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Abstract

The opposition ptw'si" ojrqhv (eujqei'a) / ptwvsei" plavgiai, which with time began to express
the contrast between the nominative and the oblique cases (casus rectus – casus obliqui) in
the grammatical tradition, first appeared in the Greek reflection on language most probably in
the circle of the Stoic doctrine, where it was used to determine the meanings of nouns per-
ceived from the point of view of their constituting elements of the predicative-argumentative
structures which formed propositions (ajxiwvmata). What justifies this statement is the fact that
in the framework of the Stoic dialectics concepts denoted by terms ojrqhv ptw'si" and
plavgiai ptwvsei" were unambiguously situated in the sphere of the linguistically expressed
content (ta; shmainovmena, ta; lektav) and used consistently in connection with the concept of
kathgovrhma (‘predicate’), that is the predicative content expressed by the verb. The analysis
of the preserved records demonstrates that the term ojrqh; ptw'si" had a meaning of the sub-
jective predicate argument (disregarding the value of the case of the noun which denoted it),
whereas ptwvsei" plavgiai had the meaning of the non-subjective arguments implied by
multi-argument predicates. Therefore, in the Stoic dialectics the opposition ojrqh; ptw'si" /
plavgiai ptwvsei" reflected the hierarchical differentiation of the status of the content ex-
pressed by the nouns perceived as arguments of the predicate within the proposition. These
terms gained the meaning of the nominative and the oblique cases, respectively, only in the
circle of Hellenistic philologists, whose research and analyses were to a greater extent focused
on the formal side of linguistic signs (words). Those scholars used the terminological appara-
tus of the Stoic school, while introducing there some vital modifications, however. With
reference to the issue which interests us here, the modification consisted in the identification
of the Stoic ojrqh; ptw'si" with its most frequent language exponent, i.e. the noun in the nomi-
native, and following the same principle, of the Stoic plavgiai ptwvsei" with nouns in the
oblique cases. The Hellenistic philological school should probably also be ascribed the intro-
duction of the term eujqei'a ptw'si" as a name of the nominative synonymous with
ojrqh; ptw'si", as there are no sufficient premises on which to attribute the use of the adjective
eujquv" as an index of that case already to Aristotle.
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The distinction between the casus rectus (i.e. nominative) and the oblique cases
(i.e. all the remaining ones) is commonly used in traditional and structural lin-
guistics.1 This distinction was already known to Roman grammarians in Antiq-
uity, the reflex of which is a frequent reference to this division with the help of
Latin terms: casus rectus – casus obliqui. In turn, Roman grammar was, as is
known, largely secondary with regard to Greek grammar. It is thus not surpris-
ing that the Latin attributes rectus and obliquus are calques of Greek words,
ojrqov" or eujquv" (lit. ‘straight’), and plavgio" (lit. ‘oblique, transverse’), respec-
tively, which began to be used in the Greek grammatical tradition to express the
aforementioned opposition between the casus rectus (nominative) and the
oblique cases.

The use of the terms ojrqov" and eujquv" in the function of determiners of the
nominative in the Greek grammatical theory is documented by a well-known
Tevcnh grammatikhv, attributed to the Alexandrian grammarian Dionysius Thrax
(170–90 BC), which contains the most complete exposition of the Greek word
grammar. In the chapter characterising the cases (ptwvsei") as one of the mor-
phological features (parepovmena) of words belonging to the class of names
(ojnovmata) we read:

D.T. 31, 5–32, 1: Ptwvsei" ojnomavtwn eijsi; pevnte: ojrqhv, genikhv, dotikhv, 
aijtiatikhv, klhtikhv. Levgetai de; hJ me;n ojrqh; ojnomastikh; kai; eujqei'a, hJ de;
genikh; kthtikhv te kai; patrikhv, hJ de; dotikh; ejpistaltikhv, hJ de; aijtiatikh; 
† kat j aijtiatikhvn, hJ de; klhtikh; prosagoreutikhv. 

“There are five cases of the names:  ojrqhv, genikhv, dotikhv, aijtiatikhv, klhtikhv.
The ojrqhv case is also called ojnomastikhv and eujqei'a, the genikhv case [is also
referred to as] kthtikhv and patrikhv, the dotikhv case [is also called]
ejpistaltikhv, the aijtiatikhv case † according to aijtiatikhv, whereas klhtikhv [is
also referred to as] prosagoreutikhv.”

Although the listed and named ptwvsei" were not characterised more closely
or illustrated with any examples here, it is clear that these are indeed grammati-
cal cases. It results not only from the entirety of the later tradition, unambigu-
ously identifying the ptwvsei" mentioned in the above passage with the gram-
matical cases,2 but also from the fact that the status of ptwvsei" as inflectional
cases corresponds with the status of the remaining parepovmena ojnovmato",
which in the text of the Tevcnh identify various other properties of words in this
class, including both of their remaining inflectional features, i.e. genders (gevnh)
and numbers (ajriqmoiv). Besides, in this text ptwvsei" were also attributed – as
one of the parepovmena – to words belonging to the class of a[rqron and
ajntwnumiva (cf. 62, 1 and 5; 64, 1; 67, 3–6), and the exemplification provided

                                                       
1 The vocative is often excluded from this distinction, due to its specific status of an exponent of the

element which does not belong to the syntactic structure of the sentence, but fulfils the (impressive)
function of an appellative, and thus constitutes a means used for accomplishing certain objectives found
at the level of the sending and receiving strategy of speech.

2 Cf. e.g. Schol. D.T. 230, 21; A.D. Synt. I, 103 (86, 9–10); 104 (87, 6–7).
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there does not leave any doubts as to their identification with the grammatical
cases.3

For the same reasons it is also beyond doubt that the case named (ptw'si")
ojrqhv in the quoted passage is indeed the nominative.4 Further on in the passage
this case was also given two other, secondary, names, of which one is the term
(ptw'si") eujqei'a5 synonymous with (ptw'si") ojrqhv. With regard to the other (i.e.
the oblique) cases the term (ptwvsei") plavgiai was in fact not used here, how-
ever, the functioning of this term as a determiner of the oblique cases in the
Greek grammatical tradition is confirmed both by the scholiasts6 and the treat-
ises of Apollonius Dyscolus.7 The indicated terms, in fact similarly as the term
ptw'si" itself, were, however, used also in philosophical texts dealing with lan-
guage questions which preceded the formation of the grammatical tradition in
the circles of Hellenistic philologists, and it turns out that the terms discussed in
these texts had a definitely different meaning. This particularly concerns the
Stoics’ texts.

The achievements of the Stoics in the field of Greek linguistics are com-
monly considered to be very significant, however, at the same time identifying
views of the representatives of this school on concrete language issues causes
huge interpretation problems. This results mainly from the fact that the linguistic
conceptions of the Stoics can be studied only second- or third-handedly because,
in principle, no texts which would allow for a direct access have been preserved.
The major source of knowledge about the subject are The Lives and Opinions of
Eminent Philosophers by Diogenes Laërtius8 (D.L.), to a smaller extent the
scholia to Tevcnh grammatikhv by Dionysius Thrax as well as other later works,
as e.g. Ammonius’ commentary9 to the Hermeneutics by Aristotle. Due to the
state of preservation of the Stoic writings it is also impossible to establish what
the contribution of particular representatives of this trend to its intellectual out-
put was. It is commonly believed that most of the basic theses and views ob-
served in the Stoic school were formulated by its founder, Zeno of Kitium (ca.
336–264) and Chrysippos of Soloi (ca. 280–205), who consolidated and sys-
tematised the Stoic doctrine, conveying it in over 700 books.

A major factor which needs to be taken into consideration while interpreting
the Stoic linguistic doctrine is the place of linguistic issues in the general
framework of the philosophical exposition accepted by the representatives of
this school. As Diogenes Laërtius, following the ejpitomhv by Diocles Magnes
(1st c. BC),10 certifies (7, 39), the Stoics distinguished three basic branches of

                                                       
3 E.g. 67, 3–4: Ptwvsei" prwtotuvpwn [scil. ajntwnumiw'n] me;n ojrqh'" ejgwv suv i{, genikh'" 

ejmou' spou' ou|, dotikh'" ejmoiv soiv oi|, aijtiatikh'" ejmev sev e{, klhtik'" suv.
4 See. supra footnote 3; cf. also e.g. A.D. Synt. I 137 (112, 17).
5 See also e.g. A.D. Synt. I, 13 (15, 10); 80 (67, 11); 83 (71, 2); 102 (85, 14); 136 (112, 4).
6 See e.g. Schol. D.T. 383, 22–36.
7 See e.g. A.D. Synt. I, 15 (18, 4); 80 (68, 8); 125 (105, 4); 136 (112, 2).
8 3rd c. AD
9 6th c. AD
10 In turn, the source of knowledge about the Stoic study of language was for Diocles most probably

the lost treatise Peri; fwnh'" by Diogenes of Babylon (240–150); cf. SVF, III, Diog. Babyl. 21, 22.
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philosophy, namely, physics, ethics, and logic, and the latter, i.e. logic, was
divided into rhetoric and dialectics (D.L. 7, 41). The scope of the Stoic dialectics
was reported by Diogenes Laërtius as follows:

D.L. 7, 43–44: Th;n  dialektikh;n  diairei'sqai  ei["  te  to;n  peri;  tw'n 
shmainomevnwn kai; th'" fwnh'" tovpon: kai; to;n me;n tw'n shmainomevnwn ei[" 
te to;n peri; tw'n fantasiw'n tovpon kai; tw'n ejk touvtwn uJfistamevnwn lektw'n
ajxiwmavtwn kai; aujtotelw'n kai;  kathgorhmavtwn  kai;  tw'n  oJmoivwn  ojrqw'n 
kai; uJptivwn kai; genw'n kai ;eijdw'n, oJmoivw" de; kai; lovgwn kai; trovpwn kai; 
sullogismw'n kai; tw'n para; th;n fwnh;n kai; ta; pravgmata sofismavtwn. [...]
Ei\nai de; th'" dialektikh'" i[dion tovpon kai; to;n proeirhmevnon peri; aujth'" 
th'" fwnh'", ejn w|/ deivknutai hJejggravmmato" fwnh; kai; tivna ta; tou' lovgou 
mevrh, kai; peri; soloikismou' kai ;barbarismou' kai; poihmavtwn kai; 
ajmfiboliw'n kai; ejmmelou'" fwnh'" kai; peri ;mousikh'" kai; peri; o{rwn katav 
tina" kai; diairevsewn kai; levxewn. 

“[According to the Stoics] dialectics is divided into a part dealing with what
is signified [through the medium of language] and a part discussing language
alone. The part which concerns what is denoted through language is divided into
a section examining images and a part concerning the content of utterances
based on them, [i.e.] propositions, and [other] complete [content of utterances]
as well as predicates and straight and inverted [content of utterances] similar to
them, and also genera and species, and likewise arguments, tropes, syllogisms,
and sophisms regarding language or [the denoted] objects. [...] There also exists
a separate part of dialectics, the one which was mentioned above, namely a part
dealing with language alone, within the framework of which the written lan-
guage and parts of speech are explained; this part is also concerned with sole-
cisms, barbarisms, poetic language, ambiguities, language melodiousness, music
as well as, according to some, with definitions, divisions and style.”

The presented list of the subjects taken up within dialectics draws attention
to the clear separation of the issues concerning that which is signified by lan-
guage from the issues relating to language as such, and thus the separation of
issues connected with the signified aspect of linguistic signs (i.e. with the de-
noted content) from the issues connected with the signifying aspect (i.e. the
linguistic form). This separation is reflected in the division of dialectics into two
principal parts (tovpoi), of which one treats peri; tw'n shmainomevnwn (of the
signified things), the other, on the other hand, peri; th'" fwnh'" (of language
alone). We also note that one of the terms analysed by us, i.e. ojrqov", appears as
a determiner of one of the elements constituting the object of studies of the part
of dialectics which does not deal with language alone, but with what is signified
via language. These elements are the “predicates and the content of the utter-
ances similar to them,” out of which some were described precisely as ojrqav
(‘straight’), others, on the other hand, as u{ptia (‘inverted’). Another passage
quoted below from the text by Diogenes Laërtius throws a little more light on
the subject of what these “predicates” are and what their place among the other
type of content signified via language is:
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D.L. 7, 6311:   jEn de; tw'/ peri; tw'n pragmavtwn kai; tw'n shmainomevnwn 
tovpw/ tevtaktai oJ peri; lektw'n kai; aujtotelw'n kai; ajxiwmavtwn kai; 
sullogismw'n lovgo" kai; oJ peri; ejllipw'n te kai; kathgorhmavtwn kai; ojrqw'n 
kai; uJptivwn. Fasi; de; [to;] lekto;n ei\nai to; kata; fantasivan logikh;n 
uJfistavmenon. tw'n de; lektw'n ta; me;n levgousin ei\nai aujtotelh' oiJ Stwikoiv, 
ta; d j ejlliph' me;n ou\n ejsti ta; ajnapavrtiston e[conta th;n ejkforavn, oi|on 
Gravfei: ejpizhtou'men ga;r, «Tiv"_» aujtotelh' d j ejsti; ta; ajphrtismevnhn 
e[conta th;n ejkforavn, oi|on Gravfei Swkravth". ejn me;n ou\n toi'" ejllipevsi 
lektoi'" tevtaktai ta; kathgorhvmata, ejn de; toi'" aujtotelevsi ta; ajxiwvmata 
kai; oiJ sullogismoi; kai; ta; ejrwthvmata kai; ta; puvsmata.

“In the part about objects and about what is signified there is situated the
study about the content of utterances, both in terms of the complete type, i.e.
propositions and syllogisms, and the content of incomplete utterances, i.e. predi-
cates, both the straight and the inverted ones.

The content of the utterance is said to be that which is based on the mental
image. The Stoics claim that some content of utterances is complete, other, re-
vealed in an incomplete way, is defective, as e.g. (s/he) writes, since we ask
‘Who?.’ On the other hand, the complete [content of utterances] is that which is
revealed in a complete way, as e.g. Socrates writes. Thus, the group of incom-
plete content types covers predicates, whereas among the complete ones there
are propositions, syllogisms, questions, and inquiries.”

The quoted passage demonstrates that the basic term referring to what is sig-
nified (ta; shmainovmena), is to; lektovn – ‘the content of the utterance.’ De-
pending on the degree of its autonomy (completeness) referents of this term are
divided into the ‘complete content of utterances’ (ta; lekta; aujtotelh'), within
which one can find propositions (ta; ajxiwvmata), syllogisms (oiJ sullogismoi;),
questions (ta; ejrwthvmata), and inquiries (ta; puvsmata), and the ‘incomplete
content of utterances’ (ta; lekta; ejlliph'), which covers ‘straight’ (ojrqav) and
‘inverted’ (u{ptia) ‘predicates’ (ta; kathgorhvmata).12 The attached exemplifi-
cation shows that the exponents of the ‘incomplete content of utterances’
(ta; lekta; ejlliph'), constituted by ‘predicates’ (ta; kathgorhvmata), are verbs.
And thus the ‘predicate’ (to; kathgovrhma) is the content expressed by the verb,
i.e. the meaning of the verb. In turn, the information concerning the difference
between the ‘straight predicates’ (ta; ojrqa; kathgorhvmata) and the ‘inverted
predicates’ (ta; u{ptia kathgorhvmata) can be taken from another passage of
Diogenes’ work:

D.L. 7, 64–6513:  [Esti de; to; kathgovrhma to; katav tino" ajgoreuovmenon 
h] pra'gma suntakto;n periv tino" h] tinw'n, wJ" oiJ peri;  jApollovdwrovn 
fasin, h] lekto;n ejllipe;" suntakto;n ojrqh'/ ptwvsei pro;" ajxiwvmato" gevnesin.
tw'n de; kathgorhmavtwn ta; mevn ejsti sumbavmata, oi|on to; dia; pevtra" 
plei'n... æ. kai; ta; mevn ejsti tw'n kathgorhmavtwn ojrqav, a} d j u{ptia, a} d j 

                                                       
11 = SVF, II, 181 (Diocles Magnes apud Diog. Laërt. 7, 63).
12 For more information about the concept of lektovn (among others, about its ontological status) see

Long (1971).
13 = SVF, II, 183 (Diocles Magnes apud Diog. Laërt. 7, 64).
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oujdevtera. ojrqa; me;n ou\n ejsti ta; suntassovmena mia'/ tw'n plagivwn ptwvsewn
pro;" kathgorhvmato" gevnesin, oi|on  jAkouvei,  JOra/', Dialevgetai: u{ptia d j 
ejsti; ta; suntassovmena tw'/ paqhtikw '/ morivw/, oi|on  jAkouvomai,  JOrw'mai: 
oujdevtera d j ejsti; ta; mhdetevrw" e[conta, oi|on Fronei'. Peripatei'. 
ajntipeponqovta dev ejstin ejn toi'" uJptivoi", a} u{ptia o[nta ejnerghvmata [dev] 
ejstin, oi|on Keivretai: ejmperievcei ga;r eJauto;n oJ keirovmeno". plavgiai de; 
ptwvsei" eijsi; genikh; kai ;dotikh; kai; aijtiatikhv.

“The predicate is what is stated about somebody / something, or a thing at-
tributed to one or many objects, as Apollodorus’ disciples claim, or else the
incomplete content of the utterance which should be linked with ojrqh; ptw'si",
in order to create a proposition. Some of the predicates are congruent, e.g. to sail
among the rocks… æ. Apart from this, some predicates are straight, others are
inverted, still others are neuter. The straight ones are those which combine with
one of plavgiai ptwvsei" for the sake of creating a [complete] predicate, as e.g.
(s/he) hears, (s/he) sees, (s/he) talks. The inverted predicates are those which
combine with a passive element, as e.g. I am heard, I am seen. Neuter predicates
are those which do not show any of these features, as e.g. (s/he) thinks, (s/he)
walks. Among the inverted predicates reflexive ones are those which, while
being inverted, constitute actions, e.g. (s/he) gives himself / herself a haircut, as
the person cutting his or her own hair gets personally engaged in this activity.
Plavgiai ptwvsei", in turn, are genikhv, dotikh; and aijtiatikhv.”

Ignoring for a moment the interpretation of the term sumbavmata (‘congruent
predicates’), which constitutes an element of Diogenes’ discussion partly unpre-
served due to the text damage in this place, we note that in the above passage,
apart from the ‘straight’ predicates (ojrqav) and the ‘inverted’ ones (u{ptia),
known from the passages quoted earlier, there are also distinguished the ‘neuter’
predicates (oujdevtera) and the ‘reflexive’ ones (ajntipeponqovta), the latter being
a kind of the ‘inverted’ predicates. Besides, the predicate as such was in one of
the definitions quoted above linked with the concept of ojrqh; ptw'si", depicted
as an element which, when combined with the predicate, will constitute a propo-
sition. On the other hand, the ‘straight’ predicate was said to combine with one
of plavgiai ptwvsei". Thus, the presented definitions demonstrate that the term
ptw'si" cannot have the meaning of the grammatical case here as it refers to the
linguistically expressed content and not to the form of the linguistic sign (cf.
Frede 1978: 31–32, Long 1971: 105–106). Since, on the other hand, the linguis-
tically expressed content constituted by ptwvsei" creates a proposition when
combined with a predicate, it can be concluded that the concept of ptw'si" is in
this approach very close to the contemporary concept of the predicative argu-
ment. jOrqh; ptw'si", as has been mentioned, was characterised as the linguisti-
cally expressed content which is necessary for making a proposition in combi-
nation with the predicate as such, i.e. irrespective of the kind (variant, type) of
this predicate, which in turn leads to a conclusion that this concept needs to be
recognised as identical with the logical subject of the predication, the object
about which the predicate content is stated, i.e. with the argument of the predi-
cate expressed obligatorily (or connoted contextually) in each proposition.
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Ptwvsei" plavgiai were, in turn, presented as the linguistically expressed con-
tent which is combined with ‘straight’ predicates. The examples provided
(ajkouvei ‘(s/he) listens,’ oJra/' ‘(s/he) sees,’ dialevgetai ‘(s/he) talks)’ suggest that
it concerns multi-argument predicates, i.e. predicates whose exponents are (at
least) two-place verbs.

It is, however, easy to notice that, when understood literally, the definition of
the ‘straight’ predicate given in Diogenes’ text contradicts the principles of
logic, as it states that the ‘straight’ predicate gets combined with one of
plavgiai ptwvsei" for the sake of creating a predicate. Thus, it is not difficult to
criticise it for the lack of logic which stems from the fact that a certain type of
the predicate is characterised as something which, after fulfilling certain condi-
tions, becomes a predicate. In other words, something which only in combina-
tion with something else creates a predicate cannot be a predicate itself. How-
ever, as a result of its illogical character visible at the level of the wording, the
definition suggests that in the system of the Stoic dialectics there additionally
must have existed a different type of the linguistically expressed content, i.e. the
“defective” predicate, which – in order to become “complete” – requires being
supplemented or combined with something else. The presence of this Stoic con-
cept covering the predicative content which is not a full predicate as such is also
signalled – outside the quoted passage – in two other places of Diogenes’ text.
One of them is the already cited passage 7, 43–44, which concerns, among oth-
ers, “predicates and straight and inverted (content of utterances) similar to them”
(kathgorhmavtwn kai; tw'n oJmoivwn ojrqw'n kai; uJptivwn), which allows us to
assume that, apart from predicates, the Stoics also identified some types of the
utterance content “similar” (o{moioi) to predicates, and within this group they
distinguished exactly between the “straight” (ojrqav) and the “inverted” (u{ptia)
ones. The other place is paragraph 7, 58. It contains a definition of the verb
which is described as a “part of speech denoting a non-complex predicate”
(rJh'ma dev ejsti mevro" lovgou shmai'non ajsuvnqeton kathgovrhma). By attribut-
ing the status of a “non-complex predicate” (ajsuvnqeton kathgovrhma) to the
meaning of the verb this definition implies that in the Stoic dialectics there was
too a concept of a “complex predicate,” constituted by the meaning of the verb
together with some additional element of the linguistically expressed content.
Let us add that exactly such a predicative content denoted by verbs which de-
mand a completion is also discussed by Porphyrus14 in his account of the sys-
tematics of the Stoic terms referring to what is stated. It is conveyed by Ammo-
nius in his commentary to Aristotle’s Hermeneutics. In his account Porphyrus
claims that the Stoics described that content with the help of the term
e[latton h] kathgovrhma – ‘less than a predicate’:

Amm. Comm. 44, 33–45,315:  kai; pavlin a]n me;n to; tou' ojnovmato" 

                                                       
14 A Neoplatonic living in the 3rd c. AD; a philosopher, grammarian, commentator, and exegete of

philosophical writings.
15 = SVF, II, 184 (Porphyrius apud Ammonium in Aristot. de interpr. p. 44, 19 Busse).
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kathgorouvmenon devhtai prosqhvkh" ptwvsew" ojnovmatov" tino" pro;" to; 
poih'sai ajpovfansin, e[latton h] kathgovrhma levgetai, wJ" e[cei to; filei' kai'
to;eujnoei', oi|on Plavtwn filei': touvtw/ ga;r prosteqe;n to; tinav, oi|on Divwna, 
poiei' wJrismevnhn ajpovfansin th;n Plavtwn Divwna filei'. 

“And then, if what is predicated of the name,16 requires to be completed with
an [oblique] case of some [other] name for the sake of making a proposition, it is
called ‘less than a predicate,’ just as in the case of (s/he) loves and (s/he) fa-
vours, e.g. Plato loves; as only after ‘whom’ is added to it, e.g. Dion, a definite
proposition is formed, i.e. Plato loves Dion.”

It can thus be seen, also from the exemplification provided, that Porphyrus’
‘less than a predicate’ (e[latton h] kathgovrhma) closely corresponds to the
‘straight predicate,’ identified in passage 7, 64 of The Lives by Diogenes, which
constitutes an element of the “complex predicate” or a kind of the linguistically
expressed content “similar to the predicate.” The element of the content with
which the ‘straight’ predicate must be combined for the sake of creating a com-
plete predicate, defined in passage 7, 64 of Diogenes’ text as one of
plavgiai ptwvsei", must, therefore, be recognised as identical with the concept
of an additional argument, implied by multi-argument predicates. This conclu-
sion is confirmed by the exemplification of ‘straight predicates’ provided by
Diogenes, which shows that those predicates imply not only an argument identi-
cal with the logical subject of the predication (the theme) – obligatory for predi-
cates as such – i.e. ojrqh; ptw'si" ((ti") ajkouvei, oJra/', dialevgetai– ‘(who) hears,
sees, talks’), but also an additional argument, which constitutes with them the
predicative content (the rheme) stated about the subject of predication
(ajkouvei, oJra/' (tina/ti), dialevgetai (tini) – ‘hears, sees (who / what), talks
(with whom)’). Thus, it may be assumed that in the Stoic dialectics the term
plavgiai ptwvsei" denotes the concept of the arguments of a multi-argument
predicate which constitute elements of the predicative content (the rheme) stated
about the subject of predication, and in this way remains in opposition to the
term ojrqhv ptw'si", which denotes the concept of an argument which is the sub-
ject of predication (the theme).

In the aforementioned passage from Diogenes Laërtius (7, 64), apart from the
‘straight’ predicates additionally distinguished were the ‘inverted’ predicates
(u{ptia), which also included the ‘reflexive’ ones (ajntipeponqovta), as well as
the ‘neuter’ ones (oujdevtera). The presented characteristics and the examples
provided demonstrate that the ‘inverted’ and the ‘reflexive’ predicates are estab-

                                                       
16 Porphyrus’ claim that something “is predicated about the name” (o[noma) and “requires to be com-

pleted with an [oblique] case of some [other] name” (devhtai prosqhvkh" ptwvsew" ojnovmato"), does not
of course strictly reflect the terminology and the conceptual apparatus of the Stoics, as it is not possible to
state something about a name, but only about what this name expresses (means). This inaccuracy results
from the fact that Porphyrus, who lived already in the 3rd c. AD, on the one hand uses certain terms in the
meanings they acquired in his times, and on the other – similarly to many other later commentators – he
ignores the Stoic distinction between the form of the sign and its content. It needs, therefore, to be as-
sumed that the quoted statement conveys a view that something is stated about the content expressed by
the noun in the nominative and requires a completion with the content expressed by another noun used in
an oblique case.
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lished by the predicative content whose exponents are verbs indicating the pas-
sive and the reflexive diathesis, respectively. Thus, these predicates also imply
more than one argument, however, they differ from the ‘straight’ predicates in
that the exponents of the latter are verbs indicating an active diathesis. The
‘neuter’ predicates, in turn, just as the ‘straight’ predicates, are represented by
verbs which indicate an active diathesis, however, they differ from the ‘straight’
ones in that they imply only one argument, i.e. the subject of the predication
(ojrqh; ptw'si"). Such a conclusion results from the definition of the ‘neuter’
predicates presented in the discussed passage, which defines them as predicates
that do not demonstrate any of the predicate features described earlier
(oujdevtera d j ejsti; ta; mhdetevrw" e[conta), i.e. the features of the ‘straight’
and the ‘inverted’ predicates. It means that the ‘neuter’ predicates neither con-
note any other argument (plavgia ptw'si") apart from the subject of predication
(ojrqh; ptw'si") nor do they combine with the passive element
(paqhtiko;n movrion). On the basis of these characteristics and the examples
provided (fronei' ‘(s/he) thinks,’ peripatei' ‘(s/he) walks)’ it may thus be as-
sumed that, contrary to the ‘straight’ and ‘inverted’ predicates, the ‘neuter’ ones
constitute complete predicates, i.e. predicates which do not require any comple-
tion. A confirmation of this is also provided by passage 7, 43–44, which only
talks about the ‘straight’ and the ‘inverted’ – but not the ‘neuter’ – content of
utterances “similar to predicates.” It proves that the ‘neuter’ predicates do not
constitute a type of the content “similar to predicates,” but complete predicates,
which stand in opposition to Porphyrus’ ‘less than predicates’
(e[latton h] kathgovrhma).

With regard to this there appears a question whether it is possible to identify
the sense of the terms ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" with the arguments
of the predicate, which are denoted by nouns in the nominative and in the
oblique cases, respectively. Accepting such a possibility would mean accepting
an assumption that within the Stoic doctrine the argument of the subject of
predication (ojrqh; ptw'si") is denoted exclusively by the noun in the nominative,
whereas arguments which form the predicative content (plavgiai ptwvsei"),
exclusively by nouns in the oblique cases. The preserved records of the Stoic
dialectics, however, seem to prove something different. First of all, we mean
here the already quoted text by Ammonius, which reports Porphyrus’ exposition
about the Stoic systematics of predicates. We read there, among others:

Amm. Comm. 44, 23–45, 717:  a]n me;n ou\n ojnovmatov" ti kathgorhqe;n 
ajpovfansin poih'/, kathgovrhma kai; suvmbama par j aujtoi'" ajnomavzetai
(shmaivnei ga;r a[mfw taujto;n), wJ" to; peripatei', oi|on Swkravth" peripatei',
a]n de; ptwvsew", parasuvmbama, wJsanei; parakeivmenon tw'/ sumbavmati kai; 
o]n oi|on parakathgovrhma. wJ" e[cei to; metamevlei, oi|on Swkravtei
metamevlei. to; me;n ga;r metamelei'tai suvmbama ei\nai, to; de; metamevlei 
parasuvmbama ouj dunavmenon ojnovmati suntacqe;n ajpofavnsin ejrgavsasqai, 
oi|on Swkravth" metamevlei (oujdemiva ga;r tou'to ajpovfansi"), ajll j ou[te 

                                                       
17 = SVF, 2, 184 (Porphyrius apud Ammonium in Aristot. de interpr. p. 44, 19 Busse).
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klivsin ejpidevxasqai dunavmenon, wJ" to; peripatw', peripatei'", peripatei' 
ou[te summetaschmatisqh'nai toi'" ajriqmoi'": w{sper ga;r levgomen touvtw/ 
metamevlei ou{tw" kai; touvtoi" metamevlei. […] a]n de; to; th'" ptwvsew" 
kathgorouvmenon h\/ to; deovmenon eJtevra/ suntacqh'nai plagiva/ ptwvsei pro;" 
to; poih'sai ajpovfansin, e[latton h] parasuvmbama levgetai, wJ" e[cei to; 
mevlei, oi|on Swkravtei  jAlkibiavdou mevlei. 

“If something predicated of a name creates a proposition, it is called by them
[scil. the Stoics] a predicate and a congruent (since both mean the same), as
(s/he) walks, which, for instance, [forms a proposition] Socrates walks, however,
if [something predicated] of an [oblique] case [of a name forms a proposition, it
is called by them] a paracongruent, as if it was situated next to the congruent and
constituted a parapredicate, as in (it) is a regret, [forming], for instance, [a prop-
osition] It is a regret to Socrates, since regrets constitutes a congruent, whereas
(it) is a regret a paracongruent unable to form a proposition in combination with
a name, as e.g. Socrates is a regret (as it is not a proposition), and also unable to
take any inflection, as e.g. (I) walk, (you) walk, (s/he) walks, or change its form
in agreement with the number: for as we say It is a regret to him so do we also
say It is [and not are] a regret to them. […] And if what is predicated about the
[oblique] case [of a name], is something which demands its being combined
with another [oblique] case [of a name] in order to form a proposition, it is also
described as less than a paracongruent, just as is the case of (it) is a care, e.g. in
It is a care to Socrates about Alcibiades.”

The passage quoted above indicates that apart from the division of the predi-
cative content denoted by verbs to be ‘predicates’ and ‘less than predicates,’ the
division which takes into consideration the criterion of completeness of this
content or rather its “sufficiency” for forming (together with the subject of
predication) a proposition, the Stoics also introduced a distinction between
‘congruents’ (sumbavmata) and ‘paracongruents’ (parasumbavmata). The ‘con-
gruents’ were exemplified by the content given by the verbs peripatei' (‘(s/he)
walks’) and metamelei'tai (‘regrets’), whereas the ‘paracongruents’ were illus-
trated by the content of the verb metamevlei (‘(it) is a regret’). The verb
metamevlei is characterised by the fact that it does not open a slot for the nomi-
native form of the noun as an exponent of the subject of predication. This sub-
ject is denoted by the nominal phrase in the dative (Swkravtei metamevlei – ‘It is
a regret to Socrates’), and irrespective of the value of the number and the person
taken by it the verb appears only in the third person singular
(touvtoi" metamevlei – ‘it is a regret to them,’ ejmoi; metamevlei – ‘it is a regret to
me’). The terms describing both of the distinguished types of the predicative
content, namely suvmbama and parasuvmbama, are linked with the complex verb
sumbaivnein meaning ‘come together,’ ‘join,’ ‘agree.’ The inability of the expo-
nent of parasuvmbama to express the plural and take the values of the 1st and the
2nd person, which Porphyrus emphasised, clearly suggests that it is exactly here
that the source of the difference between suvmbama and parasuvmbama lies. And
thus suvmbama (‘a congruent’) would be a predicative content which always
“agrees” with the subject of predication in terms of the number and the person
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(Swkravth" peripatei' – ‘Socrates walks,’ oiJ a[nqrwpoi peripatou'sin – ‘peo-
ple walk,’ ejgw; peripatw' – ‘I walk’), and parasuvmbama (‘a paracongruent’)
a predicative content which in this respect does not agree with the subject of
predication, if this one were to express plurality (e.g. touvtoi" metamevlei – ‘it is
a regret to them’) or if it assumed the value of the 1st or the 2nd person (e.g.
ejmoi; metamevlei – ‘it is a regret to me,’ soi; metamevlei – ‘it is a regret to you’).
The essence of the ‘paracongruent’ would then lie in the fact that, within the
proposition it co-constituted, alongside the predicative content implying e.g. the
concept of singularity (metamevlei – ‘(it) is a regret’) there would also appear the
subject of the predication implying the concept of plurality (touvtoi" – ‘to
them’).

As was mentioned earlier, contrary to the verbal exponent of suvmbama,
which connotes the exponent of the subject of predication in the nominative, the
verbal exponent of parasuvmbama connotes the exponent of the subject of predi-
cation in the dative. Porphyrus identifies this subject as ptw'si" (without the
determiner ojrqhv) and contrasts it with o[noma (‘a name’) as the subject of predi-
cation constituted by suvmbama. Naturally, in this regard Porphyrus’ account is
not accurate, as according to the assumptions of the Stoic conceptual and termi-
nological apparatus, within which the opposition between the form and the con-
tent of linguistic signs is firmly observed, the term o[noma refers to the form of
the sign and not to its meaning. Following the more precise account of Diogenes
in this case, the subject of predication constituted by any kind of predicate, and
thus also by suvmbama, is ojrqh; ptw'si" (see above, passage 7, 64–65), whose
language exponent is o[noma (‘a name’). The inaccuracy of Porphyrus’ account
may also be indicated by the last part of the analysed passage, in which the ‘less
than a paracongruent’ (e[latton h] parasuvmbama) was defined as a predicative
content stated about ptw'si", which “in order to form a proposition needs to be
combined  with  another  ptw'si" plavgia” (to; deovmenon eJtevra/ suntacqh'nai
 plagiva/ ptwvsei pro;" to; poih'sai ajpovfansin).” The inco-nsistency of the
record saying that something stated about ptw'si" requires being juxtaposed
with another ptw'si" plavgia obviously stems from the fact that, erroneously
understanding the Stoics’ term ptw'si" as an oblique case, Porphyrus altogether
does not take into consideration the Stoic concept of ojrqh; ptw'si" in his ac-
count, and therefore the term plavgia ptw'si" used by him has a tautological
character. Besides, in the aforementioned passage 7, 64–65 of Diogenes’ text
‘the congruent’ (suvmbama) is not identified with the predicate as such (as is the
case in Porphyrus’ account: kathgovrhma kai; suvmbama  par j aujtoi'" 
ajnomavzetai (shmaivnei ga;r a[mfw taujto;n)), but it is presented as one of the
types of predicates (tw'n de; kathgorhmavtwn ta; mevn ejsti sumbavmata, 
oi|on to; dia; pevtra" plei'n…æ – “among predicates some are congruents, e.g.
to sail among the rocks… æ”). In this regard it is possible to assume that in the
damaged passage of the text the ‘paracongruent’ (parasuvmbama) was men-
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tioned18 as the other type of the predicate, standing in opposition to the ‘congru-
ent’ (suvmbama). And if the ‘paracongruent’ (parasuvmbama) is the other type of
the predicate, opposite to the ‘congruent’ (suvmbama), and not some ‘quasi-
parapredicate,’ as Porphyrus would have liked it to be (o]n oi|on 
parakathgovrhma), then the subject of predication constituted by the ‘paracon-
gruent,’ just as in the case of all other types of predicate, is also ojrqh; ptw'si"
( [Esti de;  to;  kathgovrhma […] lekto;n ejllipe;" suntakto;n ojrqh'/ ptwvsei
pro;" ajxiwvmato" gevnesin – “the predicate is […] the incomplete content of the
utterance which should be linked with ojrqh; ptw' in order to create a proposi-
tion” – passage 7, 64–65), and not ptw'si", as in Porphyrus’ account.

As was pointed out earlier, the exponent of the ‘paracongruent’
(parasuvmbama) connotes the noun in the oblique case in the function of the
exponent of the subject of predication, i.e. in the function of the exponent of the
ojrqh; ptw'si" (Swkravtei metamevlei – ‘It is a regret to Socrates,’ touvtoi"
metamevlei – ‘It is a regret to them’). And thus it is not possible to identify the
Stoic concept of ojrqh; ptw'si" even with the meaning (predicative argument)
denoted by the noun in the nominative, since it covers the meanings (predicative
arguments) also denoted by nouns in the oblique cases (e.g. in dative). This
concerns arguments of the subject of predication implied by the predicative
content classified as ‘paracongruents’ (parasumbavmata), and also ‘less than
paracongruents’ (e[latton h] parasumbavmata), which differ from the former in
that, for the sake of forming a proposition together with the subject of predica-
tion, they must get combined with an additional argument (plavgia ptw'sis"),
e.g. Swkravtei  jAlkibiavdou mevlei – ‘It is a care to Socrates about Alcibiades.’
And thus ‘the less than paracongruents’ are the type of predicative content im-
plying more than one argument, denoted by polyvalent verbs which do not open
a place for any argument expression in the nominative.

The statement that the concept of ojrqh; ptw'si" may be connected with the
argumentative content denoted not only by the noun in the nominative, but also
by the noun in an oblique case, at the same time excludes the identification of
the concept of plavgiai ptwvsei" with the content expressed by nouns in the
oblique cases. The term plavgiai ptwvsei" refers to additional (non-subjective)
arguments of multi-argument predicates which are, indeed, in most cases ex-
pressed by nouns in the oblique cases, however, in the case of the predicative
content expressed by such verbs as givgnetai (‘becomes’), also the non-
subjective argument, and thus plavgia ptw'si", is denoted by a noun in the
nominative, e.g. Swkravth" givgnetai didavskalo" – ‘Socrates becomes a
teacher.’

It may appear that the thesis about the lack of connection between the Stoic
concepts of ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" and the category of the gram-

                                                       
18 The expression: tw'n de; kathgorhmavtwn ta; mevn ejsti sumbavmata… (“among predicates some

are congruents…”) opens the space for another element of the presented systematics, introduced by the
operator ta; dev. The types of predicates enumerated further (after the damaged passage) surely represent
another division already within sumbavmata (also possibly e[latton h] sumbavmata).
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matical case is contradicted by a statement opening passage 7, 65 of the afore-
mentioned text by Diogenes: plavgiai de; ptwvsei" eijsi; genikh; kai; dotikh; 
kai; aijtiatikhv. All the terms mentioned here correspond precisely to the names
of the oblique cases established in the Greek grammatical tradition, which is
attested, among others, by the passage from Tevcnh grammatikhv attributed to
Dionysius Thrax, quoted at the very beginning of this paper. However, it needs
to be remembered that within the conceptual apparatus of the Stoic school,
which precedes the birth of Greek philology and grammar, the terms
ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" did not refer to forms of words,19 but to the
content expressed by them, presented as arguments implied by the particular
types of predicates.20 As we attempted to demonstrate earlier, the difference
between ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" is not linked directly with the case
of the noun denoting a given argument, but with the position (rank) of this ar-
gument in the structure of the proposition formed together with it by the predi-
cate. The position of the argument denoted by the term ojrqh; ptw'si" can be
identified with the subject of predication, whereas the position of
plavgiai ptwvsei" with other, non-subjective, arguments implied by the multi-
argument predicates. Contrary to the subject of predication, the logical status of
the non-subjective arguments is diversified, which results from the multiplicity
of ways in which they complete the predicates implying them, as the relation-
ships between particular types of predicates and their non-subjective arguments
differ. For instance, the relationship between the predicate dialevgetai (‘(s/he)
talks’) and its non-subjective argument, i.e. tiniv (‘with someone’), is certainly
different than the relationship between the predicate oJra' (‘(s/he) sees’) and the
argument tivna (‘someone’). It may thus be assumed that distinguishing these
different plavgiai ptwvsei", attested in passage 65 of Diogenes’ text, reflects the
aforementioned variation of the logical status of non-subjective arguments of par-
ticular predicates, and not (at least directly) the cases of nouns denoting these
arguments. This also seems to be indicated by the accepted terminology, which
quite clearly refers to the functions performed by particular plavgiai ptwvsei" in
the structure of the proposition. Finally, it is worth mentioning that the authenticity

                                                       
19 Also the way of using these terms is characteristic in this respect; we mean here the fact that, at

least in Diogenes Laërtius’ text, there is a reference only to ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei", but
never to ojrqh' ptw'si" ojnovmato" or plavgiai ptwvsei" ojnovmato".

20 The fact that ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" represent meanings of nouns perceived as
arguments of predicates, and thus that they have a relative character with reference to kathgovrhma,
is also indicated in the Stoic characteristics of parts of speech included in the text by Diogenes
Laërtius (7, 58), in which koinh; poiovth" (common property) and ijdiva poiovth" (individual prop-
erty), respectively, but not ptwvsei", were indicated as the proper meanings for proshgoriva
(a name) and o[noma (a proper name). Koinaiv and i[diai poiovthte" constitute meanings of nouns
presented in an absolute way; they gain the status of ptwvsei" in the situation in which they are
considered in the context of their relationship to kathgovrhma, together with which they create
ajxivwma (lekto;n aujtotelev"), and thus in the situation in which they are presented as components
of a more complex content structure. In this respect the semantic value of the words constituting
proshgorivai and ojnovmata differs from the status of the content denoted by rJh'ma (the verb), which
always has a relative (exocentric) character; hence the verb (rJh'ma) was defined as a word meaning
exactly (ajsuvnqeton) kathgovrhma.
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of the sentence listing the names of particular plavgiai ptwvsei" tends to be ques-
tioned; it is believed that this sentence may not come from the text by Diocles
(who was a source for Diogenes), but be an interpolation by Diogenes’ himself
commenting (anachronistically) on the Stoic theory through the prism of the ter-
minological-conceptual net shaped in the post-Alexandrian era (cf. De Mauro
1965: 176, footnote 33).

And, as it seems, those were the Alexandrian grammarians, who – not
showing much understanding for the Stoics’ subtle deliberations over the logical
status of the referents of linguistic expressions – adapted their terminology, and
referred it to the expressions themselves (cf. Frede 1994: 15). In this way
plavgiai ptwvsei", as they are most frequently, though not exclusively, denoted
by nouns in the oblique cases, were identified with the very oblique cases of
nouns as such, similarly as ojrqh; ptw'si" was for the same reasons21 identified
with the nominative. Additionally, this process also resulted in the fact that al-
most all the texts constituting the sources of knowledge about the Stoic language
doctrine, whose origin, as is known, is fairly late, are marked with a specific
error which consists in attributing to the terms used by the Stoics the meanings
which they obtained in the grammatical tradition. This error is caused mainly by
ignoring the Stoic distinction between terms and concepts referring to the field
of meanings (ta; shmainovmena) and those which concerned the domain of signs
alone (fwnhv) (cf. Frede 1994: 14). A typical example of a text marked with such
an error is the account by Porphyrus interpreted above. Unfortunately, this error
has also crept into many modern studies in which the Stoics are said to have
introduced the concept of the grammatical case to grammar (and even the oppo-
sition between the nominative and the oblique cases) only because of the pres-
ence of the terms ojrqh; ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" in their writings (cf.
Pohlenz 1931: 171).

It is worth adding that the analogous process of transferring the Stoic termi-
nology from the sphere of significatum to the sphere of significans can be ob-
served also in reference to the Stoic concept of ojrqo;n kathgovrhma (‘straight
predicate’). Let us recall that according to passage 7, 64–65 of Diogenes’ text
quoted above it was a kind of the predicative content denoted by a verb, which,
for the sake of creating a complete predicate, requires to be combined with one
of the ptwvsei" plavgiai, as e.g. ajkouvei (‘(s/he) hears’), oJra/' (‘(s/he) sees’),
dialevgetai (‘(s/he) talks’). These are therefore multi-argument predicates. The
very examples quoted already show that the distinctive feature of predicates of
this type cannot be any morphological (inflectional) feature of the verbs denot-
ing them, and especially a particular value of the category of the voice, as apart
from verbs in the active voice (ajkouvei, oJra') ‘the straight predicates’ may also
be denoted by verbs in the medio-passive voice (dialevgetai). Besides, verbs in
the active voice may be exponents not only of the ‘straight predicates,’ but also
of the ‘neuter’ ones (oujdevtera), as e.g.. fronei' (‘(s/he) thinks’), peripatei'
(‘(s/he) walks’), i.e. one-argument predicates. Meanwhile, in the Hellenistic

                                                       
21 I.e. due to the fact that in most cases it is denoted by a noun in the nominative.
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grammatical tradition the determiner ojrqov" began to be generally used with
reference to verbs in the active voice, and thus in reference to the exponents of
some part of the Stoic ‘straight’ and ‘neuter’ predicates,22 except that this deter-
miner was already then linked with rJh'ma (‘the verb’) and not with the term
kathgovrhma.23

As was mentioned earlier, in order to point to the nominative the Greek gram-
mar also used a synonymous determiner eujquv" alongside with the adjective ojrqov"
(‘straight’) and thus, side by side with the term ojrqh; ptw'si" there existed also the
term eujqei'a ptw'si". It is documented by the quoted passage from the
Tevcnh grammatikhv and a number of places in the treatises by Apollonius
Dyscolos.24 The sources preserved do not attest the use of the term eujqei'a ptw'si"
in the circle of the Stoic linguistic doctrine. The use of the adjective eujquv" in the
function of the nominative determiner is, however, often attributed to Aristotle,
and in this context passage 31, 181b 35–182a 6 of his On sophistical refutations is
cited, since the phrase ouj dotevon th;n levxin kat j eujquv appearing there is inter-
preted as a formulation concerning the use of the noun in the nominative.25

A careful reading of the aforementioned passage convinces us, however, that such
an interpretation is not legitimate:

Arist. Soph. el. XXI, 181b 35–182a 6:  jEn de; toi'" di j w|n dhlou'tai 
kathgoroumevnoi" tou'to lektevon, wJ" ouj to; aujto; cwri;" kai; ejn tw'/ lovgw/ to; 
dhlouvmenon. To; ga;r koi'lon koinh'/ me;n to; aujto; dhloi' ejpi; tou' simou' kai; 
tou' rJoikou', prostiqevmenon de; oujde;n kwluvei, ajlla; to; me;n th'/ rJini;to; de; tw'/ 
skevlei sumbaivnei: e[nqa me;n ga;r to; simovn, e[nqa de; to; rJaibo;n shmaivnei: 
kai; oujde;n diafevrei eijpei'n rJi;" simh; h] rJi;" koivlh.  [Esti ouj dotevon th;n 
levxin kat j eujquv: yeu'do" gavr ejstin. Ouj gavr ejsti to; simo;n rJi;" koivlh, ajll;a;
rJino;" todiv, oi|on pavqo", w{st j oujde;n a[topon, eij hJ rJi;" hJ simh; rJiv" ejstin 
e[cousa koilovthta rJinov".

“With regard to terms which are stated about [other] terms by defining them
in the character of attributes, it needs to be said that it is not the same what the
terms mean in isolation, and what they mean within a phrase [in which they
appear as attributes together with the term]. For instance the word ‘concave,’
understood in a general sense, expresses [always] the same, [i.e. something that
can be stated] both in reference to what is snub and what is bandy; however, in

                                                       
22 Following the characteristics presented by Diogenes it may be assumed that the ‘neuter predicates’

(oujdevtera) could also be expressed by verbs in the medio-passive voice, as e.g. kei'tai (‘(s/he) is lying,’
‘(s/he) is resting’), maivnetai (‘(s/he) is raging’) or pevtetai (‘(it) is flying’).

23 Cf. e.g. Schol. D.T. 548, 35, where the indication of the term ojrqov" as a determiner of the verb in
the active voice (being in opposition to the term u{ptio" describing the form of the passive voice) is
accompanied by the reference to a motivation based on the metaphor of the standing (upright) and the
floored wrestler: ta; ejnerghtika; rJhvmata kalou'ntai drastikav, kalou'ntai kai; ojrqav […] ajpo; 
metafora'" tw'n ajqlhtw'n tw'n ojrqw'n h] uJptivwn kaloumevnwn.

24 Cf. e.g. A.D. Synt. I, 13 (15, 10); 80 (67, 11); 83 (71, 2); 102 (85, 14); 136 (112, 4).
25 Cf. D’Avino (1975: 127): “To; eujquv (poi casus rectus) è invero l’altro modo aristotelico di

riferirsi al nominativo (cf. Soph. el. 182a 3)”; Pagliaro (1955: 36, footnote 1): “Aristotele [...] in
Soph. elench. 31, 182a 3 si riferisce al nominativo con il nesso kat jeujquv.” See also Botas (1985:
196 – sub voce eujqei'a ptw'si"): “Arist. Ref. Sof. 182a 3: ouj dotevon th;n levxin kat j eujquv: ‘en
nominativo.’”
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connection with a concrete subject it may have different meanings, of which one
is suitable e.g. for the nose, and the other for legs, as in one case it means ‘snub-
ness,’ and in the other ‘bandyness.’ However, the expression: ‘a snub nose’ does
not differ in terms of its content from the expression ‘a concave nose.’ However,
it is not possible to recognise it as an expression equivalent to the one which
formulates a given concept directly (i.e. in a non-attributive way), as it would be
a manifestation of an erroneous deduction. The ‘snubness (of the nose)’ is not
the same as ‘a concave nose,’ but a sort of a property of such a nose, so it is
nothing inappropriate to claim that the snub nose is a nose possessing a concav-
ity which characterises this nose.”

The sense of the reasoning presented in this passage may thus be summed up
by the statement that the expression ‘a snub nose’ (rJi;" simhv) does not differ
from the content of the phrase ‘a concave nose’ (rJi;" koivlh), however, what does
differ is the content of the phrase ‘snubness (of the nose)’ (to; simo;n (rJinov")),
which was described exactly as levxi" kat j eujquv. In other words, Aristotle con-
trasts the phrase ‘a snub nose’ as an equivalent to the phrase ‘a concave nose’
with the phrase ‘snubness of (the nose)’ as non-equivalent to it, describing it as
levxi" kat j eujquv. While characterising the expression ‘snubness (of the nose)’
and at the same time explaining the grounds for its opposition to the expression
‘a snub nose,’ the term levxi" kat j eujquv cannot, therefore, refer to the case in
which this expression is used (i.e. nominative), as both elements of the opposit-
ion presented here, i.e. to; simo;n (rJinov") and rJi;" simh;, appear in the nominat-
ive. Thus, the expression levxi" kat j eujquv cannot be interpreted as meaning ‘the
phrase in the nominative,’ because the phrase which is contrasted with it (i.e.
‘a snub nose’ –  rJi;" simh;), also appears in the nominative. And if it is not about
the contrast between the phrase in the nominative and the phrase in the oblique
case, the term eujquv cannot be identified with the nominative. This term, as it
stems from the context, should, however, rather be interpreted as referring to
a word (a noun) which means a particular feature expressing it “directly”
(kat j eujquv) from the logical-semantic point of view, i.e. as a (nominal) desig-
nation of this property (to; simo;n ‘snubness’) – contrary to the word (an adjec-
tive) expressing this property “indirectly,” that is attributively, i.e. as an attribute
of something (simov" ‘snub’). It appears then that the term eujqei'a (ptw'si") ac-
quired the technical meaning of the name of the nominative only either among
the later disciples of Aristotle, or in the circle of the Alexandrian grammarians,
and thus became an expression parallel to the synonymous ojrqh; (ptw'si").26

To sum up, it may be stated that the opposition ojrqhv ptw'si" /
plavgiai ptwvsei" first appeared in the Greek reflection on language most
probably in the circle of the Stoic doctrine, where it constituted an expression of
the terminological and conceptual identification of meanings of nouns from the
point of view of their constituting elements of predicative-argumentative struc-

                                                       
26 For commentaries of the late ancient and Byzantine grammarians justifying the use of the terms

ojrqhv, eujqei'a and ptw'si" in reference to the nominative see Thorp (1989: 317–324).
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tures which formed propositions (ajxiwvmata).27 What justifies this statement is
the fact that in the framework of the Stoic dialectics concepts denoted by terms
ojrqhv ptw'si" and plavgiai ptwvsei" were unambiguously situated in the sphere
of the linguistically expressed content (ta; shmainovmena, ta; lektav) and used
consistently in connection with the concept of kathgovrhma (‘predicate’), that is
the predicative content expressed by the verb. The analysis of the preserved
records demonstrates that the term ojrqh; ptw'si" had a meaning of the subjective
predicate argument (disregarding the value of the case of the noun which de-
noted it), whereas ptwvsei" plavgiai had the meaning of the non-subjective
arguments implied by multi-argument predicates. Therefore, in the Stoic dialec-
tics the opposition ojrqh; ptw'si" / plavgiai ptwvsei" reflected a hierarchical
differentiation of the status of the content expressed by nouns, perceived as ar-
guments of the predicate within the proposition. These terms gained the meaning
of the nominative and the oblique cases, respectively, only in the circle of Hel-
lenistic philologists, whose research and analyses were to a greater extent fo-
cused on the formal side of linguistic signs (words). Those scholars used the
terminological apparatus of the Stoic school while introducing there some vital
modifications, however. With reference to the issue which interests us here, the
modification consisted in the identification of the Stoic ojrqh; ptw'si" with its
most frequent language exponent, i.e. the noun in the nominative, and following
the same principle, of the Stoic plavgiai ptwvsei" with nouns in the oblique
cases. The Hellenistic philological school should probably also be ascribed the
introduction of the term eujqei'a ptw'si" as a name of the nominative synony-
mous with ojrqh; ptw'si", as there are no sufficient premises on which to attrib-
ute the use of the adjective eujquv" as an index of that case already to Aristotle.

Bearing in mind the structuralist model of description of the language syn-
tactic system widely used today, which is based on the concept of predicative-
-argumentative structures, it is hard to resist the impression that the history of
European linguistics has just come a full circle.
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