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“Your brain is full of rotten-wool”. ““You mean cotton-
wool,” Sophie said. “What [ mean and what [ say is two
different things”, the BFG announced rather grandly.

Roald Dahl, The BFG, 1982; ch. “Snozzcumbers”

1. Introduction

From the earliest beginnings of their literature (ca. 800 BCE), the Greeks
betray an awareness of the medium they are using to express themselves.
Implicitly at first, but with increasing elaboration later on, they investigate
the relationship between language and the world around us, and between
language and thought. Beyond these first explorations, the context of the
Greek polis or city-state saw the development of a theory of rhetoric,
analysing the persuasive potential of discourse, and a poetics that focused
on the psychagogic and didactic functions of language. Logic, instrumental
to all scholarly and scientific activities, dealt with language from the point
of view of validity and truth value. Moreover, as Greece developed from an
oral to a (more) literate society, the philological study of (mainly poetic) texts
became increasingly important. Although the communicative function of
language was never lost from sight, and the problem of signification (often
coupled with that of the essential nature of language) formed a central con-
cern, no autonomous semantics, i.e. a theory of meaning without extra-lin-
guistic concerns (see Leech 1981:4), ever developed. Since language was
never supposed to be an end in itself, it did not get to be studied for its own
sake until the hesitating emergence of ‘technical grammar’ in the 2nd/1st
centuries BCE. Even in that period, however, the only specimens of ‘technical
grammar’ are school grammars, which offer no more than a basic framework
for quick reference and rehearsal: their content seems not to have been
studied for its own sake but as an auxiliary to the study of the poets, itself
a propaedeutic stage leading to the study of rhetoric.

However, this does not mean that the Greeks had no semantic theories;
it just implies that the study of ‘meaning’ was taken up in different contexts
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with specific requirements. Nonetheless, this resulted in a variety of purely
linguistic insights, and the development of a quite specific semantic termi-
nology (Section 2): initially, there was the instinctive concern to understand
the world through the medium of the words or names denoting items in it.
This concern was reflected in the practice of etymology, the attempt to grasp
the complete meaning of a word, which will be discussed in Section 3. Inter-
preting ‘words’ and interpreting the spoken or written ‘texts’ of the gods
(oracles, dreams) or of great authoritative poets of the past, are in a sense
related activities. Some early exegetical techniques will be discussed in Sec-
tion 4.

A number of fundamental issues to do with the nature of language were
taken up in intellectual circles in the 6th and 5th centuries BCE, discussed in
Section 5. The debate focused on the question of language’s reliability as a
source of knowledge, its ‘correctness’. Is there a natural connection between
a thing and its name, or is language completely arbitrary and conventional?

Since Plato’s (427-347 BCE) whole philosophy was ultimately based on
his belief in fixed ethical norms, he had to take up the challenge posited by
the relativist point of view held by some of the sophists. A total lack of
stability in language would render it unsuitable as the vehicle of philosophical
inquiry. On the other hand, Plato’s commitment to the process of dialectics
meant that he could not embrace the other extreme either. His dialectical
method implied making use of words, not blindly relying on them as equiva-
lents of a ‘truth’ they could not possibly contain. This dilemma produced the
Cratylus, discussed in Section 6.

In his turn, Aristotle (384—322 BCE) took up questions of language and
meaning in a number of different contexts, with Plato’s work looming large
in the background. Always focusing on the functions language was supposed
to fulfil in different circumstances, he sketched an outline of a semantic
theory that was to bear fruit for centuries to come. Clearly and apodictically
he stated the difference between having meaning and being true, thus for the
first time restricting the notion of semanticity to the purely linguistic level,
no ontological or logical strings attached. Although anticipated by Plato, it
was Aristotle’s formulation of the principle that words do not signify things
immediately, but only through the filter of the speaker’s mind, that would
be the major influence on medieval linguistic thought (Section 7).

Section 8 deals with the Hellenistic period (3rd/2nd centuries BCE), with
the revolutionary logical work by the Stoics, and the theory of meaning de-
veloped by Epicurus. Intriguingly, linguistic notions are narrowly bound up
with the ethical theories held by both schools. This period also saw the
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‘ spectacularrise of philology with the institution of the Alexandrian Museum.

: The skeletal remains of the work of Zenodotus (fl. ca. 284 BCE), Aristo-
phanes (ca. 257-180 BCE) and Aristarchus (ca. 217-145 BCE) still provide
fascinating glimpses of the nature of their exegetical work, but hardly any
vestiges of truly semantic interests remain. As philology gained in popularity
and intellectual prestige, it came to be adopted by specialists in other fields,
primarily by dcctors and philosophers, as amethod of dealing with authorita-
tive texts.

| Section g is a discussion of the development of semantics as the basis for
a syntactic theory in Apollonius Dyscolus.

Section 10 briefly focuses on a Latin author: in the work of Augustine
(354—430) we find a theory of meaning originating in a blend of philosophi-
cal, linguistic and theological concerns.

Section 11 ends the main body of this essay with an overview of ancient
theories of translation. It is followed by a conclusion (12), suggestions for
further reading (13) and a list of bibliographical references (14). Since we
are mainly interested in the emergence of semantics, most attention will be
given to the early periods and the conditions for the development of theories
of meaning.

2, Terminology

The main Greek verbs meaning “to mean” are déléo/deloiin “to make

clear”, and sémaino/sémainein “to signify, to give a sign” (on these verbs

plus derivatives see Manetti 1987:84). Neither is used exclusively to denote
! verbal or vocal signification. Any kind of sign may be indicated by them. In
| an early text like that of Heraclitus (5th century BCE) B 93, an opposition is
| felt between légein “to say”, and sémainein “‘to signify” (contra Calboli

1992):

“the lord who owns the oracle in Delphi does not speak, nor does he hide, but he signi-

fies” (ho dnax hoii 10 manteion esti to en Delphois, oite légei oiite kriptei alla
sémainei, Heracl. Fr. B 93).

Sémeion “sign” is formed from the same root sém- that is also in semaind
“to signify”’; it may be used for the formal aspects of a word (e.g. Plato Crat.
427¢8 sémeion te kal onoma “‘a sign and name”). The same goes for séma
“sign”, possibly used for a linguistic sign in Parmenides Fragment B 8.2.
Conceptually related is the use of simbolon “symbol”, e.g. in Diodorus
Siculus 1,8,1 (going back to the 5th-century philosopher Democritus): when
the unarticulated and meaningless (asémou) stream of sound is articulated
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and assigned fixed referents, i.e. when it is turned into symbols proper
(sumbola),language becomes arecognizable instrument for communication.
Aristotle, too, makes uses of the concept of the symbol to explain the relation-
ship between (spoken) language and thought, and between spoken and written
language: “The things that are in the voice are symbols of the affections in
the soul, and written things are symbols of the things that are in the voice”
(Esti mén ofin ta en téi phonéi ton en tét psukher pathémdton sumbola, kai
ta graphdmena ton en téi phonéi, De Interpretatione 16a3f.) (cf. semeia,
“signs” 16a6; the words seem to be used interchangeably in this passage).

The Greeks have no separate expression for ““to mean’ as conveying the
intention of the speaker (ex.: I mean A, not B); they use the verb légein, “to
say”’. In later Greek, intention on the macro-level (intention of a text or a
section of a text) may also be expressed by the noun skopds, “‘mark, goal”.

As a noun, ‘“meaning’’ is most frequently ¢ déloiimenon “‘that which is
made clear”, or to sémaindmenon “‘that which is signified”. Both are sub-
stantivized passive participles from the verbs mentioned above. The corre-~
sponding active participles are 0 déloiin “‘that which makes clear”, and o
sémainon ‘‘that which signifies”’. They are used to refer to the form of the
word (as opposed to its content or meaning). This formal or sound aspect is
also indicated by phoné “(articulated) voice”, which is unrelated to the idea
of ““sign”. On the other hand, it has a specific link with linguistics (viz. vocal
sound) which the others lack. Plato’s Cratylus also features a different verbal
noun from the root délo-, viz. deloma ““‘a means of making clear, that which
makes clear, indication”, possibly selected because it is linked with the
similarly formed miméma “‘imitation”’ (423b6; cf. 433b2; 433d1; 435a2).
Déloma “‘a means of making known, indication” is also used in Plato’s
Sophist, where two kinds of “‘vocal indications of being”’ (ton tei phonei peri
ten ousian délomdton) are distinguished: names and verbs/predicates. A pred-
icate (rhéma) is taken as the indication (déloma) which relates to actions, a
name is the vocal sign (sémeion tés phonés, obviously meant as a synonym
of deloma here) applied to those who perform the action in question. Instead
of deéloma, Epicurus and his school use délosis, “indication”, a nomen
actionis from the same root délo-. An alternative for ““meaning’ from the
root sém(a)- is sémasia (e.g. Chrysippus apud Galen On the Doctrines of
Plato and Hippocrates2.5.15, p. 130,24 DeLacy; Scholia on Dionysius Thrax
516.2ff.; 616.13—27). A third Greek verb meaning “to show”’ is phaino: its
compound emphaind ““to give to understand”, and the substantive émphasis
“meaning, significance” are usually employed to indicate the extra informa-
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tion that is conveyed by an expression, over and above its lexical meaning
(see e.g. Quintilian 8.3.83).

The use of the verb diinasthai (*‘to be able, strong enough to’’) in the sense
of “to be equivalent to, to mean” is first attested in Herodotus Histories
4.110 “The Scyths call the Amazons ‘Oiorpata’; that name means (diinatai)
men-killers in Greek. For they call a man ‘oior’ and ‘pata’ is to kill”’ (tas de
Amazonas kaléousi hoi Skiithai Oidrpata, dinatai dé to dnoma toiito kata
Helldda glossan androktonoi; oior gar kaléousi dndra, to dé pat kteinein).
The substantive dinamis ‘““power, ability, meaning” is used in connection
with letters, syllables, rhythms and harmonies by the sophist Hippias (Fr. A
11), and in the Cratylus 394b-c it stands for a name’s value, reflecting the
essence of the thing the name refers to.

Apart from these words from the verbal roots délo- “to make clear”, sé-
m(a(i)n)- “toindicate”, pha(i)n- “toshow” ,and diinasthai ‘‘tobeequivalent
to”’, words connected with ‘mental processes’ also come to be used as techni-
cal terminology for the semantic level of language. Their connotation is
completely different from the group of words related to “signaling, sign-
giving”. Signs canrefer directly to an element fromreality, words like didnoia
“thought, intention”, and énnoia “‘reflection, notion, conception’’; hence:
‘“sense of a word”’, add a psychological or intentional level: a word is the
vehicle of a ‘thought’, either of a speaker, or in the abstract. The ‘thought’ of
the word is its meaning. Didnoia and énnoia are related to the Greek word for
“mind”’, nois (itself used as “meaning’ in Dionysius Thrax, Tekhné 6.8).
Didnoia “‘thought, intention” features e.g. in Plato’s Cratylus 418a7: “‘they
change the meanings of the names”’, alloioiisi tas ton onomdton dianoias, cf.
ibid. 418¢cg “‘the intention of the namegiver”, ten didnoian toii theménou.
Ennoia “reflection, notion, conception; hence: sense of a word”, becomes
one of the common words to signify ‘“meaning” in later Greek. In the 2nd-
century-CE grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus, itis used for all the conceptual
aspects of a word, its semantic and syntactic values (Sluiter 1990:97). But it
also occurs in the historian Dio Cassius (2nd/3rd century CE):

[Verus showed exceptional strength of character:] “This led Hadrian to apply to the
young man the name ‘Verissimus’ [“Truest’’], thus playing upon the meaning (énnoia)
of the Latin word” (aph’ hoii kai Quérissimon autdn, pros tén toii Rhomaikod rhématos
énnoian kompseucmenos, apekdlei, Dio Cassius Roman History 69.21 [tr. Cary]).

According to the Ist-century-BCE literary critic Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
we signify (sémainomen) our thoughts (noéseis) by speech (léxis) (On Liter-
ary Composition 3).
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Form-meaning and form-referent oppositions can be expressed in a variety
of ways, as the following scheme shows (cf. Ax 1982):

Form Meaning Referent
onoma prdgma
psophos sémaindmenon

léxis l6gos

léxis énnoia

léxis noesis

léxis/phoné/ lekton/pragmal tunkhdnon
sémainon  sémaindémenon
prélepsis

The oldest combination is 6noma ‘“‘name’” and prdgma *‘(extra-linguistic)
thing”. A typical combination of terminology can be found in the Cratylus
once again: ‘It is completely irrelevant whether there is a letter extra, or one
missing, as long as the essence of the thing (prdgma) which is made clear
in the name (6noma) is valid” (oud’ ei proskeitai ti grdmma é aphéirétai,
ouden oude¢ toiito, héds an enkratés éi hé ousia toil pragmatos délouméné
en tof onomati, Crat. 393d2ff.).

In his Rhetoric111,2.1405b8, Aristotle opposes the effects reached ““in the
sounds” (en pséphois) to those “in the meaning™ ((en) toi sémainoménoi).

The Stoics oppose léxis ‘string of sounds’ (regarded from the formal side)
to l6gos, “meaningful speech’. In rhetorical theory léxis is coupled with
énnoia (as “diction” versus “thought”, e.g. in Hermogenes On the Qualities
of Style 2.4). Léxis in later Greek comes to mean “word”, a more general
alternative for énoma ‘“‘name”, and rhéma, “word, verb (predicate)”. In a
grammatical context [dgos develops into “‘complete utterance, sentence’.

The Stoics add another lexical element from the root lég-/l6g- “‘to speak,
speech’: To lekton ““the sayable, that which can be said, that which is said”
comesto stand for the incorporeal meaning, mediating between the corporeal
word-form (Iéxis, phoné, sémainon) and the referent in reality (10 tunkhdnon,
probably intended originally as “‘that which has the quality signified (by the
noun)”’, or maybe ““that which gets a case/name”’; later felt as ““something
which happens to be there”. Lektdn is more specific than sémainémenon.
It is the meaning in so far as it can be uttered in speech. This complicated
notion will be discussed in Section 8. In Stoic theory, prdgma “thing”,
acquires a completely different status. It does not refer to extra-linguistic
reality, but signifies the (incorporeal) content of a lekton. Thus, lekton and
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prdagma come to be complementary; both refer to the incorporeal meaning,
but the one stresses its language-related aspect, the other its reality-related
side. Intechnical grammar prdgmais associated especially with the meaning
of verbs.

The closest equivalent to a concept of ‘meaning’ contributed by Epicurus
(341~270 BCE) and his school seems to be the notion of prélépsis ““precon-
ception, common notion”’, which mediates between words and things. How-
ever, the term itself does not belong to the semantic field of ‘meaning’.

The Latin terminology corresponds closely to the Greek. Meaning is
expressed by verbs meaning ‘‘toshow”: ostendere and significare (e.g. Varro
On the Latin Language 5.3). Substantives derived from significare are signi-
ficatio (e.g. Varro ibid. 9.40; Seneca Letters 89.17 (opposed to vox (= phoné)
and to verba respectively)) and significatus (e.g. the title of M. Verrius
Flaccus’ (1stcenturies BCE/CE) lexicographical work De significatu verborum
“On the meaning of words’’). Other derivations from significare “‘to mean,
to signify”’, are significabilis and significans ‘‘capable of conveying meaning,
significant”.

As the Greek can use diinamis and diinasthai, Latin has vis “force, mean-
ing”” and valere “‘to be equivalent to, to mean’’. And Latin also uses words
derived from the semantic field of thought processes/perception to indicate
meaning: sensus (e.g. Ovid Fasti 5.484; Quintilian 6.3.48 verba duos sensus
significantia ‘‘words with two meanings”’). In a rhetorical context sententia
“meaning” is opposed to the “letter” of a law or other written document.

The form-meaning opposition is expressed by couples like vox / forma /
verbum [ nomen [ vocabulum—res; forma—res; facies—vis (Seneca Letters
9.2.3); vox—significatio etc.

Augustine forms dicibile on the model of lektén, but this term never
enjoyed much popularity.

3. Folk linguistics, etymology, magic: the meaning of names

Archaic Greece was an oral society. This means that the community was kept
together by oral communication and that orally transmitted tradition lay at
the basis of all functions and institutions. Oral and literate societies differ
significantly in the ways they address the natural human need for points of
orientation in past and present. Oral tradition fulfils the role that written
record does in a literate society, but it is a completely different medium,
because of its flexibility and the absence of any fixed form. Every time a story
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is retold, it is in fact created anew. The important role of poets in such a
society has attracted a lot of scholarly attention over the last two decades.
They embody the collective memory, and thus the history, of the group, and
their role is to a large extent that of visionary teachers of the people. Their
poetry provides or preserves the points of reference necessary to strengthen
feelings of group identity and of orientation in the world. While dealing with
events from the past, one of its main functions is to help people understand
the status quo.

Various strategies for acquiring such a sense of control over the present
can be recognized in early Greek poetry. Its very medium, language itself,
formed an obvious starting-point. Being traditional itself, it was thought to
contain clues as to how the world worked. Names could generate myths (cf.
Kraus 1987:18; Leclerc 1993:271). For example, the story about an earth-
born people may have originated in the word laof “people”’, which was felt
to be somehow associated in meaning with ldas “stone’’. The myth then
explains how once upon a time a people of men was born from the stones
buried in the earth, and it was corroborated by the similarity of names—which
probably triggered the story in the first place. The same may go for the name
Penelope, which derives from pénélops ““duck”, but was connected with pené
“woof”’ and [opé “‘robe, mantle” : here, either the name may have generated
the myth of the heroine who spun a robe by day and undid her work by night,
or the other way around: the myth was there and a suitable name for its
protagonist was devised (Peradotto 1990: 107-108). Mythology—sometimes
combined with etymology—is one of the strategies to gain control over the
present. The same goes for (mythical) genealogy, especially the ones that
eventually produce a god or hero as the uitimate forebear, a fixed and stable
point of reference if ever there was one (cf. Thomas 1989; Leclerc 1993:258).
Etymology came in because an understanding of names was taken to imply
an understanding of the corresponding realities.

This same presupposition explains certain magical practices in which names
and things named do notessentially differ fromeach other (Kraus 1987:19f.).
It is also apparent in the common folktale motif of hiding one’s real name:
allowing somebody to know your name means giving him power over your
person (cf. Odysseus’ trick of introducing himself to the Cyclops as “No-
body” (Odyssey 9.366). When Romulus founded the city of Rome, he alleg-
edly invented three names for it, a “political”’ one (namely “Roma”,
“Strength”), a sacerdotal one (*‘Flora”, “flourishing’’), and a mystical one
that could only be used by priests and should never be divulged to the people.
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One priest who did so anyway was puttodeath The secretname was “Love”,
Amor, the inversion of Roma (Joh Lydus, Onthe Months, 125 2ff Wuensch)

There 15 a lot of implicit, and some explicit, linguistic thought in Homer
(8th century BCE) and Hesiod (around 700 BCE), although the two are not
n the same class 1n this respect Hesiod 1s far more self-conscious as a poet,
and the attention he pays to problems of meaning 1s related to the didactic
nature of his work Both poets know that names—the most important objects
for etymologizing by far throughout Antiquity—can be significant The word
they use to designate such a name 1s “eponym(ous)” (epdnumos), used for
aname 1n so far as 1t relates to something else Thus, in the Odyssey it 1s told
how his maternal grandfather gave Odysseus his name

¢ My daughter’s husband and my daugher, give him whatsoever nameIsay Lo, 1nasmuch
as [ am come hather as one that has been angered (odussamenos) with many, both men
and women over the fruitful earth, therefore let the name by which the child 1s named
be Odysseus” (Gambros emos thugatérte tithesth onom hottiken eipé /polloisin gar
eg0 ge odussamenos tod’ hikand /andrasin éde gunaixin ana khthona pouluboterran /167
d Oduseus onom’ estd eponumon, Odyssey 19 406tL , tr Murray)

“QOdysseus’” was felt to be linked with odiissomar ““to be wroth against”, and
it reflected his grandfather’s attitude to the world, but it turned out to be
relevant to Odysseus’ unenviable personal fate as well, the fate of someone
hated by gods and men This seems to be implied in Athena’s question to Zeus

“Wherefore then didst thou concerve such wrath (odusao) against him, O Zeus?” (1
nu hot toson odusao Zeii?, Odyssey 1 62, tr Murray)

In the same passage, Homer hints at a connection between “Odysseus’ and
oddromar “‘to lament” The one association does not exclude the other

There are many instances of etymologizing in Homer Especially the cases
where someone or something has more than one name, make 1t obvious to
look for meaning in the extra name

Him, Hector called Skamandrios but the rest called him Astyanax (ruler of the city)
For Hector was the only protector of Troy’ (fon rh Hektdr kaleeske Skamandrion
autar hov allo/Astuanak:  ofos gar erueto Ihon Hekior, Ihad 6 4021 )

In this example, Hector has called his son after Troy’s main river, the Ska-
mander, and the other Trojans have found a name for the young prince that
not only honours his father, but also expresses their hopes that Astyanax will
take over his father’srole as Troy’s champion The etymology gives rhtiomar
“to protect” as a vanant on -anax “ruler”, while Astif- “city” stands for
Ihos “Troy”
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Other cases of double names are caused by the fact that men and gods use
different names. One would expect the names of the gods to be especially
‘truthful’, but they are either entirely opaque or their relevance is unclear;
the poetknows them, and communicates themto us, but we do not understand
them. Examples are /liad 1.403f., where the gods’ name for the giant with
hundred arms is Briareos, while its human name is Aegaeon; and Iliad 20.74
where ariver is called Xanthos “‘blond” by the gods and Skamander by men.

Hesiod also used “eponym(ous)’’ for significant names (e.g. in Theogony
280ff. in the explanations of the names Pegasus and Chrysaor), and both poets
introduce etymologies with the phrase “eponymous (significant) because ...”
(eponumon hotineka):

“And they were surnamed ‘Cyclopes’ (Orb-eyed) because one orbed eye was set in their
foreheads” (Kuklapesd’énom’ Esaneponumon, hoiinek’ dra sphedn/kukloterés ophthal-
mos héeis enékeito metopoi, Hesiod Theogony 144f., tr. Evelyn-White; cf. Homer Iliad
9.562).

Later, the “eponyms’” were to be adopted by grammatical theory as a special
class of nouns. The Tékhne grammatiké ascribed to Dionysius Thrax (2nd
century BCE) defines it as follows:

“An eponym, also called dionym (“double name’) is a name that is applied to one
subject together with another proper name, as e.g. Poseidon is also called “Eno-
sikhthon’* (“Earth-shaker”) and Apollo “Phoebus” (“the shining one™)”” (Eponumon
dé estin, ho kai didnumon kaleitai, to meth’ hetérou kurfou kath’ henos legémenon, hés
Enosikhthon ho Poseidon kai Phoibos ho Apolion, 38.3).

By that time, eponyms were ‘nicknames’, or name-epithets, with an obvious
meaning that related to the nature of the person (god) named. The prefix ep-
was apparently taken to mean ‘extra’; a name that is ‘added to’ the regular
one. In its earliest usage, where eponumon “‘eponym’ serves to modify dno-
ma ‘“‘name’”’, the term itself is not very perspicuous. It seems to bear over-
tones of ‘‘being related to (a quality)”, or of “to the point”, “fitting”’.

Our first attestation of the word etétimads ““truthfully, in accordance with
truth” (cf. etymo-logy), to indicate the ‘appropriateness’ of a name is in the
Agamemnon, a tragedy by Aeschylus (525/4-456 BCE); there, it is asked
about Helen:

“Who gave her so very true a name?”’ (iis pot’ ondmazen héd’ es to pan etetiimas?,
Aeschylus Agamemnon 681f.).

Helen’s name was found fitting, because it was associated with the root hel-
(cf. hairéo) “to destroy”: Helen destroyed ships and men; she was helénaus,
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“ship-destroying™. As a synonym for etetimos “truthfully”, “fittingly”
prepdntos is used in verse 687. There are many more examples from tragedy
of significant names (e.g. Ajax, associated with “crying aiai, wailing”
(aidzein, Sophocles Ajax 430ff.; cf. Pentheus—pénthos ‘“grief, sorrow”,
Eteocles “truly famous”, Polyneikes “‘of many quarrels™).

The word “etymology” (or at least the corresponding adjective) appears
to have been coined by the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus (3rd century BCE)
(two works On Etymology are listed in his bibliography, Diogenes Laertius
7.200), but the practice it denotes was ubiquitous in Greek literature, both
before and after him. The word is strikingly absent from Plato’s Cratylus.

Leclerc (1993) suggests that the great concentration of etymologies in the
earlier part of Hesiod’s Theogony is meant to be an illustration of the ease
with which man could grasp reality in the time before they were separated
from the company of the gods, by Prometheus’ treacherous division of the
first sacrificial victim. This would reflect the belief in the status of names as
a source of power or danger. The dangerous side may be illustrated by the
reluctance to use the names of dangerous gods, which were preferably re-
placed with euphemistic ones:

“I hesitate to call the ‘Benevolent Goddesses’ by name” ... “I know the goddesses you
meant. I do not want to name them” (onomdzein gar aidoimai theas eumenidas;
oid’ has élexas. onomdsai d’ou boulomai, Euripides Orestes 371.; 409).

Eumenids, “Benevolent Ones”’, is the euphemistic name for the Furies, the
divine revengers, a name best avoided lest those formidable powers be
aroused by it (cf. Van der Horst 1994:3ff.).

As there was a link between eponymy and etymology, so is there between
euphemism and etymology. In fact, euphemism s a very reasonable explana-
tion for a phenomenon that has been an endless subject of derision, the
ancient etymologizing technique that derives a word from the opposite of its
meaning, with the famous example

lucus a non lucendo “‘a sacred wood (lucus) is called after the fact that there is no light
there (non lucendo) (Quintilianus 1.6.34; Augustinus De dialectica 6; De doctrina
christiana 111,29.41; Martianus Capella 1v,360; Herbermann 1991:364, n. 45).

The awe-inspiring nature of the power named made people look for an
inoffensive way of indicating what they meant without inadvertently activat-
ing its anger by using its real name.

Again, later grammatical terminology preserves a remainder of the belief
in the power of names. Jocelyn (1979:136, n. 218) discusses the term for a
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name or noun used in its proper sense, kirion (in the combination dnoma
kirion), first attested in this technical usage in Aristotle (e.g. Rhetoric
111,2.1405b; Poetics 21.1457b; 22.1458a19 etc.). The casual way in which
Aristotle uses it, makes it Jikely that he did not coin it (as do the implications
of the word). Kiirios means ‘‘having power or authority over”’; when applied
to inanimate things, it indicates something with special power or effect. What
then about kiria onémata “‘proper (valid) names”?

“Such names were thought of as owning the things they signified, like occupiers with
a title to their lands and movable goods, and possessing the reliability associated 1n the
ancient world with ownership Horace’s verbum dominans [Ars Poetica 234] expressed
the concept exactly The regular Latin term, however, verbum proprium .. put the
relationship the other way about with the thing signified owning the word (cf the Greek
ondmata oikeia ton pragmdton [“the proper names of the things”] ([Amnstotle]
Rhetorica ad Alexandrum 1438a34f” (Jocelyn 1979 136, n 218)

This section started with some early ideas underlying etymology. In origin
it was without any doubt a phenomenon that belonged in folk-linguistics, but
italso played arole in later exchanges between intellectuals, notably philoso-
phers and philologists. As one of the six tasks of grammar (see e.g. the
opening section of Dionysius Thrax Tékhné grammatike), it was helpful to
establish the meaning and orthography of obscure poetic words, but it never
turned into a mainstream activity of grammar with its own theory. Rather,
it was part of the general intellectual paradigm, a legitimate way to underpin
an argument, or to illustrate a point. Basically every change in the form of
a word would be acceptable, as long as there remained a vague similarity
between the word in question and the names or sentences adduced to explain
it. A felicitous link on the semantic level was all-important.

Apart from the many instances of etymology in ancient literature at large,
and especially in works of a linguistic nature, our three main sources for
ancient etymology are Plato (427—347 BCE) in his Cratylus, Varro (116-27
BCE) in his De lingua Latina “‘On the Latin Language” and Augustine’s
(354—430 cE) De dialectica. It is striking how little change or development
in the actual techniques can be found between the three of them.

Herbermann (1991) rightly stresses the fact that in antiquity etymology
was never motivated by historical interests. Its purpose was primarily better
to understand the reasons for giving a concept its name, and therefore, to
motivate a meaning which the concept supposedly was carrying all the while.
A preconceived notion of what the meaning actually is, usually underlies the
proposed etymology:
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“Es handelt sich um die Frage nach dem Grund der Benennungsbezichung eines
bestimmten lexikalischen Ausdrucks zu einem bestimmten Inhalt oder Gegenstand, und
die Begrundung dieser Beziehung durch bestimmte Arten der Bezugnahme auf andere
Ausdrucke derselben Sprache sowie deren Inhalt bzw Denotata” (Herbermann

1991:366)

In this sense etymology is never used to find the meaning of a word (unless
perhaps where a philologist tries to establish the meaning of a now obscure
poeticism}, but only to corroborate it. Meaning is supposed to be the constant
factor, no matter what happens to the word-form. This principle was first
expounded by Socrates in Plato’s Crarylus (393dif.; 394b2ff.; see below,
Section 6), and it was to guide ancient etymological practice throughout. It
fitted in especially well with the principles of the Stoics who held that only
a word-form could act or be acted upon (because it is a ‘body’, namely
battered air), while meaning is something incorporeal, which therefore re-
mains unaffected (see Section 8). The grammarian Trypho (1st century BCE)
idiosyncratically held the view that meaning could actually influence the form
of a word, and vice versa (as in hemikiiklion “‘half circle”, where the first
part of the compound, hémi-, is itself half of the word for ““half”’, hemisu-).
Usually, however, etymology’s basic contribution is to a synchronic under-
standing of language, and through language, of the world.

The absence of a historical interest also explains why it was possible to
give several etymologies for one name, as when, for example, Socrates gives
four different explanation of the name Apollo, based on the four areas in
which the activities of that god were thought to reside: he is the god of med-
icine and ritual purification, and his name duly reflects that he is “‘cleansing
and redeeming from evil” apoloidn te kai apoliion ton ... kakon, Cratylus
405b. He is the god of divination and in that capacity deals in truth and sim-
plicity (t0 aléthés te kai to haploiin), which yields the name Hdploun, and
hence, Apollo (405¢). He is also the god of archery and always hits his tar-
get. Thus, his name is Aeibdllon, “‘ever-darting”, and hence, Apollo. And,
finally, he is the god of music, astronomy and harmony: this means that he
makes things “move together”, either the poles of heaven (pélous), or in
musical harmony. As “together” is homoii or a, Apollo is “he who causes
to move together”, Homopolon (405¢). The extralambda is inserted in order
to avoid associations with “to destroy utterly” (apol-/apdl-; unfortunately
the present infinitive of the same verb does have two lambda’s (apolliinai)).
The removal of this unwanted association—which detracts from the essence
of the god—is the ethical motivation behind the whole operation (405e).

All four derivations of the name are obviously meant to be true simulta-
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neously. They are not mutually exclusive, but complementary. Together they
present the full range of meanings that Apollo had in Greek society. These
meanings are not learned from the name, but the name functions as a kind
of repository or archive from which they may be retrieved: although it would
be rash to lump Plato together with representatives of an archaic cosmology,
I submit that he has preserved a trace here of how etymology could be used
as a strategy to understand the present better.

Boththeuse of etymologies and the possibility of combinations of simulta-
neously valid etymologies proved to be very long-lived. For example, when
Theophilus, a Christian from the 2nd century CE, explains the ‘names’ or
titles of God, he gives a double derivation for the word God (theds) itself:

“He 1s called God (theds) because he bases (tethetkénar) the world on his own stability,
and because he runs (théewn) and running is racing, moving, being active, nourishing,
taking care, governing, and making everything alive™ (theds dé [égetai i to tethetkénar
1 pdnta epi téf heautod asphalefai, kal dia 10 théemn 16 dé théemn estin 1o trékhein, kai
kinein, kai energein, kai tréphein, kai pronoein, kai kuberndn, kai zoopoiein ta pdnta,
Theophitus Aganst Autolycus 1,4)

The second of these etymologies is taken straight from the Cratylus (397d).
For the connection with the verb tithénai, see Herodotus Histories 2.52, who
connects “‘gods” (theoiis) with “setting in order” (kdsmai théntes).

Obviously, etymology also lends itself to comical distortions, and the
comedian Aristophanes (5th century BCE) was quick to avail himself of the
opportunity: thunder is no more than a heavenly fart, as is obvious from the
names:

““That 1s why their names are simular, too, bronté (thunder) and pordé (fart)” (taiit’ dra
kai tonomat’ allélown, bronté kai pordé, homoid, Anistophanes Clouds 394)

This takes us back to folk-linguistics (i.c. punning), but the difference with
‘serious’ etymologies lies in the intention of the author only. Even Plato, who
gives a sharp critique of the value of etymology in the Cratylus makes use
of the possibilities of assonance to suggest meaningful links between words
like: anoétous/amuétous “stupid”/“notinitiated (in the Mysteries)”” (Phaedo
80d); Haidou/aides ‘‘Hades’ place (the underworld)”’/ “invisible” (Phaedo
81 c-d, in spite of Cratylus 403a; 404ab); soma/séma “‘body’’/ “tomb” (Gor-
gias 493a1ff., the connection goes back to Orphic doctrine, cf. Cratylus
4oob/c) and pithos/pithands *‘jar/impressionable (Gorgias 493a6, explaining
that someone gave the name “jar” to the part of the soul that contains the
appetites ‘“‘as being so impressionable and persuadable” (dia to pithandn te
kai peistikén, tr. Lamb).
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The ancient authors most consistently resisting the indiscriminate use of
etymology are Aristotle (384-322 BCE) and Galen (2nd century CE). The
former only accords it the value of an auctoritas argument, because an ety-
mology represents the ‘true’ view of reality of the earliest Greeks (cf. e.g.
Aristotle On the Soul 1.2 405b26ff.). Galen equally rejects the epistemologi-
cal value of etymology and its use as a heuristic device (in his On the Views
of Plato and Hippocrates, see Del.acy 1966).

In this section, etymology turned out to be a common strategy by which
especially an oral society tries to get a sense of control over the world. As
such it was connected with mythology and genealogy. Names were held to
convey information about the essence of a thing, the sort of information you
would not want to give an enemy access to. Ancient etymology appears in
the context of folk-linguistics, but is also a constant factor in intellectual
discourse. Multiple explanations of a name can be simultaneously valid and
collaborate to give a complete picture of the concept named. The supposed
changes in the word-forms are not ruled by any firm laws, except for the fact
that the semantic value of the word, through all its changes, must be constant.

4. Pre-Alexandrian exegesis (6th—4th centuries BCE)

Manetti (1987) locates the origins of ancient semiotics in divination, medicine
(prognosis), and writing. Trying to find out the will of the gods, the Greeks,
like the people from Mesopotamia, ‘read’ the signs, verbal and otherwise that
were thought to stem from divine powers. The gap dividing men from gods
implied that the signs were bound to be obscure and in need of interpretation
(Manetti 1987:27ff.). In this context, we will focus on the exegesis of the
linguistic sign. In fact, the earliest attestations of the very words exégésis
‘“‘explanation, interpretation” and its corresponding verb exégéomai “‘to
expound, interpret” point towards these same areas. Functionaries called
exégetal “‘interpreters” stood guard over Attic sacred rites and customs that
were orally transmitted. These Attic interpreters put down their ‘interpreta-
tions’ in writing from the 4th century BCE onwards. Exégétés is used in
Herodotus of interpreters of oracles, dreams and omens (e.g. Histories 1.78).
In Histories 2.49 he states that it was Melampous “who {introduced and
explained} (exégésdmenos) the name, sacrifice and phallic procession of
Dionysus” (Meldmpous esti ho exégésdmenos toii Dionisou t6 te oinoma
kai tén thusien kai tén pompén tod phalloii). Exégeisthai means that he
introduced them to these new rites and taught them how to use them, but it
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also seems to carry overtones of explanation, especially when compared to
the Histories 2.50 on the Egyptian origin of the Greek names of the gods (cf.
also 4.36.2). Exegesis of Homer is expressed by the verb exégeisthai “‘to
interpret”, e.g. Plato Cratylus 407a; lon 531a. Another area where exegesis
came to be practised was philosophy: Zeno of Elea (fl. 464/1 BCE) allegedly
wrote an Exégesis ton Empedokléous ‘‘Exegesis of the works of
Empedocles”, and Heracleides Ponticus (ca. 300—3 10 BCE) wrote four books
of Herakleitou exégéseis ““interpretations of Heraclitus”.

Manetti (1987:53ff.) illustrates the rhetorical or dialectical process
through which the results of oracular consultation was translated into a con-
crete policy for the polis with the well-known example of the oracle on the
‘wooden walls’ from Herodotus. But this passage (Histories 7.140ff.) is also
revealing for its exegetical techniques and the quite sophisticated, if implicit,
ideas on ‘meaning’. Moreover, it shows how exegetical techniques were
made subordinate to an ulterior (in this case political) goal.

Faced with the threat of a massive Persian attack (480 BCE), the Athenians
dispatched envoys to the oracle at Delphi. The answer (which they had taken
down in writing, sungrapsdamenoi 7.142) seemed to leave very little hope:
the only glimmer of light offered by the oracle was the protection to be
offered by “‘a wood-built wall”. The oracle ended with the verses:

““Salamis, isle divine! ’tis writ that children of women
Thou shalt destroy one day, in the season of seed-time or harvest” (J theié Salamis,
apoleis dé su tékna gunaikén/é pou skidnaménés Déméteros € suniouses, Histories
7.141, tr. Godley).

Back in Athens the oracle is discussed in the Assembly. A group of elders
suggested the oracle was referring to the Acropolis, which had originally been
fenced in by a thorn hedge (the ‘“wood-built wall”’): they proposed to give
Athens up to the enemy and to withdraw on the Acropolis. A second group
thought the “wood-built wall” signified (semainein, 7.142) a naval force of
wooden ships. But this group was confounded by the last two verses which
seemed to announce a terrible defeat in a sea-battle near the little island of
Salamis.

From a semantic point of view, it is striking that no one opts for a literal
interpretation. The literal meaning of “‘a wood-built wall” is clear. What is
disputed is the intention of the oracle. The exegesis of the elders requires a
kind of synecdoche: the wood-built wall that once upon a time fenced in the
Acropolis now stands for the Acropolis as a whole. The other party takes the
words metaphorically: a “wood-built wall” refers to a protective device
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made of wood. Both parties are aware of the fact that what one says and what
one means do not stand in a one-to-one correspondence.

At this point of his story Herodotus first introduces the great Athenian
statesman Themistocles. As becomesevidentlater (7.144), Themistocles had
advocated the building of a fleet before, and he had suggested that the Athe-
nians use the silver from the mines of Laurium for this purpose. So, clearly,
Themistocles is committed to defending the second ‘reading’ of the oracle:
this means he must offer an interpretation of the last two verses that removes
the threat of a naval defeat for the Athenians. Themistocles realizes that the
oracle is ambiguous: “children of women™ can refer to the Persians as well
as to the Greeks. Ambiguity is a regular characteristic of oracles and one of
the reasons why they are always right. We may compare the oracle given to
Croesus (purporting that a great empire would fall if he attacked. He duly
attacked, not realizing that his own empire was meant (Histories 1.54)). The-
mistocles exploits this ambiguity and points out that the qualification “di-
vine” for the isle of Salamis sits oddly with a defeat of the Greeks. In that
case, the oracle would surely have called Salamis ““wretched”. Therefore,
says Themistocles, the ““children of women”’ are the Persians, not the Greeks;
the Greeks will be victorious in the naval battle, and the “wood-built wall”’
means the fleet.

It is clear that Themistocles starts his interpretation from a preconceived
notion of what is to be the most fruitful policy for the Athenians. His exegesis
serves a rhetorical (persuasive) and political end, and indeed, it betrays a
considerable degree of sophistication. Although this is not made explicit,
Themistocles requires consistency in the emotional impact of the two halves
of the problematic verse: you cannot say in one breath: “Divine Salamis, you
will destroy us”’, which is what the alternative interpretation of the words
“children of women’ would boil down to. “Children of women’” is ambigu-
ous, ‘“divine” is not (or so Themistocles claims); therefore, ““divine’” must
be the starting-point of the interpretation and “‘children of women” must be
explained accordingly. The possibility that the oracle might be pro-Persian
or neutral is not taken into consideration. The former would enable it to call
the island “‘divine” while still alluding to the defeat of the Athenians, the
latter to call the island ‘““divine” irrespective of what happens in its environ-
ment. All that matters in this context is that the apparent threat of the oracle
is dissolved, and that is where the interpretation will stop. Exegesis is not
practised for its own sake.

Not only in interpreting the will of the gods, whether expressed in dreams
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orinoracles, did the Greeks need exegesis. The original function of the poets
in an oral society, to be the preservers of the tribal past and the living expla-
nation of the status quo, was not over and done with when Greece gradually
evolved into a (more) literate society (from the 7th century BCE onwards).
The poets remained all-important as the educators of youth, and the teachers
of society at large. Their work was not only disseminated through perfor-
mance, it also constituted an important part of the school curriculum. But
since the chronological gap between their language and social background
and that of their students was continually widening, an effort of interpretation
was necessary in order to make their work accessible and to maintain its
relevance to the new historical circumstances. In the period before the foun-
dation of the Museum in Alexandria (6th-4th centuries BCE), three exegetical
techniques are especially relevant to our present theme of semantics: glosses,
paraphrase, and allegory.

Glosses are “difficult words” from Homer, for which Attic equivalents
had to be found. Real “glossography’” emerged only in the 3rd century, but
on a less institutionalized basis the practice was much older. The rhapsodes,
who performed Homer’s poetry, were also supposed to be able to explain his
words. Democritus (5th century BCE) wrote about glosses in Homer, and
Aristotle (4th century BCE) uses the term as a matter of course.

An example of paraphrastic technique is Plato’s Republic (11,392cff.); in
this text Socrates remedies the baneful influence of direct speech in poetry,
which forces the reader completely to identify with the emotions of acharac-
ter. Socrates’ solution is to report such speech in a prose paraphrase. The
paraphrastic technique is likely to reflect a familiar school practice.

In view of the authority attributed to the poets, it was important to have
them on your side in any argument. This means that exegesis was often used
with ulterior motives, to support a certain view. Plato again offers an example
in his Protagoras, where Socrates’ paraphrase of a poem by Simonides turns
that poet into a Socratic avant la lettre. Clearly, the exegesis has a rhetorical
(or dialectical) function, but at the same time it exhibits considerable philo-
logical sophistication (e.g., Socrates uses different antonyms to the same
terms to bring about a shift in the argument). Plato does not leave it at this,
however. His Socrates rejects the interpretation of poems as a legitimate way
of conducting a discussion. The poets cannot be questioned nor can they
answer back. This means that there is an element of arbitrariness in asserting
that the poet means or intends (noein) this or the other (347e); it can never
be proven or disproved. In other words: using the poets is incompatible with
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dialectics. The same rejection of the authority of the poets can be seen in the
Ion and in the so-called aporetic dialogues, where the interlocutors look for
definitions of moral values. One of the definitions proposed in the course of
the discussion (only to be rejected as unsatisfactory) always stems from a
noet. It is typical of Plato to take up such generally accepted discussion
techniques (using the poets, using language and etymology) only to dismiss
them as improper tools for a dialectician: epistemologically, they are of
strictly limited value. I will return to this matter in Section 6, on the Cratylus.

Finding support for one’s view in the poets, especially in Homer and
Hesiod, sometimes required a huge interpretive effort. When the surface
meaning of the text failed to produce the required testimony;, its true meaning
was searched for below the surface. In a sense, the poetic text took on the
characteristics of an oracle. The deeper sense, or Aupdnoia, “‘under-sense””,
is hidden (like the true meaning of an oracle) and should be retrieved from
the text by reading it allegorically. Allegory was often backed up by etymol-
ogy (Buffiere 1956:60ff.). Plato already knew of (possibly quite extensive)
allegorical readings of Homer. He was prepared to admit that Homer’s
message might be relevant and respectable on such an interpretation, but he
felt one could not leave it to children to gather such hidden boons from the
text, and therefore he rejected the poets as educators of the Greek (Republic
11,378 d).

The first allegorical interpretations of Homer took the gods as allegories
for physical phenomena, reading the Iliad as akind of cosmogony (Theagenes
of Rhegium, 6th century BCE). They were positive in character, trying to turn
Homer into a very early witness for cosmological and philosophical insights
that were made explicit only later on (e.g. by the originators of the allegorical
interpretation themselves). But there was also an apologetic stream of allegor-
ical interpretation, that tried to explain away offensive bits of Homer (like
the gods’ adulteries, or lies), often by invoking ethical allegories (in which
e.g. the gods represent virtues). This was areaction to the criticism of philos-
ophers like Xenophanes (6th century BCE) directed at Homer’ s representation
of the gods. Ethical and physical allegory were to remain the major species
of this type of interpretation, the former practiced mainly by rhetoricians, the
latter by philosophers and theologians. The Stoa was to become especially
famous (or notorious) for it.

Hupdnoia “‘under-sense” was the earliest term for allegory. The word
allégoria ““to say other (than that which is meant)” is of later date. It stems
from a grammatical/rhetorical context, i.e. a context that is primarily didactic
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and prescriptive: allegoréo “‘to say other (than that which is meant)”’, is what
the producer of a text does; only secondarily can it refer to a method of
reading or explaining a text (see Whitman 1987:263—68; Buffiere 1956:45ff.).
The term hupdnoia is neutral where the opposition intended/unintentional
deeper meaning is concerned.

Allegory is not the only rhetorical trope in which what is said and what
is meant do not coincide: the same goes for tropes like metaphor and irony.
Allegorical interpretation became especially important in Jewish and Chris-
tian exegesis of the Bible and in the Neoplatonists.

5. The intellectuals’ debate in the 6th and 5th centuries BCE:
On language, truth, knowledge and reality

The intellectuals of the 6th and 5th centuries BCE regarded Homer and Hesiod
as the first Greek intellectuals, and they regarded themselves as (critical) heirs
to the poetic tradition. Philosophers, poets, doctors, sophists and politicians
(groups often difficult to distinguish, because most of the individuals in-
volved belong to more than one category) took up position against their
predecessors in the polemical and antagonistic way characteristic of intellec-
tual discourse of the period. Hence, interestingly, the poets’ outlook came
to some extent to determine the questions that were discussed. The poetic
interest in language, in the trustworthiness of names, and the implicit observa-
tions made in that connection became part of the general scholarly ‘data-
base’, acommon body of knowledge, to be dealt with by every self-respecting
scholar. This helps to explain why even in the context of early Ionian ‘natural
philosophy’ questions pertaining to the nature of language were inevitably
taken up. Although their interest was not primarily linguistic, scholars were
concerned with the relationship between language, truth, knowledge and
reality, in the footsteps of the poets.

The issue that lay at the heart of scholarly interests in this period was the
nature of our world: how did it originate and what were its principles, its
ultimate constituents? Another question concerned the value of our sense-
perceptions: is the world in a state of eternal flux, or, quite to the contrary,
is change just an illusion? Widely diverging opinions on each of these issues
were aired, in a process of continuous reevaluation and reinterpretation of
the ‘common data-base’ mentioned above, and it is in this context that the
contribution of language to our state of knowledge was being weighed.
However, this does not mean that the philosophers involved engaged in a
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proper ‘philosophy of language’. Their goals lay elsewhere.

Heraclitus (fl. ca. 500 BCE) “‘the dark philosopher” (ho skoteinds) emphat-
ically takes up position against the poets: in his view the world 1s based on
a substrate of fire, which is involved in a continuous process of change (or
strife, ashe prefers to call it). Strife between opposites creates the temporarily
harmonious states that we think we observe. Over and beyond matter (fire)
and the change processes there is the Logos, or Reason, which governs our
cosmos. In view of this cosmology, Homer was completely misguided when
he wished away strife from between gods and men (Iliad 18.107; Heraclitus
Fragment A 22). And because opposites are essentially one, Hesiod was
equally wrong when he called “Day’ a child of “Night” (Fragment B 57).
The same polemical tone is clear from Fragment B 40, for example:

“Much learning does not teach one to have intelligence, for 1t would have taught Hesiod
and Pythagoras, and again, Xenophanes and Hecataeus™ (polumathié néon ékhein ou
diddsker Hésiodon gar an edidaxe kai Puthagdrén autis te Xenophdned te kai
Hekataion, tr Freeman, cf. Fr B 42)

Now, since everything essentially consists of opposites, names are always
insufficient as a medium to convey essences. They never capture more than
one half of the essential duality. On the other hand, they are not absolutely
useless either, for they do contain relevant information about that one half
of the concept. This is clear from fragments like the following:

“That which alone 1s wise 1s one, 1t 1s unwilling and willing to be called by the name
of Zeus” (hén 1o sophon moiinon légesthar ouk ethéler kai ethéler Zenos énoma, Frag-
ment 32, tr. Freeman).

Zeus’ name is felt to indicate “living” (zén); thus, it leaves out one half of
an essential unity, but the half that is represented is meaningful. The divine
unity of oppositions and the ensuing arbitrariness of names also comes out
in Fragment 67:
“God 1s day-mght, winter-summer, war-peace, satiety-famine But he changes like (fire,
or. o11?) which when 1t mingles with the smoke of incense, 1s named according to each
man’s pleasure” (ho theds héméré euphroné, kheimén théros, pélemos eréné, kéros
limés, alloiofitar dé hokosper <piir; elaion (Barnes)> hopotan summigei thudmasin,
onomdzetar kath’ hédonén hekdstou, tr Freeman)

In this fragment Heraclitus first refers to the essential unity of opposites (god
is day-night), and then to the process of continuous change (alloioiitai),
comparing god to fire (or oil); if it is correct to give a linear interpretation
of the aphorism, naming belongs to the stage of perpetual change and cap-
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tures one element of it in accordance with individual preferences. To a certain
extent, names are therefore both arbitrary and conventional. The incomplete
reliability of names seems to be at the heart of Fragment 48 as well:

“The bow [bids] is called Life [bios], but its work is death” (¢67 oiin t6x5i 6noma bios,
érgon dé thdnatos; tr. Freeman).

The opposition between name and “work” is common. See e.g. the Hippo-
cratic On Nutriment 21.

Heraclitus’ gambit of a world in flux was countered by Parmenides of Elea
(515-after450 BCE), who wrote a poem in hexameters (putting himself firmly
in the tradition of Homer, Hesiod and oracular utterances, but also of
Xenophanes who had used the same medium to contest their authority). After
a prologue describing how goddesses set him on the road to knowledge, a
Way of Truth, and a Way of Opinion are described. It is Parmenides’ main
object to penetrate the concepts of Truth and Opinion. The Way of Truth
teaches him that the cosmos is eternal, unmoved and true, whereas the world
of Coming-to-be is not true: in fact it is the world of “it is not”. Perception
does not lead to truth. Parmenides starts from the only basic truths, namely
the predicate that “Itis” (est?) and the corresponding noun (or substantivized
participle) “whatis” (edn). In the realm of Truth, there is a complete identity
between being, thought and speech, but it is restricted to the only possible
true statement that “What is, is” (e.g. Fragments B 3; 6; 7; 8.34; cf. Di
Cesare 1991:94f.). “What is not”” cannot be named and cannot be thought
(andeton anonumon, Fragment 8.17). ‘Names’, other than esti and edn do
not belong to the sphere of Truth, but are just that: mere names that form the
subjects or predicates of deceptive statements that do not reflect reality, but
human beliefs:

“Therefore, all things will be (just) a name which mortals, believing that they are real,
suppose to be coming to be and perishing, to be and not to be, to change position, and
to alter their colour from dark to bright and vice versa” (161 pdnt’ dnom(a) éstai,/héssa
brotoi katéthento pepoithdtes einai aléthé,/gignesthal te kai Sllusthai, einai te kai
oukhi,/kai tépon alldssein did te khroa phanon ameibein, Fragment 8.37ff.; tr. Coxon,
adapted).

This is also emphasized in the transitional part of the poem, where we go
from the Way of Truth onto that of Opinion:

“At this point I cease my reliable theory and thought, concerning Truth; from here
onwards you must learn the opinions of mortals, listening to the deceptive order of my
words. They have established [the custom of] naming two forms, one of which ought
not to be [mentioned]: that is where they have gone astray. They have distinguished
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them as opposite in form, and have marked them off from another by giving them
different signs [Light/Night] ... But since all things are named Light and Night ...”
(en 107 soi paud piston légon éde noema/amphis aletheies: ddxas d’apd toiide
broteias/mdnthane kdsmon emon epédn apatélon akoion./53 morphas gar katéthento
dilo gnomas onomdzein:/tbn mian ou khreon estin—en hot peplanéménoi eisin -/antia
d’ekrinanto démas kai sémat’ éthento/khoris ap’allélon [phdos/nix], Fragment B
8,50ff.; ... autar epeidé pdnta phdos kai nix onémastai. .., Fragment B 9; tr. Freeman).

In the realm of Opinion, names are essentially unreliable. People think they
can distinguish opposites. They give them separate names and when making
a statement about them, they can use only one to the exclusion of the other,
which at that time ‘is not’: but as we have seen, that means they tread outside
the realm of Truth. The arbitrary process of naming causes fragmentation of
‘what is’ (cf. Di Cesare 1980:30). This seems to be the meaning of this diffi-
cult fragment. What is clear in any case, is that mortals err in assigning and/or
applying names; names are instruments of Opinion (ddéxa) (Fragment B 19).
They belong in the domain of Opinion and are conventional. By making his
distinction of the role and reliability of names in the Ways of Truth and
Opinion, Parmenides reacts to Heraclitus both where the principles of change
or immutability are concerned, and in the question of the relation of names
to truth, reality and knowledge.

A similar view of the difference between reality and the makeshift names
people use to describe their view of reality can be found in Empedocles (493—
433 BCE): he thinks the world consists of the four elements, earth, water, air
and fire, which are continually mixing or separating in two opposed processes
directed by “Love” and ““Strife”:

“And I shall tell you another thing: there is no creation of substance (phiisis) in any one
of mortal existences, nor any end in execrable death, but only mixing and exchange
of what has been mixed; and the name ‘substance’ (phiisis, “nature””) is applied to them
by mankind” (dllo dé toi eréd: phisis oudenos éstin hapdnton/thnéton, oudé tis
ouloménou thandtoio teleuté,/alla monon mixis te didllaxis te migénton/ésti, phitsis d’epi
tols onomdzetai anthropoisin, Fragment B 8, tr. Freeman).

“Nature” ”’coming to being”’ (phiisis) does not correspond to an ontological
reality, it is just a name. The conventional nature of names is taken up again
in Fragment 9: If a certain phenomenon takes place
“then (they) say that this has ‘come into being’ ... The terms that Right demands they
donotuse; but through custom I myself also apply these names”” (tdte mén to <légousi>
genésthai ... hé thémis <ou> kaléousi, némai d’epiphémi kai autds, Fragment B o; tr.
Freeman).

Names are not in accordance with the factual state of affairs, but Empedocles



172 THE EMERGENCE OF SEMANTICS

is not going to quibble over them: he adapts to custom (némos) (cf.
Heinimann 1945:84ff.; Schmitter 1991:76). Instead of trying to get rid of the
word ‘‘coming-to-be’’ (génesis), he gives it its customary due (Fragment B
10, apodofinai tois ondmasi to nenomisménon). This idea is widespread
among the intellectuals of the era. Exactly the same view, namely that
coming-into-being and passing away are no more than the customary names
for mixing and separating, is to be found in Hippocrates’ On Regimen 1.4.
He, too, is prepared to accommodate “‘hoi polloi”. Anaxagoras also points
out the faultiness of this usage on the same grounds (Fragment B 17 ‘‘the
Greeks have an incorrect belief (or: an incorrect usage) about Coming into
Being and Passing Away” (t0 dé ginesthai kai apdllusthai ouk orthds
nomizousin hoi Héllenes, tr. Freeman; notice that nomizein is ambiguous
between “‘to hold a belief™, and “‘to have a custom(ary usage)’’). Herodotus
extends the same tolerance to mistaken usage in his description of the coast
of Asia:

“It ends, not really but as the word goes (néméi) in the Arab Gulf” (légei dé haiité, ou
1Bgousa ei mé nomoi, es ton kélpon ton Ardbion, Histories 4.39, cf. Heinimann 1945:82).

According to Empedocles, language is a reflection of man’s (wrong)
opinions about the world, but it is useless to oppose it. Empedocles here
anticipates one of the theories of meaning put forward in Plato’s Cratylus,
namely that words reflect a certain perspective on the world (see Section 6).

A similar slight depreciation of language on account of its conventional
nature can be found in Socrates’ contemporary, Democritus (ca. 460-360),
who otherwise shows a vivid interest in linguistic (literary) questions (see
Diogenes Laertius 9.37 for a list of his works). In his view there are but two
realities, atoms and the void. These are by nature” (phiisei), everything else
is a matter of convention, or conventional linguistic usage (cf. Heinimann
1945:87f.). This can be illustrated by the fact that he uses a number of dif-
ferent terms to indicate what he sees as the ultimate goal of mankind, namely
“contentment” (euthumia) (Diogenes Laertius 9.45). In Proclus’ commentary
on Plato’s Cratylus, Democritus is made out to be a champion of the
conventionalist thesis that the relation between names and things is arbitrary
onthe strength of four arguments, all of themreflecting a deficient one-to-one
correspondence between language and reality:

“Democritus says names are by convention and he confirms this by four dialectical
proofs: (1) from homonymy: different things are called by the same name; therefore
names are not by nature; (2) and from multiplicity of names: if different names will fit
one and the same thing, they will also fit each other, which is impossible; (3) from the
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change of names for why have we changed Aristocles into Plato, and Tyrtamus 1nto
Theophrastus, 1f names are by nature” (4) and by the deficiency of similar iterns why
do we say ‘to be wise’ (phronein) from ‘wisdom’ (phrdnésis), but 1s there no such
derivation from justice (drkatosiiné)? Therefore, names are by comncidence and not by
nature .. (7.3ff.) and he calis the first proof ‘polyseme’ (poliisémon), the second
‘equality’ (zsérrhopon), the third ‘metonym’ (metdnumon), the fourth ‘nameless’ (ndnu-
mon)” (Ho dé Démokritos thésel légon ta ondmata did tessdrdn epikhetremdion toiito
katesketiazen' ek tés homonumias 1a gar didphora prdgmata t0T autdi kaloiinta
ondmatt, ouk dra phiset 1o Snoma, kai ek tés poludnumias- et gar ta didphora ondmata
epl to auto kai hén pragma epharmdsousin, kal epdllela, héper adinaton; triton ek tés
16n onomdion metathéseds: did 1 gar ton Aristokléa meén Pldtona, ton dé Tirtamon
Thedphraston metonomdsamen, er phiisei 1 ondmata? ek dé 1és tén homoion elleipseds;
dia tf apd meén tés phronéseds légomen phronein, apd dé tés dikaiosinés oukét
paronomdzomen? tikher dra kai ou phiser ta onomata. (7 3ff.). kalet deé ho autos 1o
men préton epikheiréma polisemon, 10 dé deiteron 1sdrrhopon, <to dé triton metd-
numon>, to dé tétarton ndnumon, Proclus in PL. Crat. p 6 20ff. Pasquali (= Fragment
A 26))

Itisunclearhow muchin this fragmentis actually Democritean, apart from
the bare fact of a distinction of the different types of failing one-to-one
correspondence between names and things. In spite of his view of language
as a conventional system, Democritus still uses etymologies. Like Empe-
docles, he knows that what the etymologies will reflect is not so much a
reliable picture of the world as it is, but rather convention itself, and hence,
the views that go with it. Accordingly, he derives “woman” (guné), from
“seed” (goné), because that is what she is receptive of (Fragment B 122a);
and the name Tritogeneia for Athena, representing wisdom, is explained
because three things originate from wisdom (ginetai ... tria): good counsel,
flawless speech and appropriate action (Fragment B 2). The context of his
saying “‘speech is the shadow of action” (I6gos érgou ski, Fragment B 145)
is lost. Maybe it simply refers to the common conception of the priority of
action over words, but the word ‘‘shadow” seems to imply more, viz. both
the derived nature of speech, and the fact that it is meaningful—even if only
inasecondary or derived sense. Compare Simonides’ (6th century BCE) view
that “speech is an image of the facts (so that a speech of what is useful, is
useful etc.)” (ho l6gos tén pragmdton eikon estin (hos einai ton mén ton
ophelimon ophélimon ktl, Simonides apud Michael Psellus, De daemonum
energia (Patrologia Graeca Migne 122,821)); (see also Isocrates 3.7, quoted
in Section 7).

Democritus’ views on the opposition between convention (ndmos) and
nature (phuisis) reflect the general interest of contemporary intellectuals in
the relationship between the two, especially in connection with the develop-



174 THE EMERGENCE OF SEMANTICS

ment of human culture. Around the middle of the fifth century BCE, a number
of teachers of rhetoric traveled through the Greek world, offering lectures
and courses to young people who wanted to prepare themselves for active
citizenship in the polis. Because of their interest in the nature of human
culture, these sophists accorded the study of language a much greater empha-
sis than had the philosophers we have been discussing so far. The primary
interests of the latter group was in cosmology and epistemology. The sophists
on the other hand concentrated on language itself, not only because it was
the medium of their rhetoric, but also as a part of human culture at large.
They considered the question whether language was a cultural acquisition,
and therefore a barrier between men and the ultimate truths, or a direct,
natural road of access to reality. Many, but not all of the sophists opted for
arelativist position, denying fixed ethical values, and stressing the arbitrari-
ness of all conventions, including those of human language.

How widely diffused these ideas were among intellectuals of the period
appears from the opening section of a treatise that was falsely attributed to
the famous physician Hippocrates, but was presumably written by a 5th-
century sophist. In trying to defend the status of medicine as a true art, the
author of The Art also comes to reflect on the status of names:

“Now reality is known when the arts have been already revealed, and there is no art
which is not seen as springing from some real essence. I for my part think that the arts
have also got their names because of the real essences; for it is absurd—nay impossi-
ble—to hold that real essences spring from names. For names are institutions, but real
essences are not institutions but the offspring of nature” (gindsketai toinun dedeigménon
&dé ton tekhnéon, kai oudemia estin, hé ge ék tinos eideos oukh hordtai. oimai d’ égoge
kai ta ondmata autas dia ta eidea labein: dlogon gar apo ton onomdion hégeisthai ti
eidea blastdnein kai adiinaton; ta mén gar ondmata [phisios] nomothetématd estin,
ta dé eidea ou nomothetémata allé blastémata [phitsecs A, del. Diels, post blastémata
transposuit Gomperz], The Art 2; tr. Jones, adapted)

The author does not argue for a direct link between name and essence. On
the contrary, he claims that essences are primary. Every art is based on a real
essence. Only at a second stage have the arts received an (arbitrary) name;
the things named, however, do in this case reflect real divisions in reality.
Contrast ch. 6 of the same treatise, where the author denies that such a corre-
spondence with reality exists for the word “‘spontaneity” (to autématon).
“‘Spontaneity” is therefore ‘“‘nothing but a name” (oudemieén all’ &€ noma).
The priority of the ontological, existential level can be found in another
pseudo-Hippocratic treatise, perhaps by Polybus (ca. 400 BCE), On the Nature
of Man. In this work a humoral theory is expounded, in which bodily func-
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tions are seen as largely dependent on an equilibrium between the four body
humours (blood, yellow bile, black bile and phlegm). Here, it is argued that
there are four different names for these humours, precisely because there are
four separate entities that correspond to these names in reality (On the Nature
of Man 5, 6.40 Littré). The concept of naming as a method to differentiate
elements of reality may equally lie behind Herodotus’ intriguing remark—
untrue in its literal sense—about the origin of Greek religion: ‘““The names
of almost all the gods came to Greece from Egypt” (skhedon de kai pdnton
10 oundémata ton thedn ex Aigiptou eleluthe es tén Helldda, Histories 2.50);
it also plays a role in the Derveni Papyrus, a commentary on an Orphic
cosmogony, and is taken up in Plato’s Cratylus 388b13ff., where names are
described as tools to differentiate reality (see Section 6; cf. Burkert 1985;
Thomas forthcoming).

Protagoras (fl. 444 BCE), one of the proposed spiritual fathers of the treatise
The Art, claimed that any subject gave occasion to two opposite speeches and
he found a truly ‘sophistic’ method of confounding his opponents by ignoring
the sense (didnoian) of words and arguing strictly from the words (pros
tounoma) (Fragment A 1 = Diogenes Laertius 9.52). That means that he was
convinced there was no naturally correct way of approaching reality with
words, or rather that he was not interested in reality at all. Whether something
is ‘real’ or ‘the case’ or not is immaterial to his method.

On the other hand, he is also known as the first to have explicitly formu-
lated anumber of grammatical distinctions based on semantic considerations:
He distinguished the genders of the nouns, inspired by the biological differ-
ence between male, female and inanimate beings (skeidé ‘‘instruments”,
“things”) (Fragment A 277 = Aristotle, Rhetoric 111,5.1407b6), and criticized
Homer for not applying the biological distinctions correctly in language.
Surely, words like wrath (ménis) and axe (péléx) should be masculine: there-
fore, when Homer sings of Achilles’ “terrible wrath’ as ménin ... ouloméneén
(the ending of ouloménen indicates that menin is feminine) in the first two
verses of the Iliad, he is committing a solecism, even if nobody had noticed
before (Fragment A 28 = Aristotle On Sophistical Refutations 14.173b17).
He also distinguished four types of discourse, prayer, question, answer and
order, which he called “foundations of speech’ (puthménas ... logon, Frag-
ment A 1). Again, Homer’s opening verse of the Iliad comes in for criticism:
when he sang ‘‘Goddess, sing of the wrath”’, he was using a command-form,
instead of a prayer (Fragment A 29 = Aristotle Poetics 19.1456b15). How
seriously this ‘criticism’ was intended, is a different matter.
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Not all sophists rejected the natural ‘correctness’ of language, in the sense
of an accurate correspondence between names and things. The correlation
between such a rejection and a relativist view of ethics was mirrored in the
opposite case: a belief in fixed ethical values tended to entail a certain faith
in the epistemological reliability of language. The sophist Prodicus, a contem-
porary of Socrates and Democritus (5th century BCE), reacted to Democritus’
claim that language rested on coincidence and convention. Democritus’ claim
was based on the absence of a one-to-one correspondence between linguistic
entities and elements in the world around us. One example of this deficient
correspondence was the existence of synonyms. Prodicus analysed groups
of synonyms to prove that, in fact, they were not true synonyms. There were
minute differences in their semantic load, as he demonstrated by a method
of diairesis “‘distinction’:

“Prodicus tried to assign a meaning of its own to each of these names, as the Stoics did
[follow examples)” (Prédikos dé epeirdto hekdstoi tbn onomdton todton idion ti
sémaindmenon hupotdssein, hosperkai hoi apo tés Stods, Fragment A 19 (= Alexander
on Aristotle’s Topics B 6.112b22).

Heinimann (1945:156ff.) rightly emphasizes the hidden philosophical
agenda: a successful defence of language’s accurate reflection of even the
subtlest distinctions in reality (orthdtés onomdton) is a strong argument
against relativism and scepticism (cf. Momigliano 1929-30:102). And
Prodicus’ interest in questions of ethics and norms is borne out by his parable
of Heracles on the crossroads. In sum, both the sophists who held a relativist
position and those who did not, employed arguments from the nature of
language, a fashionable problem in the intellectual discourse of the time.

Distinguishing synonyms and demanding a proper choice of words gained
a permanent place in later linguistic theory, more specifically in rhetoric.
Traces of the practice can be found in all corpora of scholia, usually in the
stylized form ‘““word x and word y differ: for ...” (diaphérei t0 A kai to B,
hoti...). Accordingly, akurologia, the use of an improper word when a better
one was available, could be regarded as one of the three major vices of speech.

By the second half of the 5th century a shift in academic interest had
occurred. Formerly, intellectuals had discussed the nature of language as a
corollary to the study of nature and the search for its ultimate principles.
Language was thought to contain a key to the Truth. Now, intellectual circles
focused increasingly on the different ways one could use language. The
difference is clear: language is no longer primarily regarded as an instrument
to acquire knowledge, but to bring about actions or to influence attitudes.
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Rhetoricians 1n particular explore the ethical and practical consequences of
using language as a psychagogical device to enthrall and captivate the aud:-
ence, Gorgias (483—376 BCE) 1s the outstanding example of an orator who
goes all out for acoustic effect, bringing his audience 1n a kind of trance At
the same time, he also affirms the basic impossibility of true communication
because of the intrinsic ncommensurability of language and its objects there
18 no way words can convey, for instance, a colour (Fragment B 3a) While
Parmenides asserted the identity of being, thought and speech in the Way of
Truth, Gorgias systematically invalidated this claim

‘ He says that nothing exists and 1f 1t exists, that 1t cannot be known and 1f 1t both exists
and can be known 1t cannot be communicated to others (ouk einar phesin ouden er
d estin agnoston einar et de kai esti kai gnoston all ou déloton allows, De Melisso
Xenophane Gorgia 979a12f )

Under these circumstances, the only role left for language 1s that of a drug
Accordingly, Gorgias devoted his energy to the production of show-pieces,
designed to stun

The historian Thucydides (2nd half of the 5thcentury BCE) offers a striking
analysis of a shrewd, politically manipulative use of evaluative terms, New
Speak avant la lettre Commenting on the 1dea that war brings out the worst
1n people, he gives the following illustration (3 82 4)

“Further, they exchanged their usual verbal evaluations of deeds for new ones, 1n the
light of what they now thought justified, thus irrational danng was considered courage
for the sake of the Party, prudent delay, specious cowardice’ (kat ten eidthuian axiosin
ton onomaton es ta erga antéllaxan tef dikaroser tolma men gar alogistos andria phile
tatros enomisthé mellests de prométhés detlia euprepes, Histories 3 82 4, tr Wilson)

This text both suggests that there 15 an absolute norm of describing and
evaluating certamn types of behaviour, and at the same time that a conven-
tional use of language can be highly (and misieadingly) suggestive

By the end of the 5th century BCE, intellectuals were sharply aware of the
poetic, rhetorical and philosophical potential of language ‘Meaning’ was
located 1n the relationship between words and things, 1n the opinion of the
speakers about the world around them, and 1n the effect words have All these
themes were to be taken up and connected by Plato

6. Plato: the limits of language

When Plato (427-347 BCE) wrote his Cratylus, one of the seminal works in
the history of linguistic thought, language was definitely on the intellectual
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agenda. The epistemological reflections of the pre-Socratics, and the anthro-
pological and political interests of the Sophists had been underpinned by
various arguments derived from language. Both groups had mainly been
concerned with the relationship between language (names) and reality, and
between words, knowledge and truth, and this was to be the central issue in
the Cratylus as well. But why did Plato feel it imperative to address the issue,
and what place does the linguistic question occupy in his philosophy? These
questions must be dealt with after a discussion of the contents of the dialogue.

Socrates is asked to adjudicate in a debate between Hermogenes and
Cratylus. Both positions are initially presented by Hermogenes himself; that
of Cratylus is reported as follows:

“Cratylus, whom you see here, Socrates, says that everything has aright name of its own,
which comes by nature, and that a name is not whatever people call a thing by agree-
ment, just a piece of their own voice applied to the thing, but that there is a kind of
inherent correctness in names, which is the same for all men, both Greeks and barbari-
ans” (Krdtulos phésin héde, & Sokrates, onématos orthdtéta einai hekdstai tbn dnton
philsei pephukuian, kai ou toito elnai dnoma ho dn tines sunthémenoi kalein kalbsi,
tés hautén phonés morion epiphthengdmenoi, alla orthéteid tina tén onomdton
pephukénai kai Héllgsi kai barbdrois ten autén hdpasin, Crat. 383a4ff.; tr. Fowler).

And Hermogenes’ own, opposing view is expressed shortly afterwards:

“I cannot come to the conclusion that there is any correctness of names other than
convention and agreement. For it seems to me that whatever name you give to a thing
is its right name; and if you give up that name and change it for another, the later name
is no less correct than the earlier, just as we change the names of our servants; for I think
no name belongs to any particular thing by nature, but only by the habit and custom
of those who employ it and who established the usage” (ou diinamai peisthénai hos
dllé tis orthotés ondmatos & sunthéke kai homologia. emoi gir doker héti an tis ti thétai
oénoma, todito einai to orthdn; kai an aiithis ge héteron metathétai, ekeino dé mekéti
kalét, oudén hétton to hilsteron orthds ékhein toii protérou, hosper tois oikétais hémeis
metatithémetha: ou gar philsei hekdstoi pephukénai onoma oudén oudeni, alld nomoi
kai éthei 1on ethisdnton te kal kalovinton, Crat. 384c¢10-d3, tr. Fowler).

It should be pointed out at once that both debaters are agreed on the essential
correctness of names (onomdton orthotés). It is the source and definition of
that correctness that is at issue. This is also clear from the way in which they
both reconcile the existence of different languages with this presupposed
correctness. Cratylus can refer to a correctness transcending the individual
languages (worked out by Socrates in 389d4ff.); Hermogenes to the existence
of different, but equally valid conventions (385d9ff.).

A second point is that the Cratylus is not concerned with the origin of
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names or language. That names have at one point come into being is taken
for granted by both parties, and it is more or less indifferent whether language
was created by a god or a man, or by human society at large. Indeed, through-
out the dialogue the name-giver is variously described in the singular and the
plural, as god or man, or as ‘men of old’. The central question is the relation-
ship between words and reality. Cratylus does not ask himself whether names
are phiisei “‘by nature”, but whether their orthdtés “‘correctness” is by
nature, and mutatis mutandis the same goes for Hermogenes: his concern is
not with a supposedly conventional origin of names, but with their conven-
tional correctness. On both views language was ‘given’ at some point; “by
nature’” does not refer to a spontaneous coming-into-being.

Socrates first takes up Hermogenes’ position for investigation and develops
a first theory of meaning in six moves. First, he gets Hermogenes to agree
that it is possible to speak the truth, and, hence, to give names in accordance
with what is (a fixed ousia “being’’); Hermogenes turns out not to insist on
an extreme relativism (385a1ff.) (1). Then, the essentially communicative
(didactic) function of language and names is established, leading up to the
following conclusion (2):

“A name is, then, an instrument of teaching and of separating reality” (dnoma dra
didaskalikon tf estin érganon kal diakritikon tés ousias, Crat. 388b13f., tr. Fowler).

Thirdly, it is agreed, without any discussion, that “custom” (or “law’’)
(ndmos) creates language, and that whoever uses words, uses the work of an
“establisher of custom” or a “lawgiver” (nomothétes, 388d-e) (3), and then
the question is tackled how this name-giver proceeds in giving names. Socra-
tes submits that in fact “nature’ (phuisis) is taken into account at this stage.
The name-giver concentrates on the “absolute or ideal name” (auto ekeino
ho éstin onoma, Crat. 389d7) and on the object that should be named. He then
creates a ‘name’ for this object in a phonetic form that is in itself indiffer-
ent—which explains the existence of different languages. As long as the
name-giver keeps the Form (eidos) of Name in mind, he will be a good
nomothétes (4):

“Then, my dear friend, must not the lawgiver also know how to embody in the sounds
and syllables each object’s natural name? Must he not make and give all his names with
his eye fixed upon the absolute or ideal name, if he is to be an authoritative giver of
names? And if different lawgivers do not embody it in the same syllables, we must not
be mistaken about this on that account; for different smiths do not embody the form
in the same iron, making the same instrument for the same purpose, but so long as they
reproduce the same ideal, though it be in different iron, still the instrument is as it should
be, whether it be made here or in foreign lands, is it not?” (ar’ oiin, 6 béltiste, kai to
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hekastor phiiser pephukos onoma ton nomothéten ekeinon eis tois phthongous kal tas
sullabas dei epistasthar tithénai, kai bléponta pros auto ekeino ho éstin 6noma, pdnia
ta onomata poiein te kai tithesthai, e1 méller kurtos einai onomdton thétés? er dé meé
eus tas autas sullabas hékastos ho nomothétes tithésin, ouden deftoiito a<mphi>gnoein

oude gar eis ton auton sidéron hapas khalkeus tithésin, tod autoil héneka poidn 1o auto
organon, all’ homos, héds dn tén autén idéan apodidot, ednte en dllor sidéror, homaos
orthds ékher to érganon, ednte enthdde ednte en barbdrots 1is poréi € gdr?, Crat

389d4—390az2, tr Fowler, adapted)

The efficacity of the name-giver’s work will be judged by the user, the
dialektikds (390c11) (5). And Socrates concludes (6):

“Then, Hermogenes, the giving of names can hardly be, as you imagine, a trifling matter,
or a task for trifling or casual persons and Cratylus 1s right in saying that names belong
to things by nature and that not every one 1s an artisan of names, but only he who keeps
1n view the name which belongs by nature to each particular thing and 1s able to embody
1ts formn the letters and syllables” (Kinduneile dra, & Hermdgenes, einar ou phaiilon,
hés sit ofel, hé toil onématos thésis, oudé phailon andron oudé ton epitukhonton. kai
Kratilos aléthe léger 1égon phiiser ta ondmata einai tois prdgmast, kai ou pdnta
démiourgon onomdton einai, alla monon ekeinon ton apobléponta ets t0 téi phiiser
onoma on hekdstor kal dundmenon autoii to eidos tithénau eis te ta grammata kai tas
sullabds, Crat 390d7-e4, tr Fowler)

On this view, the Form or Idea (eidos), the “natural name for each thing”
(to ter phitsei dnoma on hekdstoi) mediates between individual names and
individual items in the world—in fact, it functions as their meaning.

Now that it has been established that there is some natural correctness of
names (orthdtes), a further investigation of its nature triggers the exposition
of a second theory of meaning. Claiming to experience a sudden inspiration,
Socrates identifies the source of correctness of names in Homer (393a4 ff.):
it consists in the primacy of meaning, diinamis, over form. The form of a
word may change, while its meaning remains unaffected, and this can disturb
a name’s perspicuity. The constancy of meaning had always been, and was
to remain, the basic principle of ancient etymology, and it is first formulated
in the Cratylus (393d1f.; 394b2ff.). Socrates then launches into a series of
etymologies, profiting from his fit of ‘superhuman wisdom’ (396d8). There
is a lot of irony in the etymological section which follows, especially the
repeated references to Socrates’ miraculous inspiration (e.g. 396eIff.; 399aI;
401e7; 409d1ff.; 410e3). Several etymologies are obviously intended ironi-
cally as well, as when ‘‘heroes” (héroes) is first almost derived from “love”
(éras) because heroes spring from the love of a god for a mortal woman or
that of a goddess for a mortal man. Socrates then quickly gives the argument
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a turn and derives the word from erdtdd “‘to ask™ or eirein “‘to say’’, which
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makes the heroes into the forerunners of the rhetoricians and sophists (Crat.
398c6ff.). Or the impossible Selaenoneodeia (409b12), “the one who has
an old and anew gleam”, which is posited as the origin of Selanaia ““‘moon”,
making its name coincide with (and anticipate!) the views defended by
Anaxagoras: Hermogenes cannot refrain from commenting on its “‘opéra
bouffe” (dithurambddes, tr. Fowler) character (Crat. 409c1ff.). A compara-
ble instance is when the word for “‘name” (énoma) is derived from ““a being
that one is searching for” (dn, hoii mdsma estin, Crat. 421b1), relating it
directly to the present conversation—but also to the name-giver’s activity.

In the course of the etymological section, Socrates expounds his second
theory of meaning: names representearlier people’s interpretations of reality
(cf. go1a1ff.); in that sense many of the etymologies can be taken seriously
in that they are genuine reflections of existing views on the cosmos (accord-
ing to Goldschmidt 1940 they represent a complete Heraclitean cosmology;
he thinks Socrates is made to expound what were basically Cratylus’ etymo-
logical theories here). Their quantity may be explained by the fact that they
are supposed to represent a systematic account of nature, while the humorous
touches are part of the literary make-up of the dialogue. Socrates’ hypothesis
is, that many names were imposed by people holding Heraclitean convictions,
and he accordingly proceeds to explain a whole series of names on the suppo-
sition that ‘flux’ was their underlying principle. Throughout he keeps stress-
ing that no serious explanations are to be expected from him (406bof.; cf.
39124 ff.). Moreover, Socrates seems fully aware of the arbitrary character
of his etymological method (414d7 ff.).

When the etymological section narrows down to an investigation of the
‘first words’, the elements to which the other words can be reduced
(422b6ff.), Socrates argues that these ‘first words’ are formed on the basis
of sound symbolism; they make something clear (dél6ma 423b1 f.) according
to amimetic principle (423b4ff.). The sounds are not just onomatopoeic, but
they copy ‘‘being” (ousia) as their model (423e1ff.). At this point it is made
clear once again that ‘being’ does not allow of relativism.

In the last third of the dialogue, Cratylus takes over the role of Socrates’
interlocutor from Hermogenes (427c9ff.). His position was that names are
always correct, or they stop being names at all—convention does not come
into it. Socrates makes Cratylus admit the relevance of convention and give
up his epistemological claim that whoever knows a thing’s name, knows the
thing itself. In order to drive home the former point, Socrates makes Cratylus
acknowledge the possibility of saying something which is not true, i.e. to use
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names that do not reflect reality perfectly. (It may be remembered that he
used the reverse strategy against Hermogenes who was made to admit the
possibility of ‘true’ speech.) Names are imitations of things (430a10). Since
every imitation differs qualitatively from its model (otherwise it would be
a complete duplicate, not an imitation), there is always a qualitative margin
between a name and that of which it is the name: this means names may be
more or less successful (432a8ff.; d7). Cratylus has to admit that it is custom
or convention that makes people understand each other in spite of the imper-
fections that names may contain (435a2ff.). A word may be as similar to the
thing it denotes as possible, but for the remaining part it functions by conven-
tion (435 b-c). The principle that words imitate things also makes a guest-
appearance in Plato’s Sophist: people may be deceived into the belief that
what is said is actually real, because there is a similarity between words and
things. Thus, discourse (ldgoi) is in a sense no more than ““spoken images”’
(eidola legémena, Sophist 234c6); it is not the real thing. But then, in a sense,
neither is the perceptible world as a whole.

After this demonstration of the influence of convention on name-giving,
Cratylus’ epistemological position is undermined by Socrates’ demonstration
that names only lead to knowledge of the namegiver’s opinions on things,
not to that of the things themselves (436bsf.). If the namegiver’s principles
are misguided, his whole vocabulary will suffer from this vitium originis. (At
this point, Socrates shows that many words may be regarded as being formed
on a principle, not that the world is in a state of continuous flux (Heraclitus’
theory), but that it is at rest (the view of Parmenides and his school, the
Eleatics) (437a1ff.). Therefore, it is impossible to ascribe an essential correct-
ness of names to divine intervention: this very inconsistency in the guiding
principles of the lexicon forbids it (438c5). He then raises the question of the
source of the namegiver’sknowledge of things. Obviously, this source cannot
be the names themselves (which are yet to be given). Rather, it is extra-
linguistic reality itself, that should be studied if one wants to acquire knowl-
edge about it (438d2ff.; 438e2f.; 439b7f.): the source of knowledge must be
sought in the originals, not the copies (i.e. the names) (439a5)-—again the
model-imitation relationship is stressed. The existence of absolute ethical
notions is posited (439c8). This means that serious doubt is cast on the
Heraclitean principles which apparently were at the basis of so many names.
Socrates ends with a grave warning against blindly entrusting oneself to
names:

“But surely no man of sense can put himself and his soul under the control of names,
and trust in names and their makers to the point of affirming that he know anything”
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(oudé pdnu noiin ékhontos anthropou epitrépsanta ondmasin hauton kai 1én hautoil
psukhén therapeiiein pepisteukota ekeinois kai tois theménois autd, diiskhurizesthai
hés ti eidota, 440c, tr. Fowler).

And the dialogue ends on a protreptic note: the topic requires further study.

Plato’s Socratic dialogues are to alarge extent concerned with establishing
the status, ontological and epistemological, of ethical concepts. Taking posi-
tion against the ‘relativism’ of certain Sophists, who denied the existence of
fixed and absolute ethical values, Plato makes his Socrates search for Truth
in conversations with various interlocutors. The final object of these investi-
gations is the Good, which is identical to the Beautiful. To Plato’s Socrates
knowledge of the Good ensures possession of the Good, and thus of Virtue.
Whoever knows what is good, will always act virtuously. The dialectical
process, the joint effort in which Socrates and his interlocutors try to attain
insight in ethical questions by a succession of questions and answers, involves
delivering these interlocutors from their false assumptions and claims to a
knowledge that they do not possess. Socrates himself does not lay claim to
any firm knowledge (‘Socratic irony’); his competence is that of a midwife
(his mother’s profession), and thus he is able to make people give birth to
whatever their minds are carrying. These spiritual children are then tested
for viability in a process of élenkhos ‘‘cross-examination”, “‘refutation”,
and their ‘fathers’ should be able to account for them (I6gon didonai). If they
are not, they will reach a stage of healthy perplexity (aporia); once they
realize that they do not know what they thought they knew, there is a basis
for a constructive re-investigation of the issue. Theaetetus, for example, is
asked what ‘knowledge’ is. Once he grasps the difference between giving
an example and formulating a definition, he produces several definitions,
which are then successively refuted and discarded. Knowledge does not equal
sense-perception, nor true opinion, nor ‘‘true opinion, accounted for”.
Equally, in the Laches, several definitions of ‘courage’ are tested, in the Lysis
definitions of ‘friendship’, etcetera. The definitions do not constitute conclu-
sions of research, rather they are its starting-point.

It is obvious that this dialectical process, which is at the very basis of the
Platonic, or at least of the Socratic, enterprise, is seriously endangered by the
extreme views of language that were popular at the time. Strangely enough,
Cratylus’ and Hermogenes’ positions form an equally severe threat to it. In
both cases, language is always ‘correct’, even if in the former case this
correctness is legitimized by ‘nature’, and in the latter by convention. On
Hermogenes’ view, the intersubjectivity required by dialectics is replaced
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by pure subjectivism. If every one is entitled to create his own language, and
to assign individual meanings to names, there can be no common search for
truth. (Hermogenes keeps shifting back and forth between convention as a
function of the individual and of the community, see e.g. 385a4 f.) On
Cratylus’ view, on the other hand, every name (and every proposition) is true,
oritsimply is not a name any longer. There is no point in investigating names
(or definitions) in a search for an ulterior truth. This view reduces one to utter
inertia; it would mean the end of dialectics as a process of inquiry to get
beyond mere names and appearances. But, as Socrates points out, accounting
for a name does not equal grasping a concept.

Not only is this made clear in the final section of the dialogue, but it is also
anticipated almost incidentally in the etymological section, when Socrates
examines the names of the virtues. The “just” (t0 dikaion) is supposed to
be derived from diaion, “passing through (all other things)”” with an inter-
posed k. So far many people would agree, but beyond that they differ
(412c8ff.). Even if we agree that the word dikaion is formed on the supposi-
tion that everything is in flux, that does not provide us with any essential in-
sight in the nature of justice itself:

“Up to this point ... many men agree about justice (dikaion); and I, Hermogenes, being
very much in earnest about it, have persistently asked questions and have been told in
secret teachings that this is justice, or the cause—for that through which creation takes
place is a cause—and some one told me that it was for this reason rightly called Zeus
(Dia; accusative of Zeiis, but also a preposition meaning ‘through, because of”). But
when, after hearing this, I nevertheless ask them quietly, ‘What then, my most excellent
friend, if this is true, is justice?’, they think I am asking too many questions and am
leaping over the trenches. They say [ have been told enough; they try to satisfy me by
saying all sorts of different things, and they no longer agree” (mékhri mén oin entaiitha
... pard pollén homologeitai toiito einai to dikaion. egd dé, 5 Hermdgenes, hdte liparés
on peri autoil, tatita mén pénta diapépusmai en aporrhétols, hoti toiité esti 1o dikaion
kal to aftion—di’ ho gar gignetai, totit’ ésti to aition—kai “Dia” kalein éphé tis toiito
orthbs ékhein dia tafita. epeidan d’ eréma autonls epanerdté akousas tatta médén
hétton: “TY ofin pot’ éstin, & driste, dikaion, ei todito hoitds ékhei?” dokd te édé
makrdtera toil prosékontos erotin kai hiiper ta eskamména hdllesthai. hikands gdr mé
phasi pepiisthai kai epikheirodisin, boulémenoi apopimpldnai me, dllos dlla éde légein,
kai oukéti sumphonoiisin, Crat. 412¢211.).

Socrates then sums up the different answers he was given: One man says
justice is the Sun, another says it’s fire, or just the heat that is in fire; yet
another adheres to Anaxagoras’ view and claims that justice is ‘mind’
(413b3ff.).

“Then, my friend, I am far more perplexed than before I undertook to learn about the
nature of justice. But I think this name—and that was the subject of our investiga-
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tion—was given to it for the reasons I have mentioned”” (entaiitha dé egd, & phile, poli
en plefoni aporiai eimi & prin epikheirésai manthdnein peri toii dikaiou héti pot’ éstin.
all’ ofin hodiper héneka eskopoiimen, t6 ge dnoma toiito phainetai autoi dia taiia
keisthai, Crat. 413c71f.).

We are on well-known Socratic terrain here, and there is great irony in
Hermogenes’ completely misguided reaction: he cannot believe that this
undoubtedly Socratic intervention was not actually taken over from someone
else! On the other hand, he assumes that the rest of the etymologies are
original. (Accordingly, Socrates announces that he will try to keep up the
deceit (413d3 ff.).) The distinction Socrates draws in 413a5ff. is subtle, yet
vital: he is convinced he knows why the name has been given, and in that
sense he knows its correctness. But this teaches him nothing about the essen-
tial concept to which the name refers. Names and their ‘definitions’ should
indeed be a starting-point, there is no way one can stop short at it. This is the
reason why it is essential for Plato to come to grips with the question of the
nature of names, to eliminate any false expectations of this kind; this is
arguably the main raison d’étre of the Cratylus. Interestingly enough, the
literary form of the dialogue itself, representing three people searching for
truth, underscores the Platonic position and undermines that of both
Hermogenes and Cratylus: the dialogue demonstrates the relevance of the
dialectical method, in that that method is its structuring principle. In that
sense, the Cratylus is a lecon par ’exemple.

The two theories of meaning put forth in the Cratylus are both based on
the principle of imitation, with different objects. Either language imitates
reality and there is a direct link between linguistic phenomena and the onto-
logical level; or language imitates a thought. This latter view on which names
are the namegiver’s interpretation of reality, is related to taking language as
verbalized thought (and thought as an internal dialogue, Sophist 263¢), and
thatis ineffect what we find in the Theaetetus, where Socrates and Theaetetus
agree that one of the possible meanings of the word Idgos is

13

making one’s own thought clear through speech by means of verbs and nouns, imaging
the opinion in the stream that flows through the lips, as in a mirror or water” (10 tén
hautodi didnoian emphané poiein dia phonés meta rhémdton te kai onomdton, hdsper
eis kdtoptron & hidor tén doxan ektupotimenon eis tén dia tod stomatos rhoén,
Theaetetus 206d1ff., tr. Fowler).

The idea that language is an imitation of thought processes also appears in
the Republic, and it was to trigger a reaction from Aristotle, as we will see
(Section 7). In the Republic Socrates argues that falsehood is incompatible
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with the nature of the gods, and he makes the following comment on spoken
falsehood:

“But surely it would be most wholly right ... to describe this as in very truth falsehood,
ignorance namely in the soul of the man deceived. For the falsehood in words is a copy
of the affection in the soul, an after-rising image of it and not an altogether unmixed
falsehood” (alla mén orthétatd g’ dn ... toiito hos aléthbs pseiidos kaloito, hé en tev
psukhéi dgnoia hé tou epseusménou, epel 10 ge en tois ldgois mimémd ti tod en tér
psukhéf esti pathematos kal hilsteron gegonds eiddlon, ou pdnu dkraton pseiidos, Rep.
11,382b6ff.; tr. R. Waterfield).

In view of the importance attributed in Plato’s philosophical thought to the
relationship between model and copy, itcomes as no surprise to find language
fitted into this conceptual framework as well. The frequent references in the
Cratylus to language’s essential status of being a copy or imitation, and its
concomitant devaluation as an immediate heuristic device in the search for
the absolute truths that belong to the model only, find their place in the same
battle against relativism that eventually produced the theory of Forms.

Plato returns to the relationship between names, knowledge and reality in
his Seventh Letter—if it is really his—, in which he explains why true philo-
sophical thought can never be laid down in something as fixed as writing.
In fact, the theory expounded here can be seen as the negative corollary of
the theories of the Cratylus: there, the necessity of the (oral) dialectical
process was put forth by denying the value of names by themselves. Here,
the low status of names is used as an argument against written theories: since
every expression is imperfect, it will never do to let it acquire a fixed and
permanent state that does not allow of deliberation anymore.

In this letter, Plato distinguishes between names, definitions and images,
three factors contributing to a fourth level, that of knowledge; all four levels
are concerned with qualities, but the real essence of a thing is something
separate again, a fifth item in the series. Names and definitions are vocal
utterances (en phonais), images are corporeal, knowledge is something that
exists in the soul: all four are therefore essentially external to and different
from the essence; they are so many starting-points for a dialectical process
of questioning and answering, of refuting false views and looking for the
truth. Nothing committed to writing could be absolutely identical to the fifth
element, the object of research. Once again, names is where philosophical
enquiry starts, not where it ends (Epistle vII, 342a-344d).

One more text must be discussed here, because it takes the study of seman-
tics one important step further. So far, the individual name was taken as the
bearer not only of meaning, but also of truth and falsity. Both in the Cratylus
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and in the Theaetetus, this had caused major difficulties in investigating the
possibility of falsehood. A solution is reached in the Sophist. In Sophist
261d5ff., the Eleatic stranger who is talking with Theaetetus establishes the
fact that not all words combine with each other indifferently; the resulting
combination must be meaningful:

“This, perhaps, is what you mean, that those which are spoken in order and mean some-
thing do unite, but those that mean nothing in their sequence do not unite?”” (76 toidnde
légeis isds hoti ta mén ephexés legdmena kai délogntd ti sunarmdttei, ta dé tér
sunekheiai méden sémainonta anarmostei, Sophist 261d8ff., tr. Fowler).

In order to deserve the predicate ‘a good fit’, meaningful words must be
combined, or words must be combined (a syntactical criterium, cf. ephexés
legémena *‘spoken one after the other”; téf sunekheiai *‘in their sequence”’;
cf. sumploké 262¢6) in a meaningful way (a semantic criterium, cf. déloiintd
ti “making something clear”’; sémainonta “signifying”’). The ““Stranger”
goes on to explain that there are two basic types of “‘vocal indications of
being” (ésti gar hemin ton téiphoneiperi ten ousian délomdton ditton génos,
Sophist 261e5), namely “names” (ondmata) and predicates (rhémata)
(Sophist262a1). A ‘predicate’ is “‘the indication which relates to action” (t0
... epl tais prdxesin on déléma), or, somewhat differently phrased (262b)
“predicates signify actions” (prdxeis sémainei rhémata); a ‘name’ is “‘the
vocal sign applied to those who perform the action in question” (70 ... ep’
autois tols ekeina prdttousi sémeion tés phonés epitethén). (Plato does not
distinguish the way predicates refer to actions from that in which names refer
to things or people, cf. Denyer 1991:164{f.) It takes both names and predi-
cates to produce a statement, or sentence (I6gos) (262a9ff.), which fulfils the
function of “making something clear’” (déloiin), justlike its constituent parts
(262d2). On the other hand, it also outdoes both names and predicates taken
in isolation; when someone utters the sentence ‘“man learns’’:

“he makes a statement about that which is or is becoming or has become or is to be; he
does notmerely give names (onomdzei), buthe reaches a conclusion by combining verbs
with names” (délof gar €dé pou téte peri ton onton é gignoménon é gegondton é
mellonton kai ouk onomdzei ménon, alld ti perainei, sumplékon 1 rhémata tofs
ondmasi, Sophist 262d2ff., tr. Fowler).

Discoursing’ is more than mere ‘naming’. And ‘being the case’ is something
else than ‘being meaningful’, as becomes apparent when the stranger goes
on to analyse the sentences ‘“Theaetetus sits”’, and “Theaetetus, with whom
I am talking, flies” (263b4ff.). ““Here the Stranger speaks of things that are
said to ‘be concerning’ [or: ‘be about’ 18] (einai peri) Theaetetus ...; the thing
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that in the true sentence is said to ‘be concerning’ Theaetetus actually ‘is
concerning’ him, whereas its counterpart in the false sentence actually ‘is not
concerning’ him” (Denyer 1991:173). Unfortunately, what exactly these
‘things’ are is left unclear. A little later on, thought (didnoia) couched in
words is said to comprise affirmation and negation (phdsis and apdphasis,
263e).

It will be remembered that in the Cratylus neither Hermogenes nor Cratylus
(nor, arguably, Plato himself at the time) had grasped the fundamental differ-
ence between being meaningful and being true. Neither had sought the truth
or falsehood of a statement in its *“‘combination’ sinthesis, or in the fact that
it asserted anything of a given person or thing. Both believed that falsehood
was impossible, since truth resided in the individual name, and the individual
name was correct (either conventionally, or by nature) (cf. Denyer 1991:
71{f.). Hermogenes assented to Socrates’ proposition that true speech must
consist of true parts. Therefore, if words are always (conventionally) true,
falsehood is impossible (385b2ff.). Equally, on Cratylus’ view falsehood is
impossible (429c6ff.), since words are correct by nature. When names are
not correct, they are simply names no longer. The solution reached in the
Sophist was to be put to good use by Aristotle (see Section 7).

For Plato, the interest of language as a topic of research was completely
bound up with his view of the world. Like every other phenomenon under
the moon, language is an imitation of reality; there is no way in which it can
lead one directly to the ultimate Truths. The best one can do, is to use it in
a process of question and answer, a dialectical attempt to ascend to the
absolute values of the Forms.

7. Aristotle: the function of language

The works by Aristotle (384—322 BCE) that have come down to us, cover an
unusually broad area of scientific inquiries, many of them involving problems
of language. Unlike Plato, Aristotle never devoted any separate work to the
analysis of language, but he had occasion to take up questions of language
and signification in the course of his biological and psychological work
(focusing mainly on the acoustic and phonetic aspects), his poetical and
rhetorical theory (in which the pragmatic side of language was dealt with)
and, first and foremost, his logic (cf. Ax 1992).
Aristotle’s basic conviction that “nature does nothing in vain” (outhén
. mdtén hé phiisis poiel, Pol. 1,1 1253a10, and saep.) entails that he is
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always interested in a thing’s function, in its purpose. If one does not grasp
athing’s purpose, one does not properly know it. This teleological approach
also comes out where language is concerned, as Aristotle shifts focus from
the biological to the political, rhetorical, poetical or logical functions of
language in accordance with the context of his work (cf. Di Cesare 1980:8;
159). Forexample, animals are capable of ““signifying” (sémainein) pleasure
and pain by means of their “voice” (phoné, the capacity for articulated
sound-production)—that is what it is for—, but adult human speech needs
has an ethical dimension:

“speech [logos] 1s designed to indicate the advantageous and the harmful, and therefore
also the right and the wrong” (ho dé ldgos epi 167 délodin esti to sumphéron kal to
blaberén, hste kai to dikaion kai to ddikon, Pol. 1,1.1253ax101f., tr. Rackham)

Of course, this fits in perfectly with the context of the Politics. In other
contexts, however, it is mainly semanticity that is stressed. Thus, in his
Rhetoric Aristotle takes it that the most important virtue of speech is clarity
(Rhet. 111,2.1404b1f.):

“An argument for this is that speech, 1f 1t does not convey meaning (délor, if 1t does not
make something clear), will not fulfil 1ts proper task (érgon)” (sémeion gar hdti ho
logos, ean mé delof, ou poiései 1o heautoii érgon, Rhet. 111,2.1404b2f ).

Aristotle also pays much attention to the function of language in his logic.
The group of treatises known as the Organon consists of six works. It forms
a series leading from an analysis and classification of being from a logi-
cal/semantic point of view (Categories), to a treatise on judgement (assertion
and negation) (On Interpretation), typical forms of dialectical arguments
(Topics), aclassification of invalid reasoning, mainly based on confusion over
the relationship between language and reality (Sophistical Refutations), and,
finally, to the theory of the scientific syllogism (Prior and Posterior
Analytics).

It is a frustrating enterprise to add one more discussion of the beginning
of On Interpretation to the long list of those already in existence, and one
can hardly hope to be original in its execution. The title of the work (Peri
herméneias) is interesting in itself: herméneia means ‘‘interpretation, expla-
nation’’; the title may refer either to the “interpretation” (or: “‘expression’’)
of thoughts by words, or, going one stage back in what eventually amounts
to the same process, to “the interpretation of reality by means of a judge-
ment” (Arens 1984:17). The former view is supported by a parallel from
Poetics, where “diction” (léxis) is explained as ““the expression (of thought)



190 THE EMERGENCE OF SEMANTICS

through the use of words” (tén dia tés onomasias herméneian, Poet.
6.1450b13f.; cf. Weidemann 1994:43). The latter seems preferable, however,
in view of the content of On Interpretation: although the first four chapters
doindeed deal with the relationship between thought and expression, and the
nature of the constituent elements of meaningful speech, these chapters only
serve as preliminary material for the more important analysis of ‘positive and
negative judgements’ that is to follow. On either interpretation, the title bears
some similarity to the second ‘theory of language’ from the Cratylus, in
which names were seen as the embodiment of the namegiver’s opinions, and
this will be borne out by Aristotle’s text. It goes without saying that in read-
ing Aristotle, it is always imperative to keep in mind the possibility that he
refers to Plato. The esoterical nature of most of the Aristotelian corpus,
mostly lecture notes and other forms of writing that were not destined for the
general public, hardly ever allows scope for explicit polemic—Aristotle often
rejects alternative or conflicting views implicitly.

The opening section of On Interpretation offers a brief outline of a seman-
tic theory. Its laconic form makes it seductively easy to read all kinds of later
developments back into it.

“First we must determine what onoma and what rhema is, and after that, what negation,
affirmation, statement [or: proposition], and sentence. The spoken forms are symbols
of the affections in the soul, and the written forms are symbols of the spoken forms.
And just as the letters are not the same for everyone so are not the vocal forms; but what
all these forms [sc. the written and spoken ones] are primarily symbols of, the affections
in the soul, they are the same for all people, and what the latter are likenesses of, the
things, they are also the same. Of these matters we speak in our book On the Soul, for
this is a different subject” (Préton dei thésthai tf onoma kai ti rhéma, épeita ti estin
apéphasis kai katdphasis kai apophansis kal 16gos. Esti mén oiin 1 en tef phonér ton
en 17 psukhéi pathémdton sumbola, kai té graphémena tén en tei phonéi. kat hésper
oude grdmmata pdsi ta autd, oude phonai hai autal; hon méntoi tatita semeia proton,
tautd pdsi pathémata tés psukhés, kai hon tatita homoiomata, pragmata edeé tautd. peri
meén oiin touiton eirétai en tois peri psukhés, dliés gar pragmateias, On Interpretation
16a1-8, tr. Arens 1984, adapted).

Aristotle grounds his theory of the proposition and the judgement in a
broader view of the way language operates. Ta en téi phonei “‘the spoken
forms™, encompass all the items enumerated in the first sentence (Arens
1984:26). If judgements are interpretations of reality that eventually take on
linguistic form, it becomes relevant to investigate the relationship between
words, thought and things, and that is what Aristotle sets out to do.

He designs a hierarchy of symbolical representations, in which writing
symbolically represents speech, while speech symbolically represents ta en
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tei’ psukhei pathémata “‘the affections in the soul”. I take this (with Ax
1992:253) as primarily referring to sense perception; however, since thought
(mentioned in 16a10 nééma) functions rather similarly to perception on
Aristotle’s view, there is no need to worry about the distinction). The expres-
sion “‘the affections in the soul” (td en tei psukhéi pathémata) is familiar
fromPlato’s Republic (11,382bof.; v1,511d7), discussed in Section 6, but there
is a subtle difference. Both philosophers are aware of the possibility that
language reflects thought, not reality. But Plato thinks of the relationship
between thought and speech as one of model and copy, whereas to Aristotle
language is symbolic. On the first view, a certain natural resemblance be-
tween thought and language is implied. We may compare Isocrates’ remark
on the image-like character (eidélon) of language in his speech Nicocles:

“For the power to speak well is taken as the surest index of a sound understanding, and
discourse which is true and lawful and just is the outward image of a good and faithful
soul” (... 10 gar légein has deltoil phronein el mégiston sémeion poiotimetha, kai légos
aléthés kai ndmimos kai dikaios psukhés agathés kai pistés eidolon estin, Nicocles 7T;
tr. Norlin).

A symbolical relationship, on the other hand, is purely conventional in nature.
There is no need for a symbol to be in any way similar to the object symbol-
ized. That explains why not everyone has the same writing system, or the
same sounds. Aristotle also stresses the notion of conventionality in 16a26ff,
in his explanation of the definition of the dnoma ““name” (covering parts of
what we would call ‘noun’, ‘subject’, ‘topic’):

“‘Conventional’ is said because no word is by nature, but only when it becomes a sym-
bol; the inarticulate sounds, namely, of wild animals, for instance, also make something
clear, but nothing in them is a word [or: dnomal...” (10 dé kata sunthékén, hoti phiisei
ton onomdtén oudén estin, all’ hotan génétai sumbolon, epei délodsi gé ti kai hoi
agrdmmatoi psophoi, hoion therion, hon oudén estin Snoma, tr. Arens 1984, adapted).

Although this might seem to bring him in proximity to Hermogenes’ position,
there is a vital difference. Whereas Hermogenes defended a variant of
orthdteés, based on a conventional relationship between words and things,
Aristotle ignores the question of correctness —in a way, the outcome of the
Cratylus itself justifies the step—, and replaces the problem why names are
as they are (Cratylus) with the question what they are for (cf. Di Cesare
1980:159). In his view, the concept of conventionality applies to the symbolic
relationship between words and thought. The expression “conventionally”’
(kata sunthéken) (together with “being a symbol”’ (siimbolon)) is contrasted
with “by nature” (phiisei) here; In On Interpretation 17a1 ff. it is opposed
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to “‘being a tool” (drganon) in the definition of the sentence (ldgos):

“Every sentence is significant, not as an instrument, but, as I said, conventionally” (Esli
dé légos hdpas meén sémantikds, oukh hGs organon dé, all’ hosper eirétai, katd
sunthékén).

Again, itis clear that the Cratylus (“anameis ... adidactic instrument which
is able to make distinctions in all that is” (dnoma dra didaskalikon ti estin
érganon kai diakritikon tés ousias, 388b12)) lurks in the background, and
its tenets are rejected quite apodictically. The reason why ‘“‘being significant
as an instrument’”’ is opposed to ‘‘being significant by convention’ appears
to be that the ‘instrument theory’ stems from that part of the Cratylus where
Socrates convinces the champion of the convention-theory, Hermogenes, that
Cratylus is at least partially right.

Words (spoken and written) are primarily (proton, used predicatively;
Montanari 1984) signs of the affections in the soul; through these, they
eventually refer to “‘things” (prdgmata) (cf. Weidemann 1994:135; 141f.).
At other places, Aristotle describes names as symbols of things without
mentioning the mediating function of the affections in the soul (On Sophisti-
cal Refutation 165a6 ff.), and there is even one passage from the Rhetoric
in which the notion of symbolism is omitted in favour of a purely Platonic
approach. In this passage, Aristotle explains that the poets were the first to
pay attention to style. We are to assume that this makes sense, since their job
is imitation. This thought is left implicit, but it is to be gleaned from the
explanation that Aristotle does provide:

“For names are imitations” (¢ gar onémata mimématd estin, Rhetoric111,1. 1404a20f.).

However, here 1 will concentrate on the theory from On Interpretation,
where, as we saw, theie is a hierarchy of symbolic relationships, writing being
symbolic of spoken language, and spoken language of the affections in the
soul.

The relationship between ‘“‘the affections in the soul” and “things”,
however, can no longer be described in terms of symbols: mental impressions
are said to be ““likenesses” (homoiomata) of things. In order to understand
what is meant by this, it is necessary to follow up Aristotle’s own reference
and to consider his views on perception and thought, as set out in his On the
Soul (Denyer 1991:186ff., esp. 200ff.).

Aristotle believes in the basic accuracy of perception. In his view “percep-
tion is a sort of alteration, an alteration which the thing that is perceived
causes in the thing that perceives it” (Denyer 1991:189; e.g. On the Soul
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416b33-5). Since “like causes like™, the soul must have the potential for
becoming “like” the thing it perceives. Perceptible objects consist of matter
(hzilé) and the active principle “form™ (eidos). A perceptible object is the
cause of the soul’s taking on its form, but it does not pass on its matter (nor
is the “matter” of the perceiver affected, Denyer 1991:194). Aristotle illus-
trates this with a famous image:

“We must understand as true generally of every sense that sense is that which 1s receptive
of the form of sensible objects without the matter, just as the wax recerves the impres-
sion of the signet-ring without the tron or the gold and receives the impression of the
gold or bronze, but not as gold or bronze™ (katholou dé peri pdsés aisthéseds def labein
hotr hé men aisthesis esti to dektikon ton aisthéton eidon dneu tés hiilés, hoion ho kérds
toil daktuliou dneu toil sidérou kai 1ol khrusoil dékhetar 10 sémeion, lambdner de 1o
khrusoiin é to khalkoiin sémeion, all’ oukh héi khrusos é khalkés, On the Soul
11,12 424a18ff , tr Hett)

The ‘wax-like’ quality of the soul entails that the affections (or impressions)
in the soul (pathémata tés psukhés) from On Interpretation are the same for
everyone, as are the things themselves (16a6-8). There is an automatic
perception of perceptible forms or perceptible objects. This is the only use
Aristotle has for the relationship between model (original) and copy in the
context of his theory of language. Ax (1992:253) states the results for the
interpretation of our passage in an exemplary way:

“Das homotémata von 16a7 bezeichnet also nichts anderes als die Identitat psychischer
Rezeptionsresultate (pathématatés psukhés) mitden sie bewirkenden ausserpsychischen
Gegenstanden (prdgmata), und zwar 1m Sinne emner Abbildungs- und nicht einer
Wesensidentitat ”

The text of On Interpretation continues as follows:

“Now just as there are 1n the mind concepts which are neither true nor false as well as
such as are necessarily the one or the other, so there are likewise 1n speech, because
1n composition and division lies falsity or truth The onomata and the rhemata alone
are like concepts without composition and division, for instance ‘man’ or ‘white’, when
nothing 1s added, for then they are nerther false nor true This 1s proved by the fact that
even a word like goat-stag signifies something, but not yet something true or false with-
out the addition of existence or non-existence, whether absolutely or temporarily” (éstz
dé, hosper en t&f psukhét hoté mén nééma dneu toil aléthetiein é pseiidesthar, hoté dé
éde hot andnke toiiton hupdrkhein thdteron, hoto kai en teT phonei; peri gar siinthesin
kai diairesin esti to pseiidds te kai 1o aléthés ta mén odin ondmata auta kal 1 rhémata
éotke 10T dneu sunthéseds kai diatréseds noémati, hoion 10 dnthrépos & 10 leukon, hétan
mé prostether 11, olite gar pseiidos olte aléthés po sémeion d’esti toiide- kal gar ho
tragélaphos sémainer mén ti, oupd dé aléthés é pseiidos, ean mé 1o einar & mé einai
prostethei, & haplds é katd khrénon, On Interpretation 16a9—18, tr Arens1984, adapted)
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In this section, Aristotle draws the important distinction between truth-value
and semantic value. Intellect, or thought, adduced as an example here, func-
tions much in the same way as does perception (Denyer 1991:203; cf. On the
Soul 429a13). Thinking of something presupposes that the object of our
thought causes our thought to take on its “form” (eidos) (cf. Denyer
1991:203). For not only does “like cause like”, but “like” is also “known
by like” (gindskesthai to hémoion t61 homoisi, On the Soul 405b15ff.). In
that sense, thought (nééma) is always correct, just like perception. In another
sense, however, truth or falsehood do not apply to thought as such, but only
to complex thought. Where we can go wrong, is when we form judgements.
When we affirm or deny mentally that a concept exists, this will either be true
or false. This may be extended to language, which is, after all, nothing but
a symbol for our mental impressions. Names and predicates taken by them-
selves are neither true nor false. An argument for this is that the name ““goat-
stag’’ has a meaning, but the name by itself cannot be said to be true or false,
unless we affirm or deny its existence (present, past, or future). Similarly it
is pointed out somewhat later (16b20) that every “‘predicate” (rhéma) is a
name when taken in isolation; as such it has meaning (sémainei ti), but its
meaning does not include reference to its existence or truthfulness (ei éstin &
me, otpo semainei). It carries meaning, ““for the speaker stops his process
of thinking and the mind of the hearer acquiesces” (On Interpretation 16b20,
tr. Cook; interestingly, Aristotle refers to the intersubjectivity of meaning
here). This solves the problem of names without referents (cf. the passage
from ps.Hippocrates The Art 6, discussed in Section 5). Here, too, Aristotle
could build on Plato, who had solved this very problem in his Sophist. There,
itis pointed out that the meaning of a name ““is independent of anything that
may make it true”” (Denyer 1991:181). A sentence carries meaning because
it consists of a meaningful ‘name’ and a meaningful predicate. Truth and
falsehood depend on the question whether the proposition ‘is’ really ‘concern-
ing’, is really true of, the referent of its ‘“‘name” part (6noma). In On Interpre-
tation, the symbolic relationship between language and thought is combined
with this insight into the difference between semanticity and truth or false-
hood. New insight into linguistic meaning results.

The ensuing definitions of “name” (énoma), ‘“predicate” (rhéma), and
sentence (/6gos) share an emphasis on semanticity:

“The onoma is a vocal form with conventional timeless meaning, no part of which is
significant separately ...
Rhema is what cosignifies time, no part of it has separate meaning, and it is always
the sign of what is said of something else...
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The sentence is a significant vocal form of whose parts some have meaning sepa-
rately, as an expression, not as an affirmation” (dnoma meén oiin esti phoné semantiké
kata sunthékén dneu khrénou, hés médén méros esti sémantikon kekhorisménon ...

Rhéma dé esti to prossémainon khrénon, hoii méros oudén sémainei khoris, kai éstin
ael ton kath’ herérou legoménon semeion ...

Légos dé esti phoné semantike, hés ton merdn ti sémantikon esti kekhorisménon, hos
phdsis, all’ oukh hos katdphasis, On Interpretation 16a19ff.; 16b6ff.; 16b26ff., tr. Arens
1984, adapted)

Onomaand rhéma are differentiated by the fact that rhéma cosignifies ‘time’,
while ‘time’ forms no part of an dnoma’s meaning. Moreover, rhéma is
always a sign for what is predicated of something else (or: of a predicate).
Among the class of sentences, a further distinction is drawn by means of the
truth criterium: when a sentence admits of truth or falsehood, it is a proposi-
tion (apophantikos l6gos). And that takes Aristotle to the heart of what he
wanted to discuss in his On Interpretation. Once again the difference with
the Cratylus, but the similarity to the Sophist must be stressed: In the discus-
sion between Cratylus and Socrates on the possibility of falsehood, the
example given was not a proposition, but an address (‘“Welcome, stranger
from Athens, Hermogenes son of Smicrion”, addressed to Cratylus (429e4f.);
cf. Denyer 72ft.; Hermogenes was in fact the son of Hipponicus). Only in
the Sophist was the discussion restricted to minimal sentences consisting of
what we would call a subject and a predicate.

Aristotle needed the first chapter of On Interpretation to provide some
background information for his theory of judgement that was to follow. His
rapid sketch of the functioning of language proved to have a rich potential.
It anticipated many developments in semantic theory, but did no more than
that: its own interests eventually lay elsewhere. If he could pass so rapidly
over the distinction between semanticity and truth value, this was because
he could build on Plato’s work here. What was new was his theory of the
linguistic sign, bearing a symbolic relationship to the thought of the speaker,
and only secondarily to the things.

Apart from the brief outline in the first chapter of On Interpretation,
semantic distinctions play a role in different parts of Aristotle’s work (Ax
1992). The points he stresses are mainly to do with the deficient one-to-one
relationship between words and things, language and concepts. This is impor-
tant, since the starting-point for philosophical investigation is formed by the
concepts people have (éndoxa), and these concepts are revealed by language
(“thethings said”, ta legdmena). Linguistic expressions of thought, ordinary
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speech and belief about human life (phainémena) must be tested and scruti-
nized, especially if they are in conflict with each other, or if they are not
univocal to begin with. Thus, in a sense language provides both the subject-
matter and the tools of philosophical discourse (cf. Owen 1986).

In his Categories, the first work in the Organon, Aristotle provides a
system for classifying reality from a logico-semantic point of view. The
categories are Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Place, Time, Position,
State/Condition, Action and Passion. The exact status of the categories is
nowhere made clear; they combine ontological, linguistic (semantic) and
logical characteristics. However, it is clear that Aristotle’s starting-point is
reality, and that his distinctions are largely motivated by semantic (and
logical) considerations.

This is borne out by the beginning of the treatise, where Aristotle gives
definitions of “homonyms” (homénuma), ‘‘synonyms” (sundnuma) and
“paronyms’ (parénuma). All three terms are primarily used as modifiers
of elements of reality, not of linguistic entities (cf. Desbordes 1988; Sluiter
1990:125f.). According to Simplicius (6th century CE), who wrote a com-
mentary on the Categories, Aristotle took over this principle from Speusip-
pus, Plato’s successor as head of the Academy (see Dillon 1977:20; Des-
bordes 1988:58f.). The Categories opens with the following three definitions:

(1) “Things are equivocally named, when they have the name only in
common, the definition (or statement of essence) corresponding with the
name being different. For instance, a man and a portrait can both be called
‘an animal’ (zoion)” (Homéonuma légetai hon dnoma mdnon koindn, ho dé
kata toinoma légos tés ousias héteros, hoion zion ho te dnthropos kai to
gegramménon, Categories 1a1ff., tr. Cook, adapted).

(2) “Things are univocally named, when not only they bear the same name
but the statement of essence corresponding to the name is also the same. Thus
aman and an ox can both be called ‘an animal’ ” (Sunénuma de légetai hén
16 te dnoma koinon kal ho kata toinoma légos tés ousias ho autds, hoion
z0ion ho te dnthrdpos kai ho boiis, Categories 1a6ff., tr. Cook, adapted).

(3) “Things are ‘derivatively’ named that derive the way they are called
from something while differing in verbal form, as for instance ‘grammarian’
from ‘grammar’, from ‘heroism’, ‘hero’ and so on” (pardnuma dé légetai
hésa apé tinos diaphéronta téfi ptosei ten kata toinoma prosegorian ékhei,
hoton apo tés grammatikés ho grammatikos kai apo tés andreias ho andreios,
Categories 1a13ff.).

The first quotation suggests that the term ‘homonyms’ always refers to
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entities or concepts that do not belong as species to the same genus, but
whose respective genera happen to share the same name. And they may in
their turn be designated by that common name. Though more sophisticated,
this is not fundamentally different from Homer’s usage, who calls the Greater
and the Lesser Ajax “homonymous” (homonumot, Iliad 17.720). Aristotle’s
example (portrait and man) derives from Plato:

“And so we recognize that he who professes to be able by vutue of a single art to make
all things will be able by virtue of the painter’s art, to make imitations which have the
same names as the real things (mumeémata kai homénuma t6n dnton), and by showing
the pictures at a distance will be able to decerve the duller ones among young children
nto the belief that he 1s perfectly able to accomplish 1n fact whatever he wishes to do”
(Oukoiin 16n g’ huprskhnoimenon dunaton einar miai tékhnét panta porein gignoskomén
pou toiito, hot mimeémata kai hombnuma ton 6nton apergazdomenos tei graphikéei tekhnér
dunatds éstai toits anoétous tén néon paidon, pérrothen ta gegramména epiderknis,
lanthdnewn hos hétiper am boulethet drén, toiito hikandtatos 6n apotelein érgor, Sophist
234bsftf., tr Fowler)

In other contexts, Aristotle also uses ‘homonym’ to designate words, rather
than things, e.g. in On Sophistical Refutations 165b33:

“Here ‘learn’ 1s equivocal (homénumon), (meaning) ‘understand by using knowledge’
and ‘acquire knowledge’ ” (T0 gar manthdnein homaonumon, t6 te xuniénai khromenon
te7 epistémér kai to lambdnein epistémén, tr Forster)

That this is the correct interpretation is shown by the fact that only in these
contexts can ‘homonym’ occur in the singular; when referring to entities or
concepts, there is always at least a pair of ‘homonyms’ involved.

Even more explicitly, in the Rhetoric homonyms are called a type of
‘names’/’nouns’ thatis especially useful to the sophist, while synonyms come
in handy for the poet; here it is obvious that types of words are meant:

“In regard to nouns, homonyms are most useful to the sophist, for 1t 1s by their aid that
he employs captious arguments, and synonyms to the poet” (10n d’onomdton tof men
sophistéi homonumiar khrésumor (pard tadtas gar kakourget), 10T poiétéi dé sunonumiar,
Rhetoric 1404b371f , tr Freese, cf Sluiter 1990 125, cf Rhetoric 111,2 1405a1ff for
the use of sunonuma to designate types of words)

In the second quotation from the Categories, however, synonyms—Iike
homonyms in the same treatise—are entities or concepts. Synonyms belong
as species to the same genus, thus sharing not only its name, but also its
definition.

The third type bears the clearest mark of linguistic inspiration: “paro-
nyms’’ are things that get their name from something else, while the linguistic
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form in which they are expressed is different, but related. The clear relation-
ship between words like ‘grammarian’ and ‘grammar’ obviously suggested
their joint classification.

Ax (1992:256) calls attention to the other types of semantic distinctions
that are to be found throughout Aristotle’s work. Especially in his biological
works, Aristotle points out lacunae in the Greek lexicon, where a separate
name (e.g. for a genus that should logically be superordinated to a number
of species) is lacking. The term used is anénumon, and we may compare
Democritus’ fourth argument (nénumon) against names being by nature.
Obviously, in this case Aristotle reasons from ‘things’ to ‘names’ again, the
nature of the problem forbidding the opposite analysis.

An interesting refinement of the theory of homonymy and synonymy is
the development of a concept of ‘focal meaning’ (the termis coined by Owen
1986:184; cf. Lloyd 1987:198{f.). ‘Focal meaning’ is the phenomenon that
there is one focus, one common element in all the senses of a given word
(Owen 1986:183). Words with focal meaning are used ‘‘by reference to one
concept” (pros hén) or “taking their origin from one thing” (aph’ hends);,
the phenomenon is diagnosed as “‘being said in various senses”” (pollakhds
legesthai (e.g. Metaphysics 111,2.10033a33ft.) or “being said in more than
one sense” (pleonakhds légesthai, Topics 106b29ff., and it is explained as
follows:

“The term ‘being’ is used in various senses (pollakhds), but with reference to one central
idea (pros hén) and one definite characteristic, and not equivocally (homéniimos). Thus
as the term ‘healthy’ always relates to health (either as preserving it or as producing
it or as indicating it or as receptive of it) ... so ‘being’ is used in various senses, but
always with reference to one principle (To dé on légetai mén pollakhés, alla pros hen
kai mian tina philsin kai oukh homénimds, all’ hésper kai to hugieinon hdpan pros
hugieian, to0 mén tof phuldttein td dé to7 poiein to dé 167 sémeion einai tés hugiefas 1o
d’ hoti dektikon autés ... hotd dé kai to on légetai pollakhds mén all’ hdpan pros mian
arkhén, Metaphysics 111,2.1003a34ff., tr. Tredennick; cf. Met. 1X,3.1060b31{f.).

Aristotle needs this concept to explain the possibility of one unified theory of
Being in spite of the non-univocal nature of the word “being” (dn) itself,
which has different meanings in different categories (Owen 1986:181 ff.).

The difference with the concept of homonymy from On Categories is, that
the theory of ‘focal meaning’ starts from words, not from things. Nor are
words with ‘focal meaning’ to be identified with “things that are derivatively
named” (paronuma) (pace Ross ad Metaphysics111,2.1003a34 ff.). Paronyms
are things in the world, while words with ‘focal meaning’ are precisely that,
namely words. Secondly, words with ‘focal meaning’ are defined by their



THE GREEK TRADITION 199

relation to one concept (aph’ hends), while derivatively named things derive
their names “‘from something” (apd tinos), but differ in inflected or declined
verbal form (ptésis). And, thirdly, related inflected forms (ptdseis) can be
bearers of focal meaning, but this is nut necessarily the case. There is no need
to assume that every ‘paronym’ behaves as a word with focal meaning,
carrying more than one sense with a common concept as unifying factor (cf.
Topics 1,15.106b2¢9 ff.).

In another passage, it seems that (random) ‘equivocity’ is the general term
of which focal meaning is a special case (Nicomachean Ethics 1096b26 ff.,
with the commentary by Gauthier & Jolif). Aristotle would then distinguish
three different species of the genus ‘homonymy’, the most commeon of which
canitself also be called ‘homonymy’: (1) the case where completely different
and unrelated things share the same name by chance (example: ‘‘animal”
(z0ion)—this species may be called ‘homonymy’ too; it is homonymy par
excellence; (2) ‘focal meaning’: different things can be called by the same
name because they all relate to the same central concept, be it in different
ways (example: “healthy” (hugieinon)); (3) analogical or proportional
homonymy: things bear the same name, or acquire the same predicate because
they stand in a similar relationship to (ever varying) objects (example:
“good” (agathdén): Sightisto body as intellectis to soul. Therefore, the same
predicate (i.c. “good”) can be applied to both sight and intellect.

Interestingly, Aristotle extends the principle of proportionality both to
homonymy and to metaphor (cf. Poetics 21.1457b); there, he also explains
the linguistic process involved in terms of a transfer between species and
genera, and evinces a preference for the analogical type. In general, it seems
likely that the theory of ‘focal meaning’ and of ‘proportional homonymy’
originated in a rhetorical, rather than a logical context. This is, I think, clear
from the fact that Aristotle stresses its argumentative use: any sense applying
to ‘healthy’ also applies to ‘healthily’. This reminds one of the argumentative
‘paradigms’, groups of forms belonging together (sustoichia; in later theory
suzugia) that are discussed extensively in the Topics (e.g. 114a26ff.) (cf.
Sluiter 1990:84).

Aristotle’s contribution to the development of semantics was substantial.
His brief outline in On Interpretation was destined to become the most
discussed text in the history of linguistics. Building on Plato’s work, he
explicitly defined the relationship between language, thought and reality. His
theory of the symbolic (instead of mimetic) nature of the linguistic sign was
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revolutionary. He explained the existence of non-referential terms. In a great
many different contexts, in rhetoric, poetics, phonetics/acoustics, biology and
logic, he tried to clarify the various functions of language, and to determine
what language is for. The fact that language itself, as the embodiment of
common concepts, formed the starting-point as well as the method of doing
philosophy, is made explicitin his theory of the common concepts (éndoxa),
opinions (phainémena) and things said (legomena). These are subjected to
intensive scrutiny to eliminate untenable ones and to establish valid premisses
for scientific discourse.

8. The Hellenistic period: philosophy and philology

In the Hellenistic period (roughly from the death of Alexander (323 BCE) to
the Battle of Actium (31 BCE), new insights in semantics were mainly being
developed in two countexts: philosophy, with the important contributions of
the Stoa and Epicurus; and philology, with the tentative rise of a more techni-
cally oriented grammar as a by-product. It is important to realize that these
developments occur simultaneously—this is the reason why they are dis-
cussed in one section here.

The Stoa was founded in the early 3rd century BCE, and its most important
thinker, Chrysippus, lived from ca 280-205 BCE. After Aristotle’s methodical
differentiation of the various scientific disciplines, the Stoa stressed the unity
of its system, and it grounded its ethics in particular on a scientific basis (cf.
Schmidt 1984:287). The ‘wise man’ attains a state of freedom from emotional
disturbances (apdtheia), because he knows that virtue is the only good. Thus,
he is able to form correct judgements about every situation that presents itself
to him, and to evaluate it correctly. The constant correctness of these judge-
ments guarantees a continual state of tranquillity of mind. Judgements are
expressed in language, the bearer of truth and falsehood being the proposi-
tion. This is why language is an important topic for examination.

What happens when we form a judgement is the following: the material
world around us gives rise to presentations or impressions (phantasiai) that
are formed in our (equally material) souls. Our minds may either give their
assent to, or withhold it from such a presentation, which is always primary:

“For presentation comes first; then thought, which is capable of expressing itself, puts
into the form of discourse what it experiences through the presentation” (proégeitai
gar hé phantasia, eith’ hé didnoia eklalétiké hupdrkhousa, ho pdskhei hupo tés
phantasias, todto ekphérei [6goi, Diogenes Laertius Lives of Eminent Philosophers
7-49).
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One way to classify presentations, is to divide them into “‘rational”
(logikaf) and “‘irrational” (dlogoi) ones. A rational presentation (i.e. one
experienced by a rational being) is called a “thought process” (ndésis)
(Diogenes Laertius 7.51). The Stoic theory of meaning is intricately linked
up with these views about epistemology and, through them, with ethics.

Stoic ideas of language are discussed under two headings, one dealing with
language’sformal aspects (‘sound”’, phoné), the other with ‘meanings’” (sé-
mainémena) (Diogenes Laertius 7.43). Three elements are conjoined in any
given meaningful utterance: the signifier (sémainon), the extra-linguistic
referent (tunkhdnon) and the meaning (sémainémenon) (Sextus Empiricus
Against the Professors 8.11 f.). Signifier and referent are corporeal, for they
can act or be acted upon (e.g. a word can travel from speaker to listener).
Meaning is incorporeal, and remains unaffected by whatever happens to either
the signifier or thereferent. The Stoic chapter on the formal aspects of language
develops the idea of an implicative hierarchy: mere ‘sound’ is nothing but
battered air, verbal expression ({€xis) is sound that can be captured in writing
(i.e.thatis articulate), discourse (ldgos) is meaningful sound that is sent forth
from the mind (Diogenes Laertius 7.55f.). Notice that the concept of ‘word’
islacking. A sentence may be called /exis if abstraction is made fromits mean-
ing, and the emphasis is on its characteristic of being articulate (writable)
speech, Latertheory misunderstoodthis part of Stoic thought andreinterpreted
the distinction between léxis and [dgos asthatbetween ‘word’ and ‘sentence’.
The Stoa probably took over Plato’s and Aristotle’s suggestion of thought
being an internal dialogue, while meaningful language is thought that is ex-
pressed linguistically, in their distinction of a [dgos endidthetos “‘internal
reason/discourse’” and a ldgos prophorikds ‘‘expressed reason/discourse’”.

The chapter on meanings includes the theory of presentations or impres-
sions (phantasiai) discussed above, but it also develops the notion of the
lektén, the Stoic locus for meaning par excellence. A lekton or “‘sayable”
is defined as “‘that which subsists according to a rational presentation” (to
kata phantasian logikén huphistdmenon, Diogenes Laertius 7.63; Sextus
Empiricus 8.70). As we saw above, arational presentation, or thought-process
can be expressed in discourse, it is available to be expressed (i.e. ‘sayable’),
and so, through it, is the fact or event in the material world that gave rise to
the presentation or impression. In that sense ‘meaning’ is related to thought-
content in Stoic theory like it was in Aristotle. On the other hand, it does not
simply equal the thought-process (which is in itself material, because it is
mind in a certain condition), but it “‘subsists in accordance with it”’. The
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unusual verb “‘to subsist” (huphestdnai) is used, because lektd do not ‘exist’
in the full sense of the word, they are ‘somethings’, but they do not fall under
the conceptof ‘being’ (Long & Sedley 1987:1,1621f.). Like the other incorpo-
real items in Stoic ontology, time, place and the void, they ‘subsist’ only. The
incorporeal nature of the lekton is stressed by Seneca (Letters to Lucilius
117.13). The Stoics thus gave a place in their ontology to states of affairs of
the form ‘that Cato walks’, as opposed to the material Cato and his material
walking. As Seneca puts it: ““it makes all the difference whether you name
a thing or speak about it” (plurimum autem interest utrum illud dicas an de
illo, Letters to Lucilius 117.13).

Lektd can be either complete or incomplete, and, interestingly, this depends
on the completeness of the expression. A predicate like ‘writes’ is an incom-
plete expression, representing an incomplete lekton, for we ask ourselves:
“who writes?”’. Thus, a predicate is an incomplete lektdn. It is the ‘incom-
plete meaning’ corresponding to e.g. a verb on the level of the expression.
The standard example of a complete lektdn is the axiom or proposition, the
bearer of truth and falsehood (Diogenes Laertius 7.63). A predicate requires
a ‘nominative case’ in the open slot in order to produce an axiom, but the
‘nominative case’ itself is never called an incomplete lekton: to qualify as
alekton there has to be a propositional content, or the content of a speech-act.
This fits in with the difference between the Stoic logic of propositions as
opposed to the Aristotelian logic of terms.

The relationship between expressions and lekzd is especially interesting:
the restrictions of human language and thought make it necessary to talk
about these two items in isomorphic terms, but their elements do not have
a one-to-one correspondence. One expression may represent various lektd
and vice versa. Although according to the Stoa language was originally in
perfect rational order, the corruptions occurring with the passage of time
disturbed the primeval perfect economy of language, which included such
a one-to-one correspondence as well as complete perspicuity.

An example of disrupted perfection is the phenomenon of ambiguity.
Atherton (1993:53) points out the relevance of the ethical point of view in
this area as well: expressions which could give rise to two or more interpreta-
tions could mislead the would-be wise man inadvertently to give his assent
to a false presentation, and that in turn could endanger his success as a moral
agent, i.e. the achievement of apdtheia. The distinction between signifier and
referent solves the ambiguity of the “Wagon’, which seems to have occurred
independently in other grammatical traditions as well:

“If you say something, it passes through your lips: now you say wagon, consequently
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a wagon passes through your lips” (ei ti lalels, toito dia tod stématds sou diérkhetai;
hdmaxan dé laleis; hdmaxa dra did toil stomatds sou diérkhetai, Diogenes Laertius
Lives of Eminent Philosophers 7.187; tr. Hicks (cf. for full references Atherton

1993:285f.).

In their reading of Homer, the Stoics practised allegory, not so much to
show that Homer was a Proto-Stoic, but to prove that the truths they presented
could boast a long pedigree. In fact, it is likely that they believed that Homer
himself could not understand the deep truths hidden in his work anymore.
Again, the passage of time had corrupted original lucidity (cf. Long 1992).

Epicurus (341—271 BCE) showed an interest in language in two connec-
tions, namely its origin, and its epistemological role. He developed a philoso-
phy which aimed at procuring freedom of emotional disturbances (ataraxia),
by liberating mankind of fear of the gods and fear of death. The gods lead
aremote existence, far away from our world with which they do not interfere
at all. This theory gave Epicurus a vested interest in stressing the original
naturalness of language, which according to him came into being without any
divine intervention. When mankind further developed and organized its
rudimentary language, however, an element of arbitrariness and convention
was introduced.

More important for our present purposes are Epicurus’ views on the rela-
tionship between language and knowledge. Epicurean physicsis an atomistic
system, the world being material and built up out of clusters of atoms. Physi-
cal objects emit streams of particles, which form images. These images are
received by the observer or hearer, and may or may not be an accurate reflec-
tion of the original object—some wear and tear may occur during transmis-
sion. On the receiving end, there is a sensation (aisthésis) and/or a feeling
(pdthos), which are in themselves criteria of truth; they are always (subjec-
tively) ‘true’ in the sense that they are completely determined by the image.
They are indubitable facts of experience (Long 1971:116). If these sensations
or feelings are ‘clear’, i.e. if they are accompanied by the “‘clear view”
(endrgeia) and if they are compatible with the so-called “preconceptions”
(prolépseis), ajudgement can be formed which is objectively true. It is these
preconceptions which form the Epicurean locus for ‘meaning’.

“Preconception ... is as it were a perception, or correct opinion, or conception, or
universal ‘stored notion’ (i.e. memory) of that which has frequently become evident
externally: e.g. ‘Such and such a kind of thing is a man’. For as soon as the word ‘man’
is uttered, immediately its outline also comes to mind by means of preconception, since
the senses give the lead. Thus what primarily underlies each name is something self-
evident ... Nor would we have named something if we had not previously learnt its
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outline by means of preconception. Thus preconceptions are self-evident” (ten dé
prélépsin légousin hoionel katdlépsin & doxan orthén & énnoian & katholikén néésin
enapokeiménén, toutésti mnémen, toii polldkis éxdthen phanénios, hoion ‘to toioiitén
estin dnthropos’. hdma gar 107 rhéthénai dnthropos euthus kata prolepsin kal ho tipos
autod noeitai proégouméndon ton aisthésedn. panti oiin ondmati to protds hupo-
tetagménon enargés esti ... oud’ an dnomdsamén ti mé préteron autoil katd prolépsin
ton tipon mathéntes. enargeis oiin eisin hai prolépseis, Diogenes Laertius Lives of
eminent Philosophers 10.33, tr. Long & Sedley 1987:1,87f., adapted).

By repeatedly encountering a phenomenon and remembering those encoun-
ters, we acquire a generic notion of such an object of experience. It is this
concept which is naturally evoked by the name of that thing (cf. Long &
Sedley 1987:1,89). Conversely, we need such a concept in order to be able
to name a phenomenon in the first place. The “preconception” (prélépsis)
is the first thing that comes to mind (préoton enndéma, cf. Letter to Herodotus
38; 72), something underlying the sounds uttered (ta hupotetagména tois
phthéngois, Letter to Herodotus 371.), and these preconceptions are ‘self-
evident’ or ‘clear’, i.e. they need no exterior validation. The two sources
which deny that Epicurean philosophy knows of any mediator between names
and things have a clear Stoic bias (Plutarch Against Colotes 11 19F and Sextus
Empiricus Against the Professors 8.13): if they were looking for incorporeal
equivalents to Stoic lektd, the Epicurean theory would seem deficient indeed.
But the concept of prélépsis does mediate between the sounds (phthongor)
and things in the world.

Apart from the philosophical theories developed in the Hellenistic period,
this era also saw the rise of philology as a separate and distinguished disci-
pline with the foundation of the Museum at Alexandria. By sponsoring a
group of eminent scholars who were working on the cultural heritage of
Greece, the Ptolemies hoped to corroborate their claim to be the true heirs
of Alexander the Great, and of Greek culture (paideia) in general, which was
mainly embodied in the great Greek poets of the past, Homer prominent
among them. The three most famous philologists were Zenodotus (fl. 3rd
century BCE, Ist half), Aristophanes of Byzantium (ca. 255-180 BCE) and
Aristarchus (217-145 BCE).

Their interest in semantics is apparent from their lexicographical work:
Zenodotus composed lists of difficult words (Gléssai), Aristophanes wrote
several lexicographical treatises organised around semantic fields, and form-
ing part of the larger work called Words (Léxeis), e.g. on Names of Kinship
(Onémata Suggenikd) and Names of Ages (Peri onomasias helikion).
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Callanan (1987:90ff.) collects the evidence for his use of semantic criteria
in settling philological questions: he uses the concept of literal and metaphori-
cal usage, complete with the technical terms “properly/improperly used”
(kurios/akiros) and “metaphor” (metaphord). And he is also familiar with
the concepts of homonymy and the absence of a word that would fit a slot
in the lexical system (e.g. there is no Greek word that specifically describes
abrother’s wife)—this is the Democritean nonumon; Aristarchus himself does
not use any technical terminology for these latter two phenomena. He did
not write any lexica, but his commentaries contained numerous explanations
of poetic usage. In addition, of the three great Alexandrian philologists, it
is his exegetical principles that are most clearly identifiable: He tried to
explain Homer from Homer (whether or not that famous phrase can actually
be attributed to him), and asked for consistency and functionality in Homer’s
work. Where those characteristics seemed to be absent, he felt there was
reason to doubt the correctness of the transmission.

One of Aristarchus’ pupils is Dionysius Thrax (2nd century BCE). The Art
of Grammar that has come down to us under his name may or may not be
authentic, but it is certainly representative of the grammatical knowledge of
the time. It is a rather schematic overview of the tasks of the grammarian and
the parts of speech, with many subclassifications. Three out of six tasks of
the grammarian have a clear semantic component: “‘exegesis according to
the poetical expressions” (ex&gésis kata toils enupdrkhontas poiétikouis tré-
pous, 1 p. 5,4); “‘prompt rendering of poetical words and realia” (glosson
te kal historion prokheiros apddosis, 1, p. 6,1); and “‘discovery of etymol-
ogy”’ (etumologias hetiresis, 1,p. 6,11.). The brief section on punctuation de-
fines both the full-stop and the comma in relation to the question whether or
notthe “thoughthasbeencompleted” (e.g. dianoias apértisménes, 4,p.7,5).
Similarly, the sentence is defined as “‘a composite prose expression, indicat-
ing a complete thought” (pezés léxeds sinthesis didnoian autotelé déloiisa).

Some of the definitions of the parts of speech have a semantic component
(e.g. the noun “‘signifies a body or a thing” (séma é pragma semainon), the
verb signifies an action or passion, and the pronoun indicates previously iden-
tified persons). Moreover, the noun and the adverb are further classified
according to semantic criteria. In the case of the noun such a classification
is applied twice. First it affects the subtypes of derived nouns, and then it is
used to categorize the nouns as a whole. Interestingly, the subclassification
of the derived nouns is itself a mix of semantic and morphological criteria.
Derived nouns can be patronymics, words indicating possession, compara-
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tives, superlatives, terms of endearment, but also (and there is no indication
that we are on a different level here) words derived from nouns, or from verbs
(12, p. 25,3ff.).

Although semantic criteria have a considerable relevance, there is no
explicittheory of meaning in Alexandrian grammar. The notion that meaning
resides on the level of the proposition only is clearly abandoned, in favour
of a view which attributes meaning to individual words. For the first time,
the notions of word and sentence start playing a role.

Philology became an intellectual trend in this period, to the extent that it
actually influenced the modes of thought in non-linguistic disciplines like
medicine. The works attributed to the great 5th-century-BCE physician Hip-
pocrates attracted the same kind of philological attention as did Homer.
Lexica and commentaries were being produced, and, clearly, the predominant
interest in Hippocrates’ medical information and the virtual irrelevance of
his literary qualities promoted an even stronger concentration of what the
texts actually meant—at least this is what the exegetes themselves claim. In
fact, however, the dominant literary paradigm and its requirements do influ-
ence their interpretations. Apart from medicine, in the 2nd century BCE the
philosophical texts by Epicurus were the object of a commentary by Deme-
trius Lacon, who also applied philological tools to elucidate the meaning of
Epicurus’ words. Unclarities in the work of the master had to be eliminated,
because they disturbed the tranquillity of mind of his followers, the very goal
of Epicurean philosophy. As in the Stoic theory of ambiguity, an ethical
motivation validates the study of language and texts. A whole stream of
philosophical and technical commentaries on great authoritative texts by past
masters was to follow. Neo-Platonists (commenting on Plato and Aristotle)
and Christians (commenting on the Bible), developed exegetical and herme-
neutic principles, for instance, that a text should be interpreted in view of a
unified theme (Jamblichus, 3rd century CE), even if read on different levels;
or that true understanding was a matter of inspiration. They also looked for
criteria on the basis of which one could decide whether texts were to be read
literally or allegorically. However, no new theories of linguistic meaning
were generated in this context.

9. Apolionius Dyscolus: the role of semantics in syntactic theory

The grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus (2nd century CE) wrote an extensive
oeuvre, which has only partially come down to us. Apart from three minor
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works (On Pronouns, OnAdverbs and On Conjunctions)and some fragments,
we have his four books On Syntax. Apollonius made a substantial contribu-
tion towards making grammar an autonomous discipline. He wants to provide
a framework for problem-solving, which can be used by philologists, who
try to establish the correct text of their literary authors (didrthasis), rhetori-
cians and philosophers, who look for linguistic purity and correctness
(Hellenismos) and orthographers, who investigate criteria for correct spelling.
Apolloniusisindebted to all of these groups, especially to the (Stoic) philoso-
phers, but his own work claims to provide a new and independent method
for all of them. Part of his conceptual linguistic model is philosophical in
origin, but Apollonius is not committed to Stoic philosophy. Part of his input
may be Stoic, but his output is his own.

According to Apollonius, language is an orderly system, with a hierarchy
of levels, ascending from letters, to syllables, to words, through concepts,
to the meaningful and grammatically sound sentence (autotelés l6gos) (On
Syntax 1,2, 2.3ff.). There is isomorphism between the several levels: their
organisation is structurally identical and the orderly and regular combination
of elements from each level forms those of a higher one. The complete
sentence can be formed by words, because upon each word an intelligible
(concept), a meaning that can be thought (noéton) is grafted, and these mean-
ings are the elements (stoikheia, the same word is used for “letters””) of the
meaningful and complete sentence:

“And just as the elements [i.e. letters] in their combinations complete syllables, so too
does the syntax of the intelligibles complete syllables in a certain sense, through the
combination of words. Again, as the word comes from the syllables, so does the com-
plete sentence come from the regularity (symmetrical congruence) of the intelligibles™
(kai hos ta stoikheia tas sullabas apotelet kata tas epiplokds, hoiito kal hé suntaxis ton
noétbn trépon tind sullabis apotelései dia tés epiplokés 1on léxedn. kai éti hon trépon
ek t6n sullabbn heé léxis, hotitds ek tés katalleltétos tbn noétén ho autotelés légos, On
Syntax 1,2, 2.11ff.; tr. Blank 1983:30).

The rational and regular structure of language makes it possible for the
grammarian to deduce rules according to strictly rational principles, rational
orderliness being the main criterion for linguistic correctness. Other criteria
are the established usage of cultivated people, literary precedents, and the
authority of previous scholars. All these criteria are used to track down and
diagnose phenomena of ‘‘grammatical irregularity” (t0 akatdllélon), and to
establish the ‘‘regularity of the complete sentence” (katallélotés tod
autotelodls l6gou).

A sentenceis “regular’ (katdllelos)if all its parts are syntactically congru-
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ent and semantically compatible. ‘“‘Regularity” (katalléldies) refers to the
mutual relationships of the constituents of a sentence; it is the notion into
which symmetry of structure and semantics merge. In fact, syntax—the Greek
word siintaxis means no more than the combination/collocation of words,
or constituents—is a function of semantics. The reason why certain words
can be combined, whereas others yield an ungrammatical construction, must
be sought on the level of meaning.

The central portion of the On Syntax (the opening section of book 111) is
devoted to an explanation of the phenomenon of ungrammaticality. What are
its causes? Words have a certain (Iexical) meaning, but apart from that they
also carry information imparted through inflection (e.g. tense, voice, mood,
number, case, gender). Two words will be regularly and grammatically
construed if all information conveyed by them is compatible (On Syntax
111,14, 280.1ff.). If a word is unmarked for a certain category (e.g. an in-
declinable part of speech like the adverb is unmarked for case), it cannot be
incompatible with information conveyed by that category in the rest of the
sentence, because it cannot be demonstrated to be incorrect by the substitution
of a better alternative (111,17, 282.1ff.). This is expressed e.g. in the phrase:

“No part of speech can be ungrammatical in respect of a category which it fails to
distinguish” (oudén méros l6gou ginetai akatdllelon en hot mé diekrithe, On Syntax
111,51, 316.10ff.; tr. Householder).

Adverbs are usually not marked for tense, since they are indeclinable. There-
fore, the adverb ‘here’ can be construed with all tenses. But a word like ‘yes-
terday’ does convey a temporal sense in its lexical meaning, and this explalns
why it cannot be construed with a future tense.

‘Meaning’ and ‘intelligibles’ are the substance of regu[arity, but they are
empbhatically tied to the level of the expression. If someone points ata woman
and complains ‘he has beaten me’, nothing is wrong with the grammaticality
and regularity of the sentence. Katallélotés is definitely a characteristic of
language rather than a function of the relation between language and reality.
The same plaintiff exclaiming: ‘she have beaten me’ does produce an un-
grammatical sentence, even if he successfully points out the culprit:

“For irregularity or regularity are not to be found in the substance of discourse (tofs
hupokeiménois), but in the combination of the words™ (ou gar en tois hupokeiménois
10 akatdllelon estin & katdllélon, en dé tei suntdxei ton léxeon, On Syntax 111,10,
275.6ff.).

Apollonius’ problem-solving approach is diagnostic in nature: even though
an expression seems to be familiar and in order, it can still be incorrect, and
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the grammarian who follows Apollonius’ logical principles will be able to
demonstrate this. He will reveal incorrect usage by substituting a (more)
correct alternative. Thus, correct usage refutes the incorrect, a principle styled
élenkhos.

Apollonius’ view of language is normative. Originally, language was in
perfect regular order and there was a one-to-one relationship between words
and meanings. However, that order has been disturbed and corrupted over
time. The grammarian needs to understand the basic regularity in order to
be able to correct mistakes, or to explain the rules underlying an aberration.
On the other hand, Apollonius is no reformer nor does he demand a return
to the pristine state of language. He wants to understand the linguistic system
and to correct those (new) mistakes which are not integral to linguistic usage
already. He shows, for instance, that the Greek idiom which construes a
neuter plural subject with a predicate in the singular is strictly speaking
irregular, but he does not propose to abolish it (On Syntax 111,50, 315.16ff.;
Schenkeveld 1994:2951f.). In order to explain the ‘regular meaning’ of a
given Greek sentence, he has to take recourse to a paraphrase in normalized
Greek, which purports to represent as regularly as possible all aspects of the
meaning of the sentence in question (in fact, the lekton). Such paraphrases
or translations into structurally perspicuous, truly regular sentences are called
to hexés, ‘‘the orderly version” . Here, the original one-to-one correspondence
between words and meanings is artificially restored.

It will be clear from the foregoing that Apollonius works with the Stoic
dichotomy between sounds (phonai) and meanings (sémaindmena). His three
minor works reflect this dichotomy in their structure. Apollonius always
opens with a discussion of the various definitions and names for a given part
of speech, their syntax (or place in the sentence) and examples of words
which may or may not belong to this particular part of speech. All of this
comes under the heading of “sense, meaning” (énnoia); notice especially
that this also holds good for syntax. After that he will turn to a discussion of
the morphology of the relevant part of speech (skhéma tés phonés).

Meaning is always intrinsically more important than form. Not only is it
the determining factor in establishing grammatical regularity (katallelotes),
itis also meaning which is decisive for assigning a word to one part of speech
rather than another (merismds). Forms of words may undergo various chan-
ges, but these cannot affect their meaning. In this sense, Apollonius is an
interesting illustration of the fact that ancient grammar mainly concentrates
on two levels, the morphological one (cf. his interest in parsing (merismos)),
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and the semanto-logical one (cf. his interest in meaning). Syntax in our sense
of the word, as a purely grammatico-structural phenomenon, hardly plays
any role.

10. Augustine: semantics and theology

Augustine (354—430 CE) was well-versed in pagan scholarship, although he
had had a slow start. Before his conversion to Christianity, he specialized in
rhetoric. After his conversion, he wrote on the liberal arts (treatises on gram-
mar and dialectic are extant) and developed a programme for a Christian
education. His ideas on language and the problem of meaning are deeply
influenced by previous philosophical scholarship, although heavily filtered
through Roman sources and schooltexts. Augustine’s command of Greek was
poor and he is not likely to have studied the relevant sources (especially the
Stoic ones) in any great depth. The resulting theories are thoroughly Chris-
tianized and often original. The works that are most relevant here are On
Dialectic (386~7 CE), On the Teacher (ca. 389), On Christian Culture (397,
part of book 3 and all of book 4 was written in 427), and On the Trinity (415).

In On Dialectic Augustine is the first firmly to incorporate the study of
the linguistic sign into a general theory of signs; in Hellenistic philosophy
language had never been regarded as the system of signs par excellence,
although a theory of sign-inference had been important in both Stoic and
Epicurean philosophy. Augustine identifies the word as the locus for mean-
ing. A word is the smallest combination of signifier and signified. This latter
dichotomy is Stoic in origin, but Augustine’s application of the theory is new
in that Stoic theory had no place for the concept of ‘word’ at all. They distin-
guished strings of articulated sound (/éxis) and meaningful articulated sound
as found in a proposition (I6gos). Augustine’s theory is a blend of Stoic
philosophical influence and Roman school grammar, which focused entirely
on words.

On Dialectic refines the Latin terminology to express the distinctions that
apply to any given expression: a word (verbum) qua physical sound (sonus)
is opposed to that aspect that is grasped not by the ears, but by the mind, the
dicibile “sayable”, a calque on the Stoic lektdn, although lektdn is never
related to words in isolation. The referent is distinct from this ‘“‘meaning”:
it is called res, equivalent to Greek prdgma in the trivial, non-Stoic sense.
A further distinction is made between words that are used to refer to them-
selves, in which case their res is equivalent to verbum, and words which are
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not used autonomously, but to signify something else: in that case the techni-
cal term s dictio (On Dialectic 5). Any given word is therefore a nodal point
in which four aspects converge: verbum, dicibile, dictio and res. Augustine
is the first systematically to distinguish ‘use’ and ‘mention’ of a word in his
terminology.

Aristotelian influence may be detected in Augustine’s view that written
language is a sign of spoken language:

“Every word is a sound, for when it is written it is not a word but the sign of a word”
(Omne verbum sonat. Cum enim est in scripto, non verbum sed verbi signum est, On
Dialectic 5; tr. Jackson).

In the dialogue On the Teacher the relationship between language and
knowledge is investigated. The two basic functions of language are to teach
(cf. Plato) and to remind, but after a first half in which it is argued that it is
impossible to learn anything without signs, the second half of the dialogue
leads to an impasse: for it is argued that signs are learned and understood
from the things of which they are signs, and not vice versa (X,33). We need
knowledge, before we can understand signs. Therefore, language by itself
cannot teach us anything. The solution to this dilemma is theological: getting
to know intelligibles can only come about through revelation. The interior
teacher is the Word, Christ, who ““‘can teach by at once displaying to the mind
the reality to be known and providing the language for its understanding”
(Markus 1957:69) (cf. On the Teacher X11,39).

Some of these ideas are further developed in On the Trinity, when Augus-
tine comes to reflect on the nature of the Word. The ‘interior word’ is an
abstractconcept in thatitis unrelated to any particular language (in that sense
it resembles the ‘Form’ or ‘Idea’ (eidos) of the first theory of meaning in the
Cratylus (see above, Section 6). The ‘“word which is luminous inside”
(verbum quod intus lucet) is opposed to its external realisation, the “word
heard sounding outside” (verbum quod foris sonat) (Onthe Trinity Xv,11.20;
Markus 1957:77). Communication is realized because the internal word in
the interlocutor’s mind is activated by speech addressed to him. The distinc-
tion is reminiscent of the theory of “internal” and “expressed reason/dis-
course”, the ldgos endidthetos and the [6gos prophorikos.

On Christian Culture is the first systematic attempt to develop a Christian
curriculum, preparing for an adequate interpretation of the Bible. The process
of communication is described as follows:

“When we speak, the word that we carry in our hearts turns into sound, in order that what
we carry in our mind may glide into the mind of the hearer through his carnal ears. It
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is called expression. However, it is not our thought that is converted into that same
sound, but our thought remains intact with itself; it takes on the form of the words in
which it insinuates itself into the ears, without being affected by any kind of internal
change” (cum loguimur, ut id quod animo gerimus in audientis animum per aures
carneas illabatur, fit sonus verbum quod corde gestamus, et locutio vocatur; nec tamen
in eundem sonum cogitatio nostra convertitur, sed apud se manens integra, formam
vocis qua se insinuet auribus, sine aliqua labe suae mutationis assumit, On Christian
Culture 1,13.12).

Discourse is a transfer of thought from one mind to the other through the
temporary physical medium of sound. The fact that the internal word,
thought, remains intact and complete is important because of the analogy with
the Incarnation of God’s Word. The general framework for the interpretation
of the Bible is equally determined by religious considerations: the starting-
point for every interpretation is love of God and of one’s neighbour, and the
triad faith, hope and love (1,35.39; 37.41{f.).

In the following books (especially book 11) Augustine takes up the theory
of signs, of which words are the prime examples. He draws a distinction
between ‘‘signs” (signa) and “‘things” (res), pointing out that signs are
things, too, but that not all things are signs. In the case of words, it is almost
exclusively their nature of being signs that is relevant. A sign is defined as
follows:

“A sign ... is a thing which, in addition to what it is perceived to be by the senses also
brings something else to mind” (signum ... est res, praeter speciem quam ingerit
sensibus aliud aliquid ex se faciens in cogitationem venire, On Christian Culture11,1.1;
tr. Markus 1957:71).

Signs can be divided into ‘natural’ ones and ‘given’ ones. Words belong to
the latter class, and derive their meaning from convention, or consensus.
After a discussion of the general education necessary to the would-be
interpreter of the Bible, Augustine devotes the third book to the problem of
ambiguity. Some contexts are not immediately transparent and it is imperative
that the exegete know how to deal with these. In literal expressions, ambigu-
ity will usually be solved by the context, a comparison of different transla-
tions or a comparison with the original (111,4.8). To prevent error and heresy,
it is crucial to be able to determine when a text is to be taken literally and
when figuratively (111,5.9; 10.14). Inthis book he integrates pagan hermeneu-
tics and pagan education in a completely Christian framework. His criteria
are in part familiar from the pagan tradition (cf. above), e.g. if the surface
meaning of the text yields an unacceptable meaning, it should be interpreted
allegorically. The historical framework should be taken into account, so that
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something which can be taken literally in the time in which it was written
should not be interpreted allegorically in Augustine’s time (111,22.32) (a
principle already known to Aristotle and to Aristarchus). Augustine also
advocates the principle of explaining the Bible from the Bible (e.g.
111,27.38f.). However, his particular slant is completely Christianized, the
final test being whether or not a text is compatible with the prime directives
of love of God and of one’s neighbour (111,10.14). It is very interesting that
Augustine stipulates explicitly that the text of the Bible can carry more than
one meaning simultaneously: all these meanings have been foreseen and
intended by the Holy Spirit (111,27.38).

Augustine’s unique achievement was to adopt and adapt the pagan philo-
sophical heritage in such a way that it came to be an acceptable basis for the
Christian Middle Age. This goes in particular for the analogies he sees be-
tween the human word and the Word, second person of the Holy Trinity,
which preserves its integrity and completeness while it is transferred through
a physical medium from one person to another. Communication and revela-
tion are put on an analogical footing.

II. Semantics and translations

Early Greek exegetical techniques included paraphrase and the replacement
of difficult poetical words with more ordinary prosaic ones. Translation of
a word into synonymous expressions (metdlépsis) was to remain common
scholiast practice, and it was an important way to establish the semantic
content of a word for a grammarian like Apollonius Dyscolus (cf. Sluiter
1990:111ff.). The Greek dialects, too, posed problems of ‘translation’ into
the dominant Attic or Koine. However, translations from foreign languages
into Greek or vice versa are virtually absent from Greek linguistic thought.
The Greeks did not have any particular systematic interest in other languages,
although one does find the incidental comparison of words, and although
there must have been numerous interpreters in cosmopolitan cities like Athens
and Alexandria. Very little by way of linguistic comparison is to be found
in Greek technical literature. Where literary works are concerned, Herodotus
has incidental remarks about the words other people use for certain phenom-
ena, and Aristophanes pokes fun at the incomprehensible gibberish of for-
eigners (e.g. in his Acharnians). Other tongues were styled “‘barbarian”, and
were compared to animal sounds (especially twittering birds, e.g. Aeschylus
Agamemnon 1050-53, cf. Sluiter 1990:206).
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In fact, mutual incomprehension between Greeks and foreigners, rather
than the possibility of translation is what one finds mainly stressed in the
theoretical literature about language. Greeks can perceive the sounds of a
barbarian language, they can distinguish the vocal inflections, but that does
not give them the knowledge of an interpreter, i.e. the meaning of the words
remains obscure to them (Plato Theaetetus 163b1ff.). Earlier, Heraclitus had
already pointed out that eyes and ears are poor witnesses if one has a barbar-
ian soul, 1.e. if the sense-data fail to be interpreted correctly (Fr. B 107). The
Stoics define ‘meaning’ with reference to its availability to “‘foreigners”
(bdrbaroi): they hear the sounds (phoné) which carry the meaning, but are
still unable to grasp it (Sextus Empiricus Against the Professors 8.12). In fact
this proves that phdneé as such is meaningless: if it were meaningful, perceiv-
ing the sounds would entail grasping the meaning, but in fact foreigners
(bdrbaroiy are unable to do this (Sextus Empiricus Against the Professors
8.134, cf. 1.155). Sextus uses the same point to prove that discourse does not
signify ‘“‘by nature” (phisei). This appears from the fact that not everyone
understands everyone else, but that there is a mutual lack of communication
between Greeks and foreigners, and even between Greeks and Greeks, and
foreigners and foreigners (Sextus Empiricus Against the Professors 1.371.,
ct. Outlines of Pyrrhonism 2.214 and 3.267). This link between the conven-
tional nature of language and the fact that writing and sounds are not the same
for everyone goes back to Plato (Cratylus 385doff.) and Aristotle’s On
Interpretation 1 (16a4ff.).

The first major translation project in the Greek world was that of the
Septuagint (2nd century BCE), but no theory of translation was required at
that point, because it was claimed that the Greek end-result itself was the
product of divine inspiration, seventy-two translators having separately and
independently produced an identical version.

For explicit theories of translation we have to wait until the Romans, who
used Greek as a metalanguage, whenever they were talking about the Latin
language. This goes especially for the Roman grammarians, but it is also
evident from observations like those of Augustine, who notices that some
expressions are ambiguous, because they mean one thing in Greek and
another in Latin (e.g. lege is Greek for “‘read” (imperative) and Latin for
“law” (in the ablative case), On Christian Culture 1,24.37). This is, of
course, a late example (end 4th century CE), but right from the beginning the
Romans were very conscious of the existence of Greek as a ‘Kultursprache’;
indeed, for a long time it was not certain whether Latin would ever acquire
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asimilar status inits ownright. ARoman annalist like Fabius Pictor (3rd/2nd
century BCE) wrote his works directly in Greek. The first Latin poet was in
fact a Greek, Livius Andronicus, who translated the Odyssey into Latin (3rd
century BCE). Early comic poets, like Plautus (250-184 BCE) and Terence
(2nd century BCE), heavily relied on Greek examples and translated parts of
them, although they managed to produce something new and uniquely Roman
in the process. Terence has the prologue-speaker in his Adelphoe recommend
him for the faithfulness of his translation:

“He has translated it word for word” (verbum de verbo expressum extulit, Adelphoe 11).

In the 1st century BCE we find more theoretical reflections on the process
of translation as such. It is once again the translation of Greek poetry that
triggers Horace’s remark that one should not be too compulsive about follow-
ing one’s model (Ars Poetica 133). The project of giving the Romans their
own philosophical terminology was undertaken by Cicero and Lucretius.
Cicero frequently reflects on this enterprise, and he feels strongly that one
should notbe too literal-minded while translating. Incidentally he will suggest
a word-for-word (verbum e verbo) isomorphic translation (e.g. Lucullus 17),
which amounts to a calque, e.g. conprehensio for Greek katdlepsis. Usually,
however, he is disparaging about this behaviour which befits a mere inter-
preter: he prefers remodelling his example as an orator should (O the Best
Type of Orator 14; de Finibus 3.15): he wants to translate not the words, but
the force, the meaning (non verba, sed vim, Academica 1.10). Neologisms
are not forbidden, but one should look for a natural equivalent, paraphrase
if necessary, or take over a Greek word as a technical term (de Finibus 3.15).
The 1st-century-CE philosopher Seneca agrees with him in his rejection of
word-for-word isomorphism:

“This abiding stability of mind the Greeks call ‘euthymia’, ‘well-being of the soul’ ...;
I call it tranquillity. For there is no need to imitate and reproduce words in their Greek
shape; the thing itself, which is under discussion, must be designated by some name
which ought to have, not the form, but the force, of the Greek term” (Hanc stabilem
animi sedem Graeci euthymian vocant ...; ego tranquillitatem voco. Nec enim imitari
et transferre verba ad illorum formam necesse est; res ipsa, de qua agitur, aliquo
signanda nomine est, quod appellationis Graecae vim debet habere, non faciem, On
Tranquillity of Mind 2.3).

And when looking for a translation of the Greek apdtheia ‘“‘non-suffering”
in the sense of “freedom from affections and emotional disturbances’, he
equally rejects the formation of the calque impatientia (‘“‘non-suffering”’; the
word was already in use as “impatience’) (Letters to Lucilius 9.2).
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In the Roman world, too, the translation of the Bible was a major event.
Jerome (4th century CE), who translated the Bible into Latin, composes along
letter which forms a treatise on the best style of translation (Letters 57). The
letter was not instigated by his translation of the Bible, however, but was
written after he had been attacked for a sloppy translation of a Greek letter.
In his defense, he firmly places himself in the tradition of Horace, Cicero and
Seneca, rejecting a literalistic approach in favour of one aiming to convey
the intention of the words. He makes an exception for Bible translations,
which, however, is not always reflected in his actual translations (cf. Barte-
link 1980):

“For not only do I admit, but I even freely proclaim that when I translate Greek texts,
with the exception of Holy Scripture where even the word order is a mystery, I do not
translate word-for-word, but meaning for meaning’ (Ego enim non solum fateor, sed
libera voce profiteor me in interpretatione Graecorum absque scripturis sanctis, ubi
et verborum ordo mysterium est, non verbum e verbo, sed sensum exprimere de sensu,
Letters 57.5)

Augustine thought Jerome’s translation was rather too free, and preferred the
old-fashioned Itala on the grounds that it ““clung more closely to the words™
(est verborum tenacior) ““while the intention is clear’” (cum perspicuitate
sententiae, On Christian Culture11,15.22. This combination is obviously the
most ideal.

Clearly, the opposition between words and meanings was completely
internalized by the 1st century BCE. It was also realized that a preference for
a translation ad sensum would enhance the literary quality of the translation
(this is Jerome’s point), while a literal translation shows the faithfulness of
the plodding interpreter. As so often, the ideal solution was the middle road.

12. Conclusion

In this essay we have tried to show the central role of meaning in Greek
linguistic thought. In a way, the earliest emergence of linguistic concerns in
the form of etymology set the tone for what was to come. Etymology was
a strategy to get a sense of control over a baffling world, an attempt to under-
stand the world through language. It focused on single words, especially
names. Interpretation of larger contexts is attested at an early stage in the
form of explaining dreams and oracles, taken as divine communications.
Once the focus of attention, the nature of language kept occupying the
Greek intellectuals: its potential for persuasion and entertainment was ex-
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plored by the sophists, who lay the foundation of theoretical rhetoric and
poetical theory. The relationship between language and knowledge, and
language and the outside world occupied the philosophers who started where
the poets had left off. Plato feels compelled to address these problems, be-
cause contemporary speculation seemed to undermine the whole enterprise
of dialectic. The first of the two theories of meaning put forward in the Craty-
lus locates meaning in the ideal Form of a name, which the name-giver has
tokeep in view. Alternatively, aname is felt to represent the namegiver’s view
of reality. Plato assigns language its proper place in the dialectical process:
it is its instrument and vehicle, but it does not form a fit object for research
in and of itself, nor is it a reliable source of information about the world: at
best, it represents the name-givers’ opinions of the world. In the Sophist, it
is recognized that propositional meaning (and, therefore, truth and falsity)
resides, not in the single word, but in a syntactically complete sentence.

Aristotle agrees that language can represent established opinion, but in his
eyes common opinions and expressions form a legitimate starting-point for
philosophical inquiry. However, he does not endorse reliance on etymology,
which can only be used as a back-up argument, not in the course of establish-
ing scholarly proof. Aristotle’s view of language as a conventional symbolic,
rather than mimetic, system was to revolutionize linguistic thought. In his
mentalistic view, language signifies the speaker’s thoughts.

In the Hellenistic period, important contributions to the theory of meaning
were made by the Epicureans, but especially by the Stoics. Their radical
distinction between form and meaning, not in the context of the single
word—which plays no role whatsoever—, but in that of the proposition came
to form part of the common stock of linguistic concepts at the disposal of
every educated Greek. Meaning is something incorporeal, subsistent on
thought, that has the potential to be expressed in language—hence its name:
“sayable” (lekton). Now that meaning was recognized as having an identity
of its own, different from sound, concept or thing, theoretically the way was
made clear for a purely linguistic approach to semantics, as opposed to a
logical one; however, this was not to happen in Antiquity. Both the Stoics
and the Epicureans had good philosophical motives for studying language:
misunderstanding this vehicle for thought was a severe threat to the ultimate
attainment of a philosopher’s happiness.

In the same period, the Museum at Alexandria was established, Center for
Hellenic Studies avant la lettre, where philology was the intellectual fashion
of the day, because it was the instrument to preserve the cultural inheritance
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of archaic and classical Greece. The interpretation of the poets, Homer
prominent among them, had always formed part of the Greek intellectual
tradition and the school curriculum. Now, it became a separate discipline,
philology. Apart from lexicography, interpretive principles were established
to determine whether the texts of the great poets were in good order. Philoso-
phers and doctors followed the intellectual trend, and applied the tools of
philology to write commentaries and lexica on the authoritative works from
their respective traditions, Epicurus, Plato, Aristotle, and Hippocrates.

This whole tradition of studying the meaning of language in whichever
form, was probably one of the main reasons why no Greek equivalent of a
purely structural syntax ever emerged. Language was either studied at the
basic level of the single word, or for its communicative or logical value. The
intermediate stage was not skipped altogether, but observations pertaining
to the formal syntactic structure of language are rather incidental. The word
‘syntax’ had been around for along time, but meant no more than the combi-
nation or the collocation of lexical items to achieve a certain effect. This
focus on the meaning of language, on its communicative function, is also
central to the work of the ‘syntactician’ Apollonius Dyscolus, in which
semantical concerns came to form the basis of a theory of grammatical
regularity (katallelotées). He focuses mainly on the construction of the com-
plete sentence, expressing a complete meaning.

In the work of Augustine, a synthesis is achieved between the pagan
philosophical, rhetorical and philological tradition, and Christian religion:
he develops a Christian curriculum for the ideal exegete of the Bible. Augus-
tine is the first to make a clear distinction between ‘use’ and ‘mention’. He
explicitly redirects the search for meaning to the individual word, in a confir-
mation of the fact that the Stoics’ concentration on the incorporeal proposi-
tion had been unable to win the day in school-practice.

Ancient theories of translation, the last topic briefly discussed here, corrob-
orate the fact that form-meaning distinctions had been completely absorbed
into ancient linguistic thought. Not surprisingly, a translation that stays close
to the “Wortlaut’ of the original while at the same time completely conveying
its meaning and intention, is generally preferred.

3. Suggestions for further reading

1. The best general introduction to the Greek grammatical tradition is proba-
bly still Steinthal (1890-91) and Pfeiffer (1968). A brief survey of ancient
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views on ‘meaning’ is to be found in Calboli (1992). Manetti (1987) discusses
ancient theories of signs. Di Cesare (1980) deals with ancient philosophical
theories of meaning (up to and including the Epicureans, but without the
Stoics).

2. For Greek grammatical terminology, see also Bécares Botas (1985).

3. See Kraus (1987) on the relationships between words and things. Amsler
(1989) deals with etymology; he focuses mainly on later antiquity, but gives
a useful survey of earlier material. Good general discussion of etymology
in Herbermann 1991. Rank (1951) is still indispensable on Homeric etymol-
ogy; on Homeric names, Peradotto (1990) is good. Leclerc (1993) deals with
Hesiod’s views on language and names. For Aristotle’s use of etymology,
see Eucken (1869:246)

4. For pre-Alexandrian exegetical techniques, see Manetti (1987) (on signs);
Sluiter (1994) (Themistocles’ interpretation of the Delphic oracle).
Paraphrastic techniques and glosses in Plato: Bottin (1975). On allegory:
Buffiere (1956), who is also indispensable for Homeric interpretations in
antiquity in general; Whitman (1987), see also under 8.

5. General survey of linguistic ideas in the Pre-Socratics in Schmitter (1991)
and Di Cesare (1980); on Heraclitus’ theory of meaning, see Hussey (1982).
For the sophists, see Di Cesare (1991), for Prodicus, Momigliano (1929-30),
for Gorgias, Kraus (1987:1711ff.) and Di Cesare (1991:95f.). Heinimann (1945
(1972)) is still fundamental on the opposition némos—phiisis, characteristic
of the intellectual outlook of the period.

6. Derbolav (1972) provides a survey of the extensive literature on Plato’s
Cratylus. Goldschmidt’s essay (1940) is still important. Of the more recent
literature, see especially Denyer (1991) on the problem of truth and falsehood,
and Baxter (1992) on the theory of names and the etymological section.

7. Excellent overview of the Aristotelian philosophy of language in Ax
(1992), see also Flashar (1983). Arens (1984) discusses the vital first section
of On Interpretation, for which see further Montanari (1984; 1988) and
Weidemann (1994).

8. For Hellenistic philosophy, see Long & Sedley 1987, who collect the most
important sources with translations and commentary. On Stoic semantics,
see Frede (1978), Egli (1986), Sluiter (1990:13ff. and forthc.) and Hiilser
(1992). Schenkeveld (1984:326-31) discusses the parallels between the Stoic
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theory of lektd and Searle’s speech act theory. For Stoic allegoresis,
Steinmetz (1986), Most (1989) and Long (1992). Epicurean semantics is
discussed in Long (1971), Sedley (1973), and Hossenfelder (1991). Glidden
(1983) takes a different view from the one expounded here. For Alexandrian
philology, see, apart from Pfeiffer (1968), Callanan (1987) with the critical
discussion and corrections in Schenkeveld (1990). On the Techne ascribed
to Dionysius Thrax, see Law and Sluiter (1995).

9. Apollonius Dyscolus On Syntax is available in the English version by
Householder (1981) (a new translation is being prepared by Jean Lallot). For
discussions of Apollonius’ semantic views, see Blank (1982 and 1993), and
Sluiter (1990). Van Ophuijsen (1993) provides a discussion of some of the
relevant technical terms from the semantic field of ‘meaning’, notably
prdgma, didthesis, énnoia, and paremphainein and related terms.

10. Rotta (1909) discusses theories of language in patristic authors. For
Augustine, see especially Markus (1957) and Baratin (1981); further Gangutia
(1977) and Manetti (1987).

11. On ancient theories of translation, see Bartelink (1980). On the general
issue, of course, Steiner (1992%).

14. Bibliographical references

A. Primary sources

Apollonius Dyscolus, On Syntax. Transl. by Fred W. Householder, The Syntax of Apollonius
Dyscolus. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1981.

Aristotle, On Interpretation, Categories, Topics, Sophistic Refutations. Ed. by W.D. Ross,
The Works of Aristotle translated into English. Vol. 1. Transl. by EM. Edghill, Categoriae
and De Interpretatione. Transl. by W.A. Pickard-Cambridge, Topica and De Sophisticis
Elenchis. London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1928.

——. The Categories, On Interpretation. Transl. by Harold P. Cook. London: Heinemann
(Loeb), 1962.

———. On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath. Transl. by W.S. Hett. London: Heinemann
(Loeb), 1964.

———. On Sophistical Refutations. Transl. by E.S. Forster. London: Heinemann (Loeb), 1965.

———. Rhetoric. Transl. by John Henry Freese, On the “Art” of Rhetoric. London: Heinemann
(Loeb), 1967.

———. Poetics. Transl. by W. Hamilton Fyfe, The Poetics. London: Heinemann (Loeb), 19635.

. The Nicomachean Ethics. Transl. by H. Rackham. London: Heinemann (Loeb), 1968.

Transl. by R.A. Gauthier and J.Y. Jolif. Louvain, 1958-59.

. Metaphysics. Transl. by Hugh Tredennick. London: Heinemann (Loeb), 1968.




THE GREEK TRADITION 221

“Arstoteles”, De Melisso Xenophane Gorg:a Ed by Hermann Diels, Aristotelrs qui fertur
De Melisso Xenophane Gorgia libellus Berlin 1900

Augustinus, De dialectica Ed by Jan Pinborg Tians! by B Darrell Jackson Dordrecht &
Boston D Reidel, 1975

Dio Cassius Roman History Transl by Earnest Cary, Dio’s Roman History London
Hememann (Loeb) vol 8, 1955

Epicurus, Ed by Graziano Arrighetti, Epicuro, Opere Torno Einaudi, 1973

Herodotus, Histories Transl by AD Godley London Heinemann (Loeb), 1920-31 (3
volumes)

Hippocrates Pert Tékhnés, On the Art Ed by I'L Heiberg (Corpus Medicorum Graecorum
11) Leipzig & Berlin 1927

——— On Nutrument Transl by WH S Jones London Heinemann (Loeb), 1923 (vol 1)

On Regimen Transl by WH S Jones London Hememann (Loeb), 1979 (vol 4)

Hesiod, Theogony Works and Days Transl by Hugh G Evelyn-White London Heinemann
(Loeb), 1967

Homer, Odyssey Transl by AT Murray London Hememann (Loeb), 1966

Isocrates, Speeches Trausl by George Norlin London Hemnemann (Loeb), 1966

Johannes Lydus, De mensibus Ed by R Wuensch Leipzig Teubner (BT), 1898

Parmemides Fragments Bd and transl by A H Coxon, The Fragments of Parmerdes (cr
text, intr, tr, testun, comm ) Assen-Maastricht Van Gorcum, 1986

Plato, Cratylus, Parmemdes, Greater Hippras, Lesser Hippias Transt by HN Fowler
London Heinemann (Loeb), 1963

—— Theaetetus, Sophist Transl by HN Fowler London Hewnemann (Loeb), 1967

Timaeus, Critias, Cleitophon, Menexenus, Epistles Transl by RG Bury London

Heinemann (Loeb), 1966

Lysis, Symposwm, Gorgias Transl by WRM Lamb London Heinemann (Loeb),

1967

Republic Transl by Robin Waterfield Ox{ord & New York Oxford Univ Press, 1993

Pre-Socratics Ed by Hermann Diels and Walther Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker
(3 Bande) Berlin Weidmann, 1972’¢ Transl by Kathleen Freeman, Ancilla to The Pre-
Socratic Philosophers A complete translation of the Fragments in Diels Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker Oxford Blackwell, 1948 Transl by Jonathan Barnes, The Presocratic
Philosophers (2 Vols ) London Routledge, 1979

B. Secondary sources

Amsler, MarkE 1989 Etymology and Discoursen Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages
(= Studies in the History of the Language Sciences, 44 ) Amsterdam & Philadelphia John
Benjamins

Arens, Hans 1984 Aristotle’s Theory of Language and its Tradition Amsterdam & Philadel-
phia John Benjamins

Atherton, Catherine 1993 The Stoics on Ambigwry Cambridge Cambridge Umv Press

Ax, Wolfram 1982 Laut, Stimme und Sprache Studien zu drer Grundbegriffen der antiken
Sprachtheorie Gottingen Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht

1992 “Anstoteles” Sprachphulosophie 1 Halbband, ed by M Dascal, D Gerhardus

etal, 244-59 Berlin & New York de Gruyter




222 THE EMERGENCE OF SEMANTICS

Baratin, Marc 1981 ‘“‘Les origines stoiciennes de la theorie Augustinienne du signe” Revue
des Etudes Latines 59 260—68

Baxter, Tumothy M S 1992 The Cratylus Plato s Critique of Naming Leiden EJ Brll

Bartelink, Gerhardus J M 1980 Hieronymus liber de optimo genere interpretandi (ep 57)
Emn Kommentar Leiden EJ Bnll

Blank, DavidL 1982 Ancient Philosophy and Grammar The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus
(= American Classical Studies, 10 ) Chico, Calif Scholars Press

—— 1993 “Apollonius Dyscolus” Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt 11 34 1
Sprache und Literatur, ed by Wolfgang Haase, 708—730 Berlin & New York de Gruyter

Becares Botas, Vicente 1985 Diccionario de ternunologia gramatical griega Salamanca
Ed Unversidad

Bottin, Luigt 1975 ‘““Platone censore di Omero™ Bollettino dell’Istituto di Filologia Greca
2 60-79

Buffiere, Félix 1956 Les mythes d’Homere et la pensee grecque Paris Les Belles Lettres

Burkert, Walter 1985 ‘““Herodot uber die Namen der Gotter Polytheismus als historisches
Problem” Museum Helveticum 42 121-32

Calboli, Gualtiero 1992 “Bedeutung” Historisches Worterbuch der Rhetorik, ed by Gert
Ueding, 1372-1399 Tubingen

Callanan, Christopher K 1987 Die Sprachbeschreibung bet Aristophanes von Byzanz (=
Hypomnemata, 88 ) Gottingen Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht

Chiesa, C 1992 “‘Le probleme du langage interieur dans la philosophie antique de Platon
a Porphyre” Histouwre, Epistemologie, Langage 14 15-30

DeLacy, Pullip 1966 “Galen and the Greek Poets” Greek Roman & Byzantine Studies
7 259-66

Denyer, Nicholas 1991 Language, Thought and Falsehood in Ancient Greek Philosophy
London & New York Routledge

Derbolav, Josef 1972 Platons Sprachphilosophie im Kratylos und in den spateren Schriften
Darmstadt Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft

Desbordes, Frangoise 1988 ‘“‘Homonymieetsynonymied’aprés les textes théoriques latins”
Aavy, L'ambiguite Talle Presses Umversitaires

D1 Cesare, Donatella 1980 La semantica nella filosofia greca Roma Bulzom

1991 “‘Dre Geschmerdigkertder Sprache Zur Sprachauffassungund Sprachbetrachtung
der Sophistik” Sprachtheorien der abendlandischen Antike, ed by Peter Schmutter, 87—
118 Tubingen

Dillon, John 1977 The Middle Platorusts A Study of Platorusm80B C toA D 220 London
Duckworth

Egh, Urs 1986 “Stoic Syntax and Semantics’ Historiographia Linguistica 13 281-306

Eucken,R 1869 “Beitrage zum Verstandnis des Aristoteles 1 Die Etymologie bex Aristote-
les” Neue Jahrbucher fur Philologie und Padagogik 15 243-8

Flashar, Hellmut 1983 “Arstoteles” Die Philosophie der Antike 111 Aeltere Akademie—
Anistoteles—Peripatos, ed by Hellmut Flashar, 177-457 Basel & Stuttgart Schwabe &
Co

Frede,Michael 1978 “Principles of Stoic Grammar™ The Stoiwcs,ed by JohnM Rust, 27~75
Berkeley, Los Angeles & London Univ of Califormia Press

Gangutia,Elvira 1977 *“Teoriasseménticasenlaantiguadad” Introducciénalalexicografia
griega,ed by FR Adrados,E Gangutia, ] Lopez Facal,C Serrano Aybar, 3-60 Madnd




THE GREEK TRADITION 2273

Glidden, David K. 1983. “Epicurean Semantics”. Syzetesis. Studi sull’epicureismo greco
e romano offerti a Marcello Gigante, 185—226. Napoli.

Goldschmidt, Victor. 1940. Essai sur le “Cratyle”. Contribution i I’histoire de la pensée
de Platon. Paris: Bibliotheque de I’Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Sciences Historiques et
Philologiques.

Heinimann, Felix. 1945. Nomos und Physis. Herkunft und Bedeutung einer Antithese im
Griechischen Denken des 5. Jahrhunderts. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftlichte Buchgesellschaft.
[2nd ed., 1972]

Herbermann, C.-P. 1991. “Antike Etymologie™ . Sprachtheorien der abendléiindischen Antike,
ed. by Peter Schmitter, 353—76. Tiibingen.

Horst, Pieter W. van der. 1994. ““Silent Prayer in Antiquity”. Numen 41.1-25.

Hossenfelder, M. 1991. “Epikureer”. Sprachtheorien der abendlindischen Antike, ed. by
Peter Schmitter, 217—37. Tiibingen.

Hiilser, Karlheinz. 1992. “Stoische Sprachphilosophie”. Sprachphilosophie 1. Halbband,
ed. by M. Dascal, D. Gerhardus et al., 17-34. Berlin & New York: de Gruyter.

Hussey, Edward 1982. “Epistemology and Meaning in Heraclitus”. Language and Logos.
Studies in Ancient Greek Philosophy presentedto G.E.L. Owen, ed. by Malcolm Schofield
and Martha C. Nussbaum, 33—-59. Cambridge.

Kraus, Manfred. 1987. Name und Sache. Ein Problem im friihgriechischen Denken. Amster-
dam: Griiner.

Jocelyn, H.D. 1979. “Vergilius cacozelus (Donatus Vita Vergilii 44)°. Papers of the Liver-
pool Latin Seminar 2.67-142.

Law, Vivien and Ineke Sluiter (eds.). 1995. Dionysius Thrax and the Techne grammatike.
Miinster: Nodus Publikationen.

Leclerc, Marie-Christine. 1993. Laparole chez Hésiode: A larecherche de I’ harmonie perdue.
Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Leech, Geoffrey. 1981. Semantics. The Study of Meaning. 2nd ed. London: Penguin.

Lloyd, Geoffrey E[rnest] Rfichard]. 1987. The Revolutions of Wisdom. Studies in the Claims
and Practice of Ancient Greek Science. Berkeley, Los Angeles & London: Univ. of
California Press.

Long, Anthony A. 1971. “Aisthesis, Prolepsis and Linguistic Theory in Epicurus”. Bulletin
of the Institute for Classical Studies 18.114-33.

. 1992. “‘Stoic Readings of Homer. Homer’s Ancient Readers. The Hermeneutics of Greek

Epic’s earliest Exegetes, ed. by Robert Lamberton and J.J. Keany, 41-66. Princeton:

Princeton Univ. Press.

. and David N. Sedley. 1987. The Hellenistic philosophers. 2 vols. Cambridge & New
York: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Manetti, Giovanni. 1987. Le teorie del segno nell’ Antichita classica. Milano.

Markus, R.A. 1957. “St. Augustine on Signs”. Phronesis 2.60-83.

Momigliano, Arnaldo. 1929-30. “Prodico da Ceo ¢ le dottrine sul linguaggio da Democrito
ai Cinici”. Atti della Reale Accademia delle Scienze di Torino 65.95-107.

Montanari, Elio. I 1984; 11 1988. La sezione linguistica del Peri hermeneias di Aristotele. I:
Il testo; 11: Il commento. Firenze: Universita degli Studi di Firenze.

Most, Glenn W. 1989. “Cornutus and Stoic Allegoresis: A Preliminary Report”. Aufstieg
und Niedergang der Romischen Welt 11 36.3, ed. by Wolfgang Haase, 2014-65. Berlin &
New York: de Gruyter.




224 THE EMERGENCE OF SEMANTICS

Ophuijsen, Janvan. 1993. ““The Semantics of a Syntactician: Things meantby verbs according
to Apollonius Dyscolus Peri suntdxeds”. Aufstieg und Niedergang der Romischen Welt
11 34.1. Sprache und Literatur, ed. by Wolfgang Haase, 731—70. Berlin & New York: de
Gruyter.

Owen, Gwilym Ellis Lane. 1986. Logic, Science and Dialectic: Collected papers in Greek
philosophy. Ed. by Martha Nussbaum. Ithaca, Ny: Cornell Univ. Press.

Peradotto, John. 1990. Man in the Middle Voice: Name and Narration in the Odyssey. Prince-
ton: Princeton Univ. Press.

Pfeiffer, Rudolf. 1968. A History of Ciassical Scholarship. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Rank, L. Ph. 1951. Etymologiseering enverwante verschijnselen bij Homerus [ Etymologizing
and Related Phenomena in Homer]. Assen: Van Gorcum.

Rotta, P. 1909. La filosofia del linguaggio nella Patristica e nella Scolastica. Torino.

Schenkeveld, Dirk M. 1984. “Studies in the History of Ancient Linguistics. I11: Stoic and
Peripatetic Kinds of Speech Act and the Distinction of Grammatical Moods”. Mnemo-
syne 37.291-353.

. 1990. ““‘Studies in the History of Ancient Linguistics. 1v. Developments in the Study

of Ancient Linguistics”. Mnemosyne 43.289-306.

. 1994. “Scholarship and Grammar”. Entretiens sur I’ Antiquité Classique 40.263-306.

Schmidt, E.G. 1984. “Zur Geschichte des wissenschaftlichen Denkens im Altertum”.
Philologus 128.276-92.

Schmitter, Peter. 1991. “Vom ‘Mythos’ zum ‘Logos’: Erkenntniskritik und Sprachreflexion
bei den Vorsokratikern”. Sprachtheorien der abendldndischen Antike, ed. by Peter
Schmitter, 57-86. Tiibingen.

Sedley, David. 1973. “Epicurus, On Nature, Book xxvii1”. Cronache Ercolanesi 3.5-83.

Sluiter, Ineke. 1990. Ancient Grammar in Context: Contributions to the History of Ancient
Linguistic Thought. Amsterdam: vU Univ. Press.

. 1994. “Themistocles, Labeo en de Taalkunde”. Hermeneus 66.210—4.

—— forth. “Language and Thoughtin Stoic Philosophy”’, History of the Language Sciences,
ed. by Sylvain Auroux, Konrad Koerner, Hans-Josef Niederehe, Kees Versteegh Berlm
& New York: de Gruyter.

Steiner, George. 1992. After Babel. Aspects of Language and Translation. 2nd ed. Oxford
& New York: Oxford Univ. Press.

Steinmetz, Peter. 1986. “Allegorische Deutung und allegorische Dichtung in der alten Stoa”’,
Rheinisches Museum 129.18-30.

Steinthal, Hermann. 1890, 1891. Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und
Rémern. 2 vols. Berlin.

Thomas, Rosalind. 1989. Oral Tradition and Written Recordin Classical Athens. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press.

. Forthcoming. Herodotus the Sophist? Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Weidemann, Hermann. 1994. Aristoteles Peri Hermeneias. Uebersetzt und erliutert. Berlin:
Akademie Verlag.

Whitman, Jon. 1987. Allegory. The Dynamics of an Ancient and Medieval Technique. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Wilson, John. 1982.  “The customary meanings of words were changed’—or were they? A
Note on Thucydides 3.82.4"". Classical Quarterly 32.18-20.




