authors. I do not take a stance on the question of the evolution and
development of views among Stoics. Although there can be little doubt that views evolved over time
in the Stoa, and that different Stoics disagreed with each other (reports of disagreements on other
questions are not unfrequent, e.g. Numenius, fr. 24 des P., apud Eusebius Praep. Ev. 14.4), the evidence
hardly allows us to trace these historical developments adequately — for more on this, including some
suggestions of possible points of disagreement between Chrysippus and Diogenes, see especially
Gourinat (2018, 146ff). I remain sensitive throughout to these possible divergences, but generally
refer to the theory as the “Stoic” theory, as scholars often do. Such a unified theory, if it is not a mere
figment, is most likely Chrysippus’ view or something close to it, which is usually assumed to have
been orthodoxy from then on. More work is needed to identify and track the detail of the distinct Stoic
views, if indeed such an enterprise is possible, but I hope that this can be done all the more effectively
with the new perspective on the theory on offer here.
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1 The Metaphysical Status of Case

Before attempting to understand its place in the semantic theory, we must establish
what case is for the Stoics. The Stoics distinguish between semainonta, things that
signify, which are at the level of what they call phone, voice, and semainomena, things
signified.* One might expect to find case described as a purely linguistic feature, at
the level of phone, rather than as something signified. In this respect, the Stoic notion
of case differs from the standard modern notion of grammatical case, as well as from
many ancient conceptions of it.> Evidence suggests that the Stoics thought of case
as part of the signified, and not merely as a feature of words at the level of phone.®
Most notably, in Diogenes Laertius’ account of Stoic doctrines, case is mentioned not
in the discussion about the signifying (peri phonés) but about the signified.” Similarly,
in his description of so-called categorical propositions, Diogenes describes them as
composed of a nominative case and a predicate (katnyopikov 8¢ £6TL TO GUVEGTOG €K
NTWoews 0pdiig Kal katnyopriuatog, Diogenes Laertius (DL) VIL.70). Propositions are
signified, as are predicates. Cases are thus put on a par with signified components,
rather than components of the sentences expressing them.

To be sure, this needn’t mean that case is thought by the Stoics to be only at the
level of signified. It is a fact about the Greek language that it is inflected and most
linguistically inclined thinkers both before and after the Stoics spoke of case as a
property of words, at the level of the signifying.® In reporting Stoic views, Diogenes
Laertius (VIL.58) attributes to some a definition of certain parts of speech (verbs,
conjunctions) as caseless (aptoton) while others (the article) are said to admit of case
(ptotikos), all apparently at the level of the signifying. We therefore needn’t infer that
case was, for the Stoics, solely a signified, while it was for almost everyone else a
morphological feature of words. Rather the Stoics likely thought of case as twofold:

4 DL VII.44.

5 See n3 above. Aristotle certainly seems to have conceived of it as a grammatical feature (and he
believed the nominative to be the standard form of a noun, rather than a case, claiming that only
oblique cases are cases, which fall from the nominative. (Aristotle, De Int. 16b1-5, Ammonius, in Ar. de
Int. 42.30-43.20, on which see discussion below)). It is also the view found in most later grammarians,
who enumerate case as one of the “accidents” of words. However, the Téchné attributed to Dionysius
Thrax states that cases belong to the signified not the expressions signifying them (230.34-6). Frede
(19944, 14) argues that the view put forward in this passage of the Téchné is Stoic. Primavesi (1994, 90)
similarly counts case as purely signified. The only recent proponent of the view that case is not a
signified for the Stoics is Alessandrelli (2013, 154).

6 Frede (1994a, 14ff). provides a full and thorough survey of the evidence for this, which I will not
repeat here.

7 DL VIL65.

8 see nn.3 and 5 above.
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both signified and a property of phone.® In fact, it is likely that they took linguistic
case to be a marker of the semantic content expressed by words that bore it:
grammatical case, as a feature of phoneé, reveals case at the level of signified. At any
rate, it is the latter which is of interest here and what I will mean by “case” in the
following discussion will be, unless otherwise noted, the signified case.

The first salient question, then, is what kind of signified is case? Some of the
most prominent signified items (sémainomena), in the Stoic taxonomy are lekta,
“sayables”, which are expressed by written and spoken words, and which form
the content of thoughts and beliefs.'® Notably, lekta are incorporeal." In establishing
the status of case, we might therefore begin with whether cases are incorporeal,
which would put them among the lekta. Several sources do in fact suggest that
cases are incorporeal.’> Among them, a treacherous passage in Clement states the
incorporeality of case in no uncertain terms:*

1| TTdoLg 8¢ domuatog eivat uooysitar 810 kal 0 ooPLopa EKEVO 0UTWG AVETAL “O AEYELS,

Siépyetai oov 81t 100 oTOUATOG”, GTiep AANOEG, “oikiav 8¢€ Aéyelg, oixia dpa SLa Tod 0TOHATOS GOV
pyetar”, dmep PedSog 00SE yp TV oikiav Aéyouev odpua o0oav, GAAL THV TTHCLY ACMUATOV

8 ” 8 S A AN

oboav, {g oikia TuyyaveL

Case is agreed to be incorporeal; and hence the famous sophism is solved as follows: “What you
say passes through your mouth.” This is true. “You say: A house. Therefore a house passes
through your mouth.” This is false. For what we say is not the house, which is a body, but the
case, which is incorporeal and which the house bears.

Clement Strom. VIIL.9.26.5 (translation Long and Sedley 1987, modified)

According to this — difficult and potentially dubious — passage, case is signified and
incorporeal. Taken at face value, the passage therefore suggests that case must be a

9 For a similarly dual view of the status of case (as both signified and at the level of phone), see
Gourinat (2018), contra Primavesi (1994) and Frede (1994a, 24). The view I put forward here attempts
to bridge the gap between case at the level of signified and case at the level of signifying. The duality in
turn makes sense of apparently confused or problematic passages, such as Plutarch Plat. Quaest.
1011d, where ptosis is clearly discussed as a property of nouns (parallel to tense for verbs) and which
Alessandrelli (2013, 140) uses as evidence that case is not a signified.

10 DL VIL63, SE M VIIL70.

11 The Stoics recognised four incorporeals: lekta, void, place, and time (SE M X.218). These differ from
other entities in the world in that, although they are “somethings”, they do not exist (only bodies have
existence) but merely subsist.

12 Here again, for a full review and discussion of the difficult evidence on the (in)corporeality of
cases see Frede (1994a, 14ff). I will focus on just a few key passages, including Clement’s, my inter-
pretation of which is markedly different from Frede’s.

13 This passage motivates Ildefonse’s (1997, 187) view that case is incorporeal. See Gaskin (1997, 96)
for a similar argument.
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lekton of some kind, since it must fall under one of the four classes of incorporeals
(place, time, void, and lekta) and lekta is the only plausible candidate.

Although our evidence provides many examples of lekta, both complete and
incomplete, case is rarely if ever listed as one of them.' Nonetheless, it is mentioned
immediately following the enumeration of predicates (katégorémata) in Diogenes
Laertius, where cases appear to be to nouns what predicates are to verbs. Predicates
are said to be incomplete lekta (¢oTL 8¢ T0 KaTnyOpNUa. .. AekTOV EAAUTEG DL VIL64).
They are the incorporeal counterparts, at the level of lekta, to the corporeal verbs at
the level of phone. Predicates are also said to be constructed with cases (cuvtaxtov
0pOii mtwoet DL VIL64). This would suggest that verbs express predicates
while nouns express cases.'® Cases, then, would be lekta much in the same way as
predicates.

This view is rejected by scholars including Frede, Schubert, and, to some extent,
Long.'® While all agree that cases are not properties of expressions and accept the
overwhelming evidence in favour of the view that they are part of what is signified
by expressions, they nonetheless deny that cases are lekta. Long argues that the
meaning of a noun is not a lekton but rather the very thing to which it refers."” Cases
on his view are “the means of referring [deficient lekta, namely predicates] to a
subject or actual thing”. This leaves a few unanswered questions: what it means to
refer lekta to things, how cases do this, or why they are necessary in order to do it.
The usual distinction is between the corporeal signifying expressions and the
incorporeal signified (the lekton), which bears some relation to reality. Propositions,
which are expressed by signifying expressions, correspond to facts or states of the
world: the proposition ‘Socrates walks’ corresponds to Socrates walking. At a more
granular level, predicates, as constituents of propositions, seem to correspond to
constituents of states of the world: ‘walks’ in ‘Socrates walks’ corresponds to the
disposition walking realised in Socrates.'® On Long’s view it would seem that
the intermediary, the incorporeal signified, is left out of the semantics of nouns, and

14 One possible exception is the inclusion among the complete lekta in the list in DL VIL.67 of the
“address” or “appellative” (mpocayopevtikov) which is illustrated with “most glorious son of Atreus,
Agamemnon, lord of men” (Atpeidn kVSLoTe, Gva€ av8pmv Ayduepuvov). Although the text is corrupt,
and no explicit mention of cases is made here, the example appears to be composed of a vocative case
(if we assume that is what is expressed by the nouns and adjectives here) with no predicate. If so, it
would amount to a vocative case being listed as a complete lekton and speak in favour of the view that
cases are lekta. This is the view taken by Gourinat (2018, 161-2) cf Gourinat (1999).

15 Ireturn to this point in more detail below.

16 Frede (1994a), Schubert (1994, 73ff), Long (1971).

17 Long (1971, 105).

18 In speaking of constituents of propositions, I implicitly disagree with Bronowski (2019)’s view that
propositions are indivisible units (though I do not deny their unity).
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replaced with the case, ptosis. The exact metaphysical status of ptoseis is not well
accounted for, nor is the mechanism by which they act as a means of referring
(which I take to mean relating in some sense) lekta to things. Long’s view appears to
leave us with an under-specified entity in the already complex Stoic theory."

Frede’s view is not entirely dissimilar to Long’s, though it is a little more
elaborate. He similarly thinks that case is a non-linguistic item, neither a property
of expressions nor a lekton. Instead, he argues that case should be understood as
a particular instance of a universal.?’ “Man”, on this view, signifies a case of an
individual man, which Frede identifies as the instantiation of the common quality
(man-ness) in the individual man.?! Unlike on Long’s view, the case does not seem to
have a mediating role between the word and an object, here an instantiation of a
quality. Instead, case just is the instantiation of the quality in the individual to which
the noun refers. In other words, cases and qualities coincide so that saying that a
noun signifies a case is just the same as saying that a noun signifies the instantiation
of a quality.

One of Frede’s arguments in favour of this is that qualities are distinct from the
objects they qualify, fitting nicely with evidence suggesting that words, cases, and
objects are distinct from each other. Frede indeed bases his view on the report that
nouns such as “Socrates” signify qualities (DLVIL78) together with the claim
that propositions such as “Socrates walks” are composed of a case and a predicate
(DL VIL.63-4). This presents two difficulties. Firstly, it is not clear that qualities and
qualified objects are sufficiently distinct for the view to gain traction. It is certainly
true that a quality is conceptually distinct from the object it qualifies, but the
distinction is notably imperceptible to the human eye. Referring to the quality and
referring to the object which has the quality will likely be, for any human, one and
the same process. To justify introducing both case and quality into the semantic
theory in the way the Stoics do, both ought to have more of a role to play, if only an
explanatory one. Secondly, and by his own admission, Frede’s view cannot account
for words other than nouns. For example, pronouns, which do not signify qualities,
nonetheless seem to express case, since propositions of the form “this one walks” are
said to be comprise a “deictic nominative case” (DL.70).” This speaks against a view
on which case and quality are one and the same thing.

19 A similar worry arises from the views of Bronowski (2019) and Schubert (1994), on which see n34
below.

20 Frede (1994b, 124).

21 Frede’s view is motivated by a passage (DL VIL58, quoted below) reporting that nouns signify
qualities. For a discussion of this very passage, qualities, and their relationship to cases, see Section 2
below.

22 On other parts of speech, see Section 4 below.
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In addition, Frede gets to his view by dismissing much of the evidence for the
incorporeality of cases as either confused or untrustworthy.” While he is right that
many of our sources are either untrustworthy or confused (or both), the details of his
diagnoses seem worth prodding. In particular, Frede dismisses Clement’s testimony
(above) as possibly reflecting a non-stoic view and adapting the Stoic notion of case
to a Platonic theory.?* Yet the context here is clearly a Stoic one. We know from
Diogenes Laertius that Chrysippus did deal with this particular sophism.” Clement
has been discussing the Stoic theory of causation.” The idea that Clement would
report the Stoic solution to the sophism using a Platonic adaptation of a Stoic concept
is not sufficient to dismiss the report that case is incorporeal. Frede also argues that
Clement may be confused, since a more plausible answer to the sophism would be to
say that the sound, not the incorporeal meaning, goes through one’s mouth. This is
certainly true, and it is unlikely that Chrysippus would have said that the incorporeal
passes through the mouth. Nonetheless, an alternative diagnosis of the confusion is
available. It is quite possible that Clement could be mistaken about the answer to the
sophism, but not about the incorporeality of case. In fact, he may well be conflating —
a common mistake — the signifying expression (the phoné) with what it signifies
(an incorporeal lekton) and giving a garbled report of the answer to the sophism on
the basis of what he knows to be true: that case is incorporeal.”’ I am therefore
disinclined to dismiss this passage outright, and rather think that we ought to
attempt to make sense of it.

Another reason to think that Clement’s report may well be right is given to us by
Diogenes Laertius, in his definition of predicates. Predicates, he tells us, are
incomplete lekta which are to be constructed, or combined, with cases in various
ways:

23 Frede (1994a, 14-7).

24 Frede (19944, 22). See also Gourinat (2018, 154 n12), who suggests that Clement likely takes the
Platonist view that air is an incorporeal.

25 DL VIL.187, where “house” is replaced by “wagon”.

26 Clement Strom. VIIL.9.25.5ff, a passage whose authenticity or reliability is not usually questioned,
though it is difficult and possibly a little muddled.

27 For discussions of the articulation of and answer to the sophism, see Bobzien (2006) and Atherton
(1993, 202, 296-8 esp. n71). Schubert (1994, 73ff) similarly dismisses Clement’s report on account of his
confusion, including further evidence where he gives as an example of a case temnesthai and to naun
gignesthai, which Schubert rightly notes the Stoics would not have considered cases. Here again, it
seems perfectly plausible that Clement is confused about the details of the theory and providing
inadequate examples, while being correct in reporting the more basic fact that cases are incorporeal.
See Bronowski (2019, 352) for a similar diagnosis.
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£07TL 8¢ TO KaTNYOPNUA TO KATA TLVOG AyOPEVOUEVOV 1} TPAYUA CUVTAKTOV TEPL TLVOG I} TLV&V, 1§
ol epl ATOAAGSWPOY PaaLy, fj AeKTOV EAALTEG GLVTAKTOV OpBff MTTWOEL TPOG AELWUATOG YEVEDLY.
(...) olov 70 ‘81t méTpag MAEWY.” Kal T4 PV £0TL TOV Katnyopnuatwy 6pdd, & 8¢ vmta, & &
0084Tepa. OPOA UV 0VV £0TL T CUVTAGOOUEV LI TV TAAYiWY TTHOEWY TPOG KATYOPHUATOG
yéveawy, olov ‘axoveL,’ ‘0pd,” ‘Staléyetar’

A predicate is what is said of something, or a thing to be constructed with something or things,
according to Apollodorus, or an incomplete sayable to be constructed with a nominative case to
form a proposition. (...) And of predicates, some are active, some passive, and some neither.

Active are those which are construed with an oblique case so as to produce a predicate, for

example ‘hears’, ‘sees’, ‘converses’.”®

Diogenes Laertius VII.64

This passage, too, is difficult and contentious. For our purposes, we only need to
note that predicates are clearly thought of as being in some way constructed with
(suntakton) cases, either nominative or oblique. On Frede’s view, this will require a
corporeal (a case) and an incorporeal (a predicate) being constructed or joined with
one another to form another incorporeal (a proposition). How this might work is
unclear. How can a body be constructed with an incorporeal and how can an
incorporeal have a corporeal constituent?” Frede does not address this worry. It
seems that he does not think it implausible that the Stoics would have held such a
view. Yet, the Stoics are staunch physicalists. On their view, incorporeals do not exist
and only subsist. Even if we were to think that their subsistence does not mean that
they are necessarily dependent on existing things, we cannot deny that they have a
relevantly different ontological and metaphysical status from bodies.** We may
think that lekta are “items in the world”, as Bronowski argues,31 but they are not in
the world in the same sense that bodies are in the world. The idea that they could
combine in any meaningful way with corporeal things seems difficult to square with
Stoic doctrine. Incorporeals, after all, unlike bodies, cannot act or be acted upon, and
Nemesius attributes to Cleanthes the view that “no incorporeal interacts with a body
and no body with an incorporeal” (81.6-10).3 It is even more implausible to think that
this combination of a corporeal and an incorporeal could together form an

28 Iuse single quotation marks for propositions and other lekta and double quotation marks for the
sentences and other expressions by which they are expressed.

29 See Gaskin (1997, 99) and Bronowski (2019, 409) for similar objections. I do not take the role of
lekta in Stoic causal theory to provide a parallel or satisfying answer here.

30 The metaphysical question of the dependence relations between lekta and other things is fraught,
and the details matter little for my purposes here. See Frede (1994b) and Schenkeveld and Barnes
(1999) for standard interpretations, and Alessandrelli (2013), Gourinat (2018), and Bronowski (2014,
2019 esp. ch 6) for recent discussions.

31 Bronowski (2014, 87).

32 cf. SE M VIII.263, Cicero Acad. 1.39.
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incorporeal, that is, that incorporeal lekta could have corporeal constituents. Dio-
genes tells us that predicates can join with cases to form other predicates. A two-place
predicate, ‘hears’, will construct with a case, for example ‘Plato’ (in the accusative)
and this will yield the one-place predicate ‘hears Plato’.* This new predicate can, in
turn, be constructed with a nominative case, for example ‘Socrates’, to form a
proposition, ‘Socrates hears Plato’. Both predicates and propositions are incorporeal.
Yet, on this view, they would be partly composed of corporeals. This seems unlikely,
given Stoic ontological commitments.

I am much more inclined to agree with those who argue that cases are in fact
lekta.®* The argument from silence — based on the fact that ptosis is not explicitly
listed as a lekton® — is perhaps the strongest one against this view, and it is weak,
given the state of the evidence. On the other hand, the evidence that cases are
incorporeals, and such as to be connected to other lekta is clear and speaks in
favour of the idea that cases, too, are lekta, since it is likely that an incorporeal
lekton can only be constructed with another incorporeal lekton. This in turn sup-
ports taking Clement’s albeit otherwise confused report as reliable in this partic-
ular respect.

This leaves open the questions of whether cases are expressed by nouns as a
whole and whether they exhaust the lekta expressed by nouns. We could perhaps
think that just as a noun can be broken down into a nominal root and an ending, e.g.
“Socrat-es”, the lektical bits can similarly be broken up so that the nominal root,
“Socrat-” expresses one thing (or nothing) and the ending “-es”, which marks case at
the level of phone, expresses another, namely case.*® The latter might be thought to
be a bit of the lekton expressed by the noun as a whole, which would be divisible into

33 See Ammonius in Ar. de Int. 44.11-45.6.

34 Gaskin 1997, Gourinat 2018; see also Ildefonse (1997, 187) who argues that ptosis must be incor-
poreal, and therefore, I take it, a lekton. Bronowski (2019, 41215, possibly in a departure from
Bronowski 2014, 84-5) agrees that cases cannot be corporeal but stops short of identifying them as
lekta. Instead, the suggestion seems to be that “case-ptoseis” are yet another sort of entity, one “borne
by particulars insofar as there are true attributions made of them, and utterly dependent on a
kategorema”. The exact nature of this entity is unclear. The view bears some similarities to the one
offered by Schubert (1994, 92-103). He suggests that cases are, though not strictly lekta, lekta-like
meanings, which he nonetheless describes as qualities (but not in the way Frede understands it) and
corporeal, positing what seems to be, again, an ontologically dubious entity. The view presented here,
by taking cases just to be the lekta expressed by nouns, has the advantage of avoiding the introduction
of any additional under-specified entities to the already complex Stoic ontological system.

35 Cf. n15 above.

36 A view of this kind might be suggested by Scholia in DThrax 523.9-27 which identifies case at the
level of phone with the word ending rather than the inflected word as a whole, cf. Gourinat 2018, 148
n4l. Given that there is very little evidence regarding Stoic views on case at the level of phone, it is
hard to know how much of this view originated in the Stoic theory.
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‘Socrat-" and “es’, mirroring the division of the noun. We would then have to ac-
count for what the expressed ‘Socrat-’ is, if anything. Recall that the examples of
propositions given by Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empiricus suggest that ‘Socrates
walks’ provides an adequate rendering of the content of a middle proposition, and
that, according to the argument so far, this content must be lektical, so that ‘Socrates’,
even if it is to be broken up, must be broken up into lekta. This would have the
undesirable result of leaving ‘Socrat-’ as a new and unaccounted for type of lekta. In
addition, the evidence according to which the binding of a case and a predicate yields
a proposition again suggests that the constituents of the proposition ‘Socrates walks’
just are the predicate (‘walks’) and the case. This all speaks in favour of taking the
case (at the level of the lekton) to be ‘Socrates’, and not merely “es’ ¥ At any rate, it
seems possible to conclude broadly that cases are lekta, paradigmatically expressed
by nouns, and counterparts to predicates, the lekta expressed by verbs; the two,
joined together, can form complete lekta, such as propositions.

2 The Semantic Function of Case

As transpires from the discussion so far, cases are just one of several items that are
said to be in some way signified by nouns, which appear to be the paradigmatic and
best attested signifiers of case. We must therefore now account for the role cases, as
lekta, might play in the larger semantic picture.

Let us survey some of the evidence relating to the semantics of nouns. The Stoics
distinguished between three main types of propositions: definite, indefinite,
and middle, following Sextus Empiricus’ terminology.*® Sextus in fact distinguishes
the different propositions by the semantics of their respective subjects and what
expresses them and describes middle propositions in the following way:

37 This is not to say that each constituent cannot encode diverse information and it is worth
remembering that lekta are not isomorphic with language. We know, for example, that tense
operates over a proposition as a whole and it is plausible that this is information encoded in the
predicate. On how this might work and could be consistent with a view according to which the lektical
bits are to be broken up more finely, cf n63 below.

38 SE M VIIIL.96-98. Sextus’ account is echoed by DL VIL.70. See Brunschwig (1986), Ebert (1993) and
Bobzien (1999, 97) esp. n.56 for comparative discussions of the two accounts. 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 for the sake of simplicity. Since in both taxonomies proper
and common nouns form the same type of proposition, and since types of propositions appear to be
primarily distinguished on semantic grounds, I take proper and common nouns together as I proceed
to discuss their semantics.
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péoa 8¢ ta olTwg Eyovta ‘GvBpwmog kabntar i ‘Twkpdtng meputatel. (...) T0 8¢ ‘TwkpdTng
KAOnTar péoov vmipyev, Eneinep olte AOPLOTOV £0TLv (APWPLKE Yap T £(806), 00TE HPLOUEVOV
(00 yap petd Seifews Ekpépetar), AAN’ €olke HEGOV APEOTEPWY LTIAPYELY, TOD Te AopiaTov Kal T0D
WPLOPEVOL.

Middle propositions are ones such as ‘man is sitting’ or ‘Socrates is walking’. (...) 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 be between the indefinite and the
definite.

Sextus Empiricus M VIIL.97.2-3,9-11

What the subjects of the sentences that express them have delineated (aphorike), that
is, what they pick out, and how (with or without deixis), is what sets different types of
propositions apart. Proper nouns (onomata) and common noun (proségoriai) form
sentences that express the same kind of propositions because they share a semantic
feature: they delineate a “species” (apharike to eidos).

Diogenes Laertius adds that proper nouns and common nouns signify qualities, a
proper noun a proper quality, and a common noun a common quality: *

gotL 8¢ mpoonyopia uév xath OV Aloy&vn pépog AGYou onuaivov KONy ToldTnTa, olov
‘GvBpwrog,’ “inmog™ Bvopa 8¢ £otL pépog AGyou Sndobv iSiav mowdtnta, olov ‘Aloyévng,
TwkpdTng.

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”.

DL VIL58

As we have seen, Diogenes Laertius also later reports that that the propositions
expressed by sentences formed by nouns are ones “composed of a nominative case
and a predicate, for example ‘Dion is walking” (10 cuveaTOg €k NTTWoEWS OPORg Kal
Karnyopuarog, oov ‘Alwv meputarel, DL VIL70) and I have argued that this is
because case is the lekton expressed by the noun. That is, in this report about the
syntax of propositions, the case appears to be the lektical correlate to the noun, just as
the predicate is the lektical correlate to the verb, so that the case at the lektical level is
‘Dion’, the lekton expressed by the proper noun “Dion”.

39 Unlike Brunschwig (1984, 127), followed by Gourinat (2018, 145), I am disinclined to put much
weight on the terminology here, for example thinking that a contrast is drawn between what is
signified (sémainon) and designated (déloun), since there is no evidence that these terms — nor any
other verbs with related meanings- are used in such a systematic way.
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These passages are thus reporting different facts about proper and common
nouns, all couched in slightly different terms, providing (i) an explicit report about
what they “signify” or “designate”; (ii) an indirect report of what they — or more
precisely the propositions they contribute to expressing - “delineate”; (iii) an implicit
indication of what they express, that is what they contribute to the proposition at the
lektical level. All three thereby appear to attest to different aspects of what proper
and common nouns signify in a broad sense. That is, all are in some broad sense
about the semainomena (signifieds) related to proper and common nouns. This
therefore suggests that case is part of a larger semantic picture which somehow also
includes species and quality. What is less clear is how case, species, and quality all
relate to each other qua signifieds, and in what way or in what sense, they are
signified (or designated, or expressed, or delineated) by proper or common nouns.
Let us therefore try to understand how they might relate and where they might fit in
this overall semantic picture for proper and common nouns.

Species and quality are closely related. *° Quality — or perhaps more accurately
the qualified (poion) — is one of the four Stoic ontological categories. It is corporeal
and with matter jointly constitutes qualified objects. Species is a similarly technical
notion for the Stoics. It includes species with just one individual, so that both
man and Socrates are species. Importantly, eidé are special kinds of ennoemata,
concepts, namely universals.* For any qualified individual, there are thus both a
corresponding quality and a corresponding eidos. Just as man-ness and Plato-ness

40 The details of this relationship are beyond the scope of this article. I provide here only a brief
overview of it. For more see esp. Brunschwig (1988), Sedley (1984, 1999), Caston (1999), and Sellars
(2011). On the still debated Stoic notion of quality, see esp. Sedley (1999) and Menn (1999). For a
discussion of the role of quality in the semantics of nouns, see Lloyd (1971, 1978) and Brunschwig
(1984). As will become clear, though I agree with the basics of their view, I find it to be unsatisfactory
in that it does not account for the respective roles of cases and eidé. Bronowski (2019 esp. 410-1) is the
only account that attempts to tie together these aspects, arguing that qualities are central to artic-
ulating the semantic apparatus insofar as case, nouns, and concepts all relate to qualities. The
strategy and the view I develop here share much with hers, though I am somewhat disinclined to
make qualities quite as explicitly pivotal. In fact, as will become clear below, in order to accommodate
cases expressed by pronouns, it may be more accurate to place this emphasis on concepts. This would
also have the benefit of answering a puzzle that troubled Primavesi (1994, 92) as to why verbs or
predicates and adverbs are not said to have cases: it may be that predicates or what is expressed by
adverbs do not bear the same relationship to concepts.

41 DL VIL.60-61. This is also confirmed by SE PH 11.219. I am here following a generally accepted
interpretation of these passages, according to which, as Caston’s (1999, 160) puts it, “provided that a
conjunction of concepts is itself a concept — every genus and every species (above the lowest) will be a
concept”. On this view, species and universals bear some relation to the corporeal qualities in the
world but are distinct from them and not themselves corporeal. For more on concepts and universals,
see Crivelli (2007, 2010); Ierodiakonou (2024).
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are qualities, the concepts <man> and <Plato> are eide.** These eide are items
perceived or tended to by our minds, which correspond to qualities in the world.
In this sense, they are mental representations of qualities.** The concept <Plato> is a
mental counterpart to the corporeal quality Plato-ness.

Returning to semantics, we can think of the link between quality and eidos as
playing a role in reference-fixing. The reference of a proper noun such as “Plato” is
neither a quality nor a concept, but rather an object in the world, namely Plato
himself, who has the proper quality of being Plato. Nonetheless, the concept <Plato>
and the quality Plato-ness both play a part in fixing the reference of the noun
“Plato” to the qualified individual Plato. The quality delineated by the noun enables
reference to the object in the world because the object has the quality of which this
concept is a mental representation. By using the proper noun “Plato”, then, I refer
to Plato by means of the concept <Plato> and insofar as he has the quality of being
Plato. Concept and quality thus work together to fix reference to objects. The
relationship of species and quality to the referent of a noun can thus be illustrated
as in the following diagram:

<Socrates> (species - concept)

MENTALLY
REPRESENT

Socrates-ness (quality)

QUALIFY

Socrates (qualified object)

Nouns refer to the qualified object, signify (or designate) the quality, and delineate
the species. It is precisely by doing the latter that they do the former. And it is in this
sense that both species and quality feature in the semantics of nouns.

We must now account for the role of cases in this picture. Here, Frede’s work
may help. His view is founded on evidence that suggests that ptoseis are so called
because they have fallen (peptokasi) from a concept. In particular, Ammonius tells us
that the Stoics disagreed on this matter with Peripatetics. Peripatetics called cases

42 T use angled brackets to signal reference to concepts throughout.

43 Note that by mental representations I do not mean to suggest that they are in our minds. Concepts
are the extra-mental objects of mental states, conceptions (ennoiai). As Caston (1999, 173-4) notes,
concepts are not modifications of the soul (which would be corporeal), and so they are not mental
states, but “intentional objects towards which mental states are directed.” Concepts are, as it were,
non-perceptual images.
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ptoseis because they had fallen from the nominative, and therefore did not call the
nominative a case. The Stoics, on the other hand, did call the nominative a case and
justified it in the following way:

aroxpivovtat <ot amod tfi¢ LTod¢> wg &nd ol vonpatog ol &v tf) Yuyfi kat alitn néntwkev: 6 yap
év eautolg €xopev To0 ZwkpdToug vonua SnA®cal BouAdpevol TO “TZwkpdTng” dvoua
TpoeepOuedar KaBdmep o0V TO Gvwbey APedEv ypaelov Kai 6pOov Tayéy TenTwKEVaL Te AéyeTal
Kol TV oty 0pBNv éoxnkéval, Tov adToV TpoToV Kait TV evBelav nentwkéval uév a&lotpev
amo Tig vvoiag, 6pONV 8¢ elvat 81l TO APXETLTIOV THG KATA TNV EKYWVNOLY TPOYOPES.

The Stoics reply that it [sc. the nominative case] too has fallen, namely from the thought (noéma)
in the soul: ‘For when we want to make clear the thought of Socrates which we have in ourselves,
we utter the name “Socrates”. So, just as a stylus released from a height and lodged upright is
said both to “have fallen” and to have “the upright fall (=case)” (ortheé ptosis), in the same way do
we <Stoics> think that the nominative “has fallen” from the conception (ennoia), and that it is
“upright” because it is the archetype of the utterance used in the expression <of its other
forms>.

Ammonius in Ar. de Int. 42.30 (translation Blank 2014, modified)**

44 See also Stephanus Alex. in Ar. de Int. 10.28; Anonymous in Ar. de Int. 2.14-15; Magentinus in Ar. de
Int. Scholia in Aris Brandis 104n. This passage is complex and difficult and open to different in-
terpretations. Some (e.g. Gourinat (2000, 127n3, 166-7; 2019)) take Ammonius to be speaking here of
the level of words or utterances rather than lekta. The view is motivated at least in part by the fact
that we are told that a name is uttered (6vopa mpo@epdueba), and that the nominative is the
archetype of an utterance used in the expression (katd Tv ék@wvnov mpo@opdg). This is indeed
plausible. As stated above, there are cases at the level of words so that the nominative referred to here
could theoretically be a word-case and not an expressed case, and this passage might well be read in
this light. Nonetheless, I prefer to follow Frede (1994) and Bronowski (2019, 420) in taking this passage
as evidence not about word-cases but rather expressed ones. It is firstly not uncommon for later
sources, and Ammonius in particular, to conflate the idiosyncratically Stoic levels of expression and
expressed. Even if Ammonius takes himself to be reporting a view about phone, it may therefore
nonetheless actually have been a view about lekta. Secondly, it may be possible to read Ammonius
more charitably here by noting that prophora needn’t straightforwardly be taken to refer to the level
of voice. Indeed, other passages, such as DL VII.63 which discusses the ekphora of certain lekta as if it
were a feature of lekta themselves rather than the phonai expressing them, suggest that compounds
of pherein may have been used for lekta (or semainomena) and not just or not always for what
expresses them. Here the coupling with ekphoneésis may seem to make it more likely that both the
prophora and the ekphonesis are at the level of phone. Yet the phrase is odd and its meaning unclear:
prophoracould just as well be taken to refer to what has been expressed by the ekphoneésis. (Similarly,
we can understand our use of the (nominative) noun “Socrates” as what expresses a lekton, the
nominative case, thereby making clear our thought.) These terminological difficulties in turn could
explain why Ammonius and the grammatical sources below might have taken this to be about words
when the Stoic theory they report was in fact about lekta. Whatever we make of this particular point,
as will be clear from what follows, I believe the view is both more plausible and more elegant if we
take it to be about lekta.
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The nominative, according to Ammonius, has fallen from a conception (ennoia) in
our soul.*® This is promising, if we want to link cases to eidé, which are concepts.
However, ennoiai are not identical to ennoémata: ennoiai are psychological states
which have ennoémata as their object.*® Nonetheless, it is possible that Ammonius is
conflating the two here.”’ In fact, other passages on the subject of case suggest that
incorporeal cases fall not from our psychological states, but from the non-existent
objects towards which our soul is directed.*® The scholiast Stephanus, in his
commentary on the Téchne, attributes to the Stoics the view that cases fall from the
general into the particular:

EL 0pB1}, mhG MT@OLg; “OTL TENTWKEV €K TOD ACWUATOL Kal YevikoD €ig T0 eidkov opon 8¢, otL
0UTw €xvnON €ig TAGyLov, i OTL €€ avTijg Td KahoVpeva Tapd Tolg <EZTwikolg> 6pBa pripata, &
elolv &vepynTika, olov ‘Twkpdatng TOMTeL.

If it [sc. the nominative] is upright (orthe), why is it a case? Because it has fallen from what is
non-corporeal (asomaton) and generic (genikon) into what is specific (eidikon). But it is upright,
because it has not yet been altered into an oblique [case], or because it is the foundation of what
the Stoics call upright, that is active, verbs, e.g. “Socrates strikes”.

Scholia in DThrax 230.25-33 (translation Long and Sedley 1987)

45 Although Ammonius first uses the term noéma, I am inclined to think that this too is intended to
refer to the ennoia. Noéma is an Aristotelian term, usually used to mean “thought”. Lekta might seem
to provide a closer parallel in the Stoic theory to these Aristotelian noémata, but the fact that the
noéma is “in the soul” (and noémata are also described as “passions of the soul”, pathémata tes
psyches, in Ar. de Int. 24.11) suggests that is not the meaning here (since lekta, unlike ennoiai, are not in
the soul). In addition, Ammonius rephrases the exact same idea at the end of the passage with the
word ennoia.

46 On this see Sedley (1984, 88-9), Sellars (2011, 187).

47 Later authors, especially grammarians, certainly tend to use this terminology confusedly. For a
full linguistic study of those terms in Stoic sources, see Dyson (1975), cf. Brittain (2004). It is worth
noting that Ammonius elsewhere (in Ar. de Int. 17.20-28) criticises the Stoics for adding lekta as
mediating between the two components of the Aristotelian diptych, thoughts (noémata) and things
(pragmata), which he says are both signified by words, the former directly and the latter indirectly,
by means of the former (cf. 24.5-12). Simplicius, on the other hand, identifies noémata with lekta (in
Ar. Cat. 9.31-40.4). None of them, it seems, distinguish the ennoia, the thought qua psychological state,
from the ennoema, the thought qua object of the psychological state.

48 Ildefonse (1997, 160) also takes from this, and the following passages from the Scholia, that the
nominative falls from the concept. Delammare (1980, 343) rejects the idea that the nominative falls
from the “nom général [the view of the grammarians, see next note], c’est-a-dire un signifié abstrait,”
and argues instead that “le noeme sera donc corps, la notion singuliére de Socrate ou Dion dans I’ame.”
This seems to misunderstand the metaphysical status of both nouns and concepts.
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K000 pv yap méntwkev amod tol Kool eig i8LoTnTa, Ovoudletal Tdolg.

Since it has fallen from the general (koinon) into a particular property (idiotés), it is called a case.
Scholia in DThrax 231.22%°

These passages tell us that what cases fall from is non-corporeal (asomatos) and generic
(genikon) or common (koinon). They are difficult because Stephanus is not using
technical Stoic terminology accurately. In particular, he is not using asomatos (incor-
poreal) in the technical Stoic sense. That is, case does not fall from one of the four Stoic
incorporeals. It could, however, have fallen from something that is not corporeal,
namely an eidos. In other words, we must assume that the scholiast is here describing
the concept as “incorporeal”, even though the Stoics did not include concepts among the
incorporeals.®® The metaphysical distinctions underlying these Stoic views and their
use of terminology are tenuous and it should not surprise us if they confused scholiasts,
who did not share their view, much less the basis for them, and might easily have
conflated what is not-corporeal with incorporeals, as I suggest Stephanus did here.

The formulation in Stephanus is also echoed by another passage from the
Scholia, which adds that case falls upon bodies:

H 8¢ evbela kadeltal nTdolg, kabo petamintel eig Tég Aounag nTwoeLs, fj kabod anod tod yevi-
KoU petamintel eig 10 €l8kdv, fjyouv 6Tl EMUTinTeL T01¢ owWUAGL

Itis called the straight (eutheia) case, because it falls into the remaining cases or because it falls from
the generic (genikon) into the specific (eidikon), that is to say, because it falls upon (epiptei) bodies.

Scholia in DThrax 550.25-27%

49 This passage is followed by the falling stylus analogy, also found immediately following the
Ammonius passage and seems quite clearly to be reporting a Stoic view. Cf. also Scholia in DThrax
383.5. The interpretation of these texts is made more difficult by the fact that ancient grammarians
tend to think of cases as derivations of an archetypal name, in a theory devoid of any of the
metaphysical considerations that might have foregrounded the Stoic theory. The details of the Stoic
theory which might have formed a (possibly loose) basis for the grammatical and linguistic theory of
the grammarians, must therefore necessarily be speculated. For an alternative, according to which
the Stoics adopt the locution from Plato and take it to be the correct (natural or immediate) form of
the name, see Belardi (1990). The interpretation I offer here allows these passages, with minimal
distorsion accounted for by their indirect and complex provenance, to fit with the rest of the more
straightforward evidence.

50 Concepts are “quasi-somethings” whereas even incorporeals are “somethings” (cf. DL VIL60-
61). “Quasi-somethings”, it seems, do not have existence and therefore cannot have corporeality,
according to the Stoics. For discussions of the ontological status of eidé, see Brunschwig (1988),
Sedley (1984, 1999), Caston (1999), Sellars (2011) and Bailey (2014).

51 Theidea here appears to be that there are multiple ways of dealing with the nominative. The latter
view matches what we have seen attributed to the Stoics so far. It seems plausible that the clar-
ificatory last phrase is supposed to illuminate the odd, unattributed, but presumably Stoic, claim that
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What it means for a case to “fall upon” a body, or to “fall into” the specificis unclear. It
seems likely that compounds of the verb piptein, “to fall”, are used here precisely
because the matter at hand is the word “case”, ptosis (literally “fall”), which comes
from the verb. We needn’t take the falling image too literally: it is used to explain the
fact that cases are so called, more than as a serious analogy or illustration.> Nor
should these texts be interpreted as suggesting that case goes from the specific or the
particular into a body, or renders it into a body, as Frede (1994a, 19-20) argues.”
Rather case appears to be something that falls or happens upon a body. This is
consistent with the passage in Clement (Strom. VIIL.9.26.5, above) where the house, a
particular, is said to bear or meet (tunchanein) a case.> All three passages taken
together, then, suggest that cases link or mediate between something non-corporeal
and something corporeal: a case falls from the non-corporeal (néntwkev €k T00

precedes it. As should be clear my overall reconstruction does not rest on any one of the passages
discussed here — each of which on its own provides at best dubious evidence — and to discount one
would not, I take it, require a reworking of the overall view I present.

52 How much one can read into the imagery that the terminology inspires is generally dubious. As
Belardi (1990) discusses, the uses of orthos and euthus (‘straight’ or ¢ direct’) are similarly intractable,
even (or especially) with reference to their use in technical geometry terminology. It is nonetheless
perhaps worth emphasising that I do not take any of these passages as suggesting that cases originate
in a strong sense in concepts and much less than they take their subsistence from them.

53 Frede takes such passages to support his view (discussed above) that case is a particular instance
of a quality which falls from a generic, or common concept. He sees the stated link between concepts
and bodies as one mediated by words. When I say “man”, I signify the corporeal quality of man-ness
instantiated in some individual man I am referring to. My saying the word bridges the gap, so to
speak, between the concept in my soul and the corporeal quality man. Though this is not very far
from the view I present here, I do not think that his is the only interpretation of these passages
available to us, nor do I think it is the best possible one. These passages are problematic, especially in
their use of terminology. What they mean by eidikon, the “specific”, is particularly unclear. The
“specific” here appears to be put on a par with the particular. Yet, as we have seen, Stoic eidé are
concepts and they include species with multiple individuals as well as species with just one indi-
vidual. It is therefore not the case that, on the Stoic view, the eidikon and the idion are necessarily the
same. In the case of Socrates, the specific and the particular coincide, but not in the case of man,
where the specific includes all particular men.

54 As Sedley (1982, 198) notes, this cannot be understood to mean, as Frede would have it, “having a
quality”. I am also inclined to reject Bronowski’s interpretation of this passage according to which the
tunchanon is an additional, separate entity (2019, 451). On her view, there is, distinct from the external
body, a tunchanon which is not “the thing itself but that thing insofar as an expression has suc-
cessfully got a lekton said with reference to it — but this is not the same thing as referring to an
external thing” (2019, 351). The nature of this tunchanon is somewhat unclear and it is not obvious
from the evidence that this additional entity is needed at all. What bears the case may well be taken
just to be the qualified object. This (much as the identification of cases with lekta, cf. n34 above) avoids
the proliferation of ontologically dubious entities in an already ontologically rich system.
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aowudTov, 250.25) and it falls upon bodies (¢nurtintet Tolg owpast, 550.26).%° Alongside
Ammonius’ testimony, this suggests that eidos is a likely candidate for the point of
origin of cases’ so-called fall, since eidé are concepts, which are non-existent (and
non-corporeal) universals.

What they fall into, as it were, is less clear. They are said to fall into the specific
(eidikon) or a particular property (idiotes). The latter might suggest that they fall into
qualities. However, Stephanus is not using the Stoic terminology entirely accurately.
Idiotes is not the technical term for Stoic proper quality, idia poiétes. Rather, it
parallels to eidikon in the two other passages, and is set in contrast with to koinon,
what is common, so that it is likely that it is used for to idion, what is particular, rather
than for the Stoic proper quality. Similarly, to eidikon is set in contrast with to
genikon, which parallels to koinon at 231.22, so that it is plausible that it is used not for
what belongs to a species, but rather for what is specific, as opposed to general, that
is, what is particular. If this is right, the texts are then all suggesting that cases bear
relations to concepts, which are common or universal, on the one hand, and to
particulars, on the other.>

Still, this dual relationship needs to be defined further. I suggest, speculatively,
that this relationship which operates as a link from concepts, towards which we
direct our minds, to particulars in the world is akin to reference-fixing. It operates in
the following way. When I utter a noun, I make use of the associated concept: as I
utter the noun, I activate the ennoia which has as its object the ennoéma associated
with the noun. When I say “Socrates”, I invoke, as it were, my concept of Socrates-
ness. This concept is what enables reference, because it is linked to the ptosis, the
lekton ‘Socrates’, expressed by the noun “Socrates”. When expressed, the ptosis falls
from the concept.”” By saying “Socrates”, I put the concept <Socrates> to work and
from it falls the ptosis ‘Socrates’. Now, the concept <Socrates> has a special rela-
tionship with the peculiar quality Socrates-ness, which qualifies Socrates’ matter. It
is, as we have seen, a mental representation of it. The noun I utter, “Socrates”, which

55 The verb énutintew, “to fall upon”, is often used in a concrete sense with a hostile force, meaning
“to assail” (e.g. Hdt. 4.105, Thuc. 1.117) or “to come upon”, usually of misfortunes (e.g. grief at Thuc. 3.
82, storms at Hdt. 7.189, or illnesses at Hippocrates Aér. 3.17). Interestingly, it is also used figuratively
to mean “to think of” something (as e.g. in Plutarch Oth.9.4.3, or Isoc. 5.89).

56 Ildefonse (1997, 159 n5) translates “the particular”. It is possible that what should be understood
here is not an individual but a particular instance of a quality, as instantiated in the individual as
Frede suggests. Though I am inclined towards the former, the view, as I outline it below, can
accommodate either interpretation. The view is also partly aligned with Bronowski’s who sees what
she calls “the case-ptosis” as “indicating the species” and sharing with the tunchanon “the role of
particularising or individuating one case of a generic”, insofar as it is the particular thing of which the
predicate is said (2019, 415).

57 Note that I remain agnostic as to the exact relationship of this concept to my mind.
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expresses the ptosis ‘Socrates’, is linked to the quality Socrates-ness in the world, by
the concept <Socrates>.

It is precisely through the concept that the noun is able to refer to Socrates.*®
The ptosis thus expressed calls the same concept <Socrates> to my interlocutor’s
mind: it gives rise to an ennoia, a psychological state, directed at the concept and
thus delineates the eidos <Socrates>, as Sextus Empiricus suggests when he claims
that middle propositions ‘delineate a species’ (aphorike to eidos, SE M VIIL.97,
above). The relationship of cases to concept, the so-called “fall”, should therefore be
thought as operating in both directions: when I utter the noun, activating my
ennoiai, and appealing to the concept, the case falls from the concept, and is
expressed by the noun. Once it has been expressed, it can be grasped by my
interlocutor. Grasping the case will take her to the concept from which it has
fallen, which will in turn take her to the referent, by allowing her to pick out the
corresponding quality in the world, and to understand that I am saying something
about Socrates.

To sum up, when I say “Socrates” and express ‘Socrates’,” invoking, or directing
my soul towards <Socrates>, I thereby invoke <Socrates> in my interlocutor’s mind,
allowing her to pick out Socrates, the individual qualified by the quality Socrates-
ness. By this process, cases make particular objects qualified by given qualities
distinguishable or identifiable by means of the concept from which they fall and
enable us to communicate about them. The full semantic picture, then, could be
represented thus:*°

58 I take successful reference to be fundamentally communicative.

59 Iam inclined to think that, just as we use “I refer” and “the noun refers” interchangeably, when
the noun I utter expresses a ptosis, it is also true that I have expressed the ptosis, even though, strictly
speaking words are the semainonta of the semainomena, here, the letka.

60 The account could accommodate a different stance on the question of the universality of
concepts. That is, my concept <Socrates> and my interlocutor’s concept <Socrates> may be one and
the same, or they may be distinct concepts, which we have each peculiarly formed, but which are
relevantly related — presumably because they were formed on the basis of the same quality. It
seems to me more plausible that there is just one concept, which both of our minds have access to,
given Stoic psychological theory. Nonetheless, if we were to think, with Graeser (1977, 370), that
concepts are subjective, I do not think that this would pose an unsurmountable problem for my
view. One would simply need to distinguish my concept from my interlocutor’s concept, and add
the interlocutor’s concept to the diagram below — and the interlocutor’s concept would bear the
same relationship as my concept to the other elements of the apparatus.



630 —— M. Durand DE GRUYTER

<Socrates> (species- concept)
FALL

INVOKE __— MENTALLY

o EAPRESS REPRESENT
Speaker —— “Socrates” (word) ~ ‘Socrates’ (case) n
SAY

REFER Socrates-ness (quality)
QUALIFY

Socrates (qualified object in the world)

The complexity here explains the difficulties encountered in our sources. There are a
number of elements at play: the expression, the signified case, the concept, the
quality, and the qualified object.”* Several of these (the case, the concept, and the
quality) are conceived of in very specific ways by the Stoics, ways which may not be
clear or intuitive to some of our sources. It is then not hard to see why some of them
may have been confused, forgetting a step in the process or collapsing two elements.
This reconstruction of the theory has the benefit of incorporating all the moving
parts mentioned in the various reports, without the need to conflate entities with
different metaphysical status or adding additional entities,®* while also explaining
how they fit together.

3 Oblique Cases

One aspect is nonetheless yet to be addressed: my account has not so far made any
mention of oblique cases. If case is, as  have suggested, at the level of both phoné and
lekta, then just as nouns can be used in several cases, there are, for any noun and
associated quality and concept, several lektical cases expressible. While at the level
of phone, case is marked by the ending of the noun, things cannot be quite so simple

61 The picture drawn here bears many similarities with the one painted by Bronowski (2019, ch. 6
and 9), but with some crucial differences. In particular, it treats the case as a lekton (and the
constituent of a lekton when expressed as part of a proposition), and does not include, as she does, a
separate tunchanon (cf. n54 above), thereby limiting the number of different entities at play to what I
take to be the very minimum in light of the evidence. The view thus accounts for all the moving parts
that the evidence attests to, without unnecessarily positing any additional ones. I take this to be a
virtue, given the already incredibly complex nature of the apparatus.

62 As, e.g., Frede and Bronowski do, respectively.
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at the level of lekta. As we have established, cases are lekta and constituents of other
lekta. The constituents of the proposition ‘Socrates walks’ are the predicate ‘walks’
and the (nominative) case ‘Socrates’, in line with Diogenes’ report that a middle or
categoric proposition is composed of a nominative case and a predicate (katnyop-
KOV 8¢ €0TL TO OLVEDTOG €K TTWOEWS 0pBijg Kal katnyopruartog, DL VIL70). Similarly,
we might think that in the less-than-predicate ‘loves Plato’, the constituents are the
predicate loves’ and the (accusative) case ‘Plato’. In both instances, the lektical case is
the lekton expressed by the noun.® If this is right, although all of the cases of a given
noun will delineate one and the same species, signify one and the same quality, and
refer to one and the same qualified object, a noun in different (phonetic) cases will
nonetheless express different (lektical) cases and therefore contribute different
content to different propositions.

From a purely mechanical perspective, the account and diagram above can
easily accommodate this. When I utter a noun in the nominative, a nominative case
will fall from the concept; when I utter a noun in the accusative, an accusative case
will fall from the concept, etc.%* There is nothing in the account above to prevent a
many-to-one relation of cases to qualities and species. Nonetheless, we ought to
explain the need for different cases at the level of lekta and just how just how these
lektical contents differ.

Here, Frede’s view is on the right track. He suggests that cases specify how the
object “enters into the proposition”.®® Cases, according to Frede, represent the way in
which the objects to which they relate are constitutive of truths. Frede gives the
example of “a man hits a ball” and explains that the man and the ball are part of the
truth in different ways: the ball on the receiving side and the man on the active side.
Their differing cases in Greek (nominative for “man” and accusative for “ball”)

63 This is taking the holistic view of both nouns and the lekta they express and so assuming that the
bit of phone that expresses the case is the inflected noun, rather than merely its ending, as discussed
at the end of Section 2 above. Perhaps an account could be given that the lektical bit whose role is that
which I described in Section II is the one expressed by the nominal root while the one whose role is
that which I describe in what follows is the one expressed by the ending. Though it is not clear that the
evidence supports such a granular distinction, a view of this kind, which is suggested in broad strokes
by Gourinat 2018 n45, might be worth exploring further.

64 We needn’t take this to mean that the expression determines the case. It is, however, likely (in line
with, for example, Ammonius’ report of views on impersonal predicates at in Ar. de Int. 44.11-45.6)
that the grammatical case at the level of phone, ought to match the lektical case and that the
grammatical (phonetic) case is likely to be the way to reveal the lektical case for the purpose of
communicating it to someone else.

65 Frede (1994a, 18), see also p. 23. Note that Frede talks here about a body entering a lekton. How an
incorporeal lekton can be “entered” by a corporeal entity is puzzling.
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reflect this. This is supported by the evidence. For example, Apollonius Dyscolus, a
grammarian heavily influenced by Stoic philosophy of language, clearly describes
cases as indicating certain relationships between subjects and objects:®

‘Opolwg ént yeviknv @épetal kal doa EmkpdTeldv Tvwv onpaivel eig Thv Tev vriepeydvTwy i
KUPLELOVTWV SLaBeaLy KaTd AGyov 0UK AniBavov. TPoYaveg yap €0TLV (G YWPLG YEVIKAG KTAUA
oUk 0Ty €mwvofjoat. §1a o870 Th KTNTIKA £ig YEVIKAG AvaAveTaL Kal Ao Yevik®v mapayetal €v
Te OVOpaOLY £v Te AvTwvuialg, anaviwv tdv Suvapévwyv Ktijowy dvadégacbat.

All [sc. verbs] which signify domination similarly govern the genitive to indicate the function of
superiors or masters, according to a plausible account. For it is clear that possession cannot be
conceived without the genitive. Because of this, possessives are analysed into genitives and
derived from genitives in both pronouns and nouns, since they all designate things able to
possess.

Ap. Dysc. S 111174 = GG 2.2.419.13-420.5%

"EQauev €v 101G TpoKeLluévolg Tag uév miayiag mrwoelg avapépeodal €’ evbeiag TOV petagd
pnuatwv ™y pév évépyelav Tailg evbelalg dvamepmovtwy, 10 8¢ mabog talg mAayialg, KOG
‘Aloviolog étuev Bfwva, €yw oe Etipnod’. (td 8¢ mdabog €yyevouevov katd Tag TAG-
yiag pebiotnowv avTag eig VBelav, Tiig TpoKaTEAEYUEVNG eVBElNG TPETOUEVNG €l YEVIKIV HETA
ThG U6 mpobéaewg, ‘eyw ot E8eLpa, oL E8Apng LI Eod’.)

We have said previously that oblique cases refer back to straight ones as middle verbs assign
activity to direct cases and passivity to oblique cases, e.g. “Dionysius (nom.) hit Theon (acc.); I
(nom.) honoured you (acc.)”. (The passivity which happens in the obliques changes them into
straight ones, as the primitive nominative turns into the genitive with the preposition hupo (by):
“I (nom.) thrashed you (acc.); you (nom.) were thrashed by me (gen.))”

Ap. Dysc. S 11.141= GG 2.2.236.8-14

These texts confirm that, according to Apollonius, different cases are used to capture
different relationships between the objects to which the words refer. A genitive is
used for instances of possession and domination, which would not be rendered by an
accusative or a dative. The nominative carries a notion of activity: it is used when the
object is performing the action designated by the verb; while the obliques carry
notions of passivity: they are on the receiving end of this action. If this attests to a
Stoic view, and put in strictly Stoic terms, cases, by specifying syntactic relations at
the level of lekta, render the ways in which their referents relate either to each other

66 The depth of the Stoic influence on Apollonius Dyscolus has been argued for and discussed at
length by, e.g., Blank (1982), Sluiter (1990), Ildefonse (1997), Lallot (1997), Luhtala (2000), Blank and
Atherton (2013). Durand (2018) ch 1 argues at greater length that his work, albeit not strictly speaking
Stoic, can serve as a source for Stoic views.

67 Cf. S11.136 = GG 2.2.232.9-233.11, esp. 232.16-233.4.
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(e.g. as one possessing the other, in the case of a genitive) or to the action picked out
by the verb (e.g. as the one acting or being acted upon).

While Frede is therefore on the right track here, this attractive aspect of his view
in fact fits better with the theory as I have reconstructed it thus far than with the rest
of his own reconstruction. On his account, case seems to encapsulate two very
different things. On the one hand, it is equated with the quality itself. As such, itis a
body, something in the world. On the other, it signifies the way in which the object it
qualifies enters into the proposition. In this respect, it seems to serve a very
important function at the level of the lekton, the truth-bearer. If the case is the
quality, and nothing more than the quality, it is not clear how it can perform this
second function. Does case vary so as to reflect the way in which the object qualified
by it enters a proposition or functions as a constituent of a truth? It is surely not the
case that an object has multiple qualities: nominative-Platoness, accusative-Plato-
ness, vocative-Platoness, so that each can be signified depending on how Plato enters
the proposition.®® Nor can the quality itself change depending on how Plato enters
the proposition: Plato’s Plato-ness is not affected by whether Plato is teaching or
being taught. The idea then must be that case both is (i) the quality — a body — and
furthermore (ii) the specification of the way in which the object qualified by this
quality enters the proposition.

This twofold conception is problematic for two reasons. Firstly, it seems odd that
case would be the quality and the way in which the object enters the proposition.*®
Secondly, this seems to require two oddly separate semantic processes. On the one
hand, signifying a quality must be thought to be akin to a denoting sort of rela-
tionship. On the other, signifying the way in which the object enters the proposition
can hardly be such a relationship. It seems to be a semantic relationship between the
noun and an incorporeal meaning of some kind. That a noun would bear two such
relationships may not seem entirely implausible if the two things to which it is
related are somehow also related to each other. Yet, if we follow Frede, the quality
and the way in which the object enters the proposition do not seem to be related in
any such way; they in fact seem quite unconnected. This mismatch is problematic.
Case appears to serve double duty and one would want the two roles to either be
attributed to two distinct semantic entities, or to match more closely and work
together in a tighter way.

On the view of case presented in the preceding sections, cases are lekta and
constituents of propositions. As such, they contribute information to the propositions

68 See Schubert (1994, 73) and Gaskin (1997, 99) for a similar objection.

69 It may be more plausible to think that signifying the quality somehow also necessarily expresses
the way in which the quality itself enters the proposition. But, again, why think that the quality of
being Plato should tell us anything about the way in which Plato himself features in a truth?
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they compose. This propositional content can — and I suggest does — take the form of
both a lektical counterpart, as it were, to its referent and syntactic information. Just
as the noun “Socrates” in the nominative refers to Socrates and encodes syntactic
information (its being a subject), the lektical case, both captures or represents in
some way its referent, enabling reference to it in the way outlined in Section 2, and
encodes syntactic information at the lektical level by specifying the way in which the
elements of the lekton fit together.

This syntactic or structural specification at the level of lekta in turn goes hand in
hand with the idea that lekta are in some way intended to reflect, capture or
otherwise be representative of the world. As Bronowski notes, “ce qu’il y a a dire,
C’'est comment est structuré le réel”.”® On Bronowski’s view, language is not so much
an assemblage of words supposed to mirror the assemblage of things in the world but
an expression of structural elements. Lekta are in other words such as to capture the
structure of the world. To do this, there must not only be components of lekta which
relate to things in the world, but also components which capture the relationship
between the things in the world which words pick out. A case does just that in both
enabling reference thanks to its relationship to the relevant concept and encoding in
the lekton syntactic information. This lektical syntactic information correlates to the
structural relation of the objects captured by the lekton it constitutes. Just as the noun
“Socrates” in the nominative marks its being the subject of the sentence, the lektical
case ‘Socrates’ not only enables the noun that expresses it to refer to Socrates, it also
marks it at the subject of the predicate expressed by the verb. This in turn reflects the
structure of the world, namely the relation of Socrates to the property, activity,
disposition, relation (etc.) captured by the predicate. On this account, cases are
therefore key to lekta’s ability to capture reality in its structural complexity.

4 Cases and Other Parts of Speech

The account presented so far has focused on cases as expressed by nouns, and on the
role of case in the semantics of nouns. Yet there is some evidence that some pronouns
also express cases.”" Recall that we are told, for example, that a proposition of the

70 Bronowski (2014, 86, 88). She at times talks of lekta as expressing the structure of the world, which
is somewhat confusing terminology since lekta are expressed, not expressing.

71 It is worth noting that the Stoics did not count the pronoun as a distinct part of speech, nor would
they have classed the demonstrative and the indefinite as subspecies of the same genus. This is
therefore a descriptive account of the examples in contemporary terms, rather than the way a Stoic
would have theorised the taxonomy. Nonetheless, insofar as they distinguished types of propositions
on the basis of their subjects, as the examples suggest, the Stoics did seem to have some sense of the
differences between demonstrative pronouns, indefinite pronouns, and proper and common nouns.
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form ‘this one is walking’ (o0tog nteputatel) is “one composed of a deictic nominative
case and a predicate” (10 cuveoTwG €k TTWOEWS OPORG SEKTIKG Kal KaTnyoprHaTog,
DL VIL.70). The demonstrative pronoun (houtos, “this one”) therefore here seems to
express a (deictic) nominative case (ptosis orthe deictike). The matter is less clear
when it comes to indefinite pronouns. We are told that propositions of the form
‘someone is walking’ are composed not of an indefinite case but of an “indefinite part
or parts” (t0 cuveaTdg £€ opiaTou popiov i dopioTwy popiwv, DL VIL70).”* What an
“Indefinite part” is is unclear. “Part” here could be short for “part of speech”. Yet
parts of speech are at the level of the signifying. An indefinite part of speech, that is,
an indefinite pronoun, can help compose a sentence, and, together with a verb,
express a proposition. It cannot compose a proposition, as the parts are said to do
here. More likely, then, Diogenes means an indefinite part of a lekton. These indef-
inite lektical parts, as it were, are indefinite pronouns’ counterparts at the level of
lekta. Now, the fact that they are called “parts” not “cases” might well indicate that
indefinite pronouns do not in fact express cases, but other kinds of lekta.” None-
theless, we might think that the fact that both nouns and demonstrative pronouns
express cases suggests that all inflected words, that is, all words with case at the level
of phone, express cases at the level of lekta.”* This would especially make sense
given the role I have suggested cases play in Section 3. If cases encode syntactic or
structural information and thereby enable lekta to capture structural features of
reality, they will be required to play this role for the lektical counterparts of all
inflected words. In case that is right, I offer here some suggestions as to how the
theory I have outlined might be extended to cases expressed by pronouns, if indeed
there are some.

Let us start with deictic cases, since those are attested. What might distinguish a
deictic case from other cases is not clear. One obvious difference is that a deictic case
is one expressed with deixis. Yet if we do take seriously the idea that deictic cases are
expressed by demonstrative pronouns, there must be more to it. Unlike nouns,
pronouns are not said to signify qualities or delineate eide. Demonstrative pronouns

72 cf. SE M VIIL.97, where such propositions are described as ones in which “an indefinite part
governs”. (AOPLOTOV TL KUPLEVEL UOPLOV).

73 Crivelli (1994, 189) calls them “indefinite particles.” They are, on his view, lekta (or, as he calls
them, “meanings”) though where they might fall in the classification of lekta is less clear. Rather than
adding yet another kind of unlisted incomplete lekton, which they would presumably be, it seems
more economical for the lekta expressed by indefinite pronouns to also be cases. Crivelli claims that
indefinite pronouns cannot express case, because case is said to be a feature of nouns in middle
propositions. He takes that to mean that cases are exclusive to nouns. I am not convinced Diogenes’
report must yield this conclusion, not least because cases also feature in definite propositions.

74 Note that the Stoics did not distinguish between adjectives from nouns, nor did they class the
article as a separate part of speech.
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refer not by appealing to the qualities of their referent, but to its matter.”” The
diagram presented above, in which cases are linked to objects in the world through
species-concepts and qualities can therefore not apply to demonstrative pronouns.
Deictic cases differ from cases expressed by nouns not merely in that they are
expressed with deixis, but also in that they do not bear the same relationship to the
world, namely one mediated by species-concepts. Certainly, to be a case (ptosis,
literally “fall”) at all, it must be thought to fall from something. But perhaps it does not
fall from a species-concept, but from something else. In the absence of any evidence
on the matter, what that might be must remain entirely speculative. I am inclined to
think that perhaps all deictic cases fall from a single and unique concept, one
associated with deixis or ostension and accessible to all competent speakers.”® If this
is right, they will be easily accommodated in the account above.

Indefinite pronouns, in turn, might be thought to behave much as demon-
strative pronouns. If the “indefinite parts” are in fact indefinite cases, then perhaps
the idea is that indefinite pronouns express special cases, namely indefinite ones.
Since, just as demonstrative pronouns, indefinite pronouns do not signify qualities,
indefinite cases would not fall from a quality-representing concept. What they
might fall from is once again a matter of speculation, though it seems plausible that
such cases would fall from a very broad concept, such as the concept of being
someone, or existing.

Itis clear is that the cases expressed by both definite and indefinite pronouns —
if there are such cases — cannot bear the same relationship to species-concepts as
the cases expressed by nouns, but this needn’t undermine the account above. These
cases do not link them to objects in the world in quite the same way as the cases
expressed by nouns, by way of a species-concept and a quality. Nonetheless, it
would seem that cases expressed by demonstrative pronouns play a similar role
insofar as they are deictic and the deixis which accompanies the case is what
enables those pronouns to refer. Discrepancies of this kind — in the exact role of
cases in a word’s semantics — are therefore compatible with the theory presented
above, which can accommodate variations in the details of the information
encoded in the lekta constituted by different cases. In fact, much of the detail of
the picture I have painted, for example that cases capture structural elements of
the world by encoding syntactic information, will remain unchanged across all
inflected parts of speech.

75 Ap. Dysc. S 11.22.3-24.4 = GG 2.2.142.1-144.4 on which see Durand (2019).
76 It seems plausible that a rational and competent speaker would have acquired some concept of
pointing to, though what the content of that concept might be is unclear.
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5 Conclusion

The Stoic semantic case, I have argued, is a lekton expressed by nouns and other
inflected words. It plays a crucial part in the wonderfully complex semantic content
and reference-fixing mechanism of the words that express it. Proper and common
nouns refer to objects in the world by means of case, concept, quality (common or
peculiar), and finally the qualified object which is the noun’s referent. Cases
expressed by nouns fall from eide. An eidos is a concept, a mental representation
corresponding to a quality (common or peculiar) in the world. It is by appeal to this
eidos that a qualified individual is referred to. Cases expressed by other parts of
speech, such as pronouns, are not linked to qualities in the same way and, I have
suggested, fall from other kinds of concepts, and play a similar part in reference-
fixing. In addition, case is an essential component of complete lekta and most
especially propositions. It encodes syntactic information correlating to structural
elements of the world, such as relationships between objects in the world and
between objects and actions. The Stoic theory of case was thus both extremely
sophisticated and crucial to articulating their overall semantics.
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