HOMONYMY IN ARISTOTLE
AND SPEUSIPPUS

A. Tue HaAMBRUCH THESIS

1. ‘THERE are important differences between Aristotle’s account of homonymy
and synonymy on the one hand, and Speusippus’ on the other; in particular,
Aristotle treated homonymy and synonymy as properties of things, whereas
Speusippus treated them as properties of words. Despite this difference, in
certain significant passages Aristotle fell under the influence of Speusippus and
used the words ‘‘homonymous’™ and ‘‘synonymous’ in their Speusippan senses.’
These sentences are a rough expression of what I shall call the Hambruch
thesis. The thesis was advanced by Ernst Hambruch in 19o4 in his remarkable
monograph on the relation between Academic and early Aristotelian logic.?
Hambruch singled out Topics A 15 as peculiarly Speusippan, and he con-
jectured that it was based on some written work of Speusippus. The Hambruch
thesis was supported by Lang in his excellent edition of the surviving fragments
of Speusippus;? and again by Stenzel in his Pauly-Wissowa article.3 It was
accepted, and slightly embellished, by Cherniss;* and it has recently been
reaffirmed by Anton in one of a series of essays on homonymy in Aristotle.
Apart from a sceptical footnote by Owen® I have found no signs of dissent.

2. There are two preliminary matters to be cleared up. First, the Hambruch
thesis turns on an antithesis between ‘words’ and ‘things’: can we give an
acceptable formulation to this curious contrast? Let us look at Aristotle’s
familiar account of homonymy at the beginning of the Categories:

(AI) 6,[[.(1’)VU'U.G AG")’GTGL (T)V (’7’VO’L(1 'll.éVOV KOLV(;V, O' 8& KaTd TOl’J’VOfLa Aé‘yog ‘rﬁg oz}cn'a,g
érepos.

Bypassing the several stock problems raised by this sentence? I offer the follow-

ing definition as a more formal version of what Aristotle means:

! E. Hambruch, Logische Regeln der platon- 6 G. E. L. Owen, ‘A Proof in the ITepi
ischen Schule in der aristotelischen Topik, Berlin, ’I8edv’, FHS Ixxvii (1957), 103—11, reprinted
1904, pp. 28-9. in R. E. Allen (ed.), Studies in Plato’s

2 P. Lang, De Speusippi Academici scriptis, — Metaphysics, London, 1965: see p. 104 n. 1
Bonn, 1911 (Hildesheim, 1965), pp. 25-6. = p. 295 n. 1. P. Merlan, ‘Beitrdge zur

3 J. Stenzel, art. ‘Speusippos’, RE iiia, Geschichte des antiken Platonismus: I, Zur
1929, 1654. 4—44. Erklarung der dem Aristoteles zugeschrie-

4 H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato  benen Kategorienschrift’, Phlg Ixxxix (1934),
and the Academy, Baltimore, 1944, pp. 56-8; 35-53, criticizes the Hambruch thesis on
cf. The Riddle of the Early Academy, Berkeley, the grounds of triviality (pp. 47-53): see
1945, P. 40. below, p. 70 n. 2.

5 J. P. Anton, ‘The Aristotelian Doctrine 7 See Porphyrius, In Aristotelis Categorias
of Homonyma in the Categories and its Platonic  Expositio per interrogationem et responsionem,
Antecedents’, FHistPhil vi (1968), 31526, ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1887 (CIAG iv. 1),
p- 323. Anton’s other articles are: ‘The 59. 34-67. 32. (This is Porphyry’s minor
meaning of 6 Adyos 7ijs odoias in Aristotle’s commentary on the Categories; his larger
Categories 12’, Monist lii (1968), 252-67;  work, inscribed to Gedaleius, is unfortunately
‘Ancient Interpretations of Aristotle’s Doc- lost: cf. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias
trine of Homonyma’, JHistPhil vii (1969),  Commentarius, ed. C. Kalbfleisch, Berlin,
1-18. 1907 (CIAG viii), 2. 5-9; R. Beutler, art.
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(D1) x4 X,, - . ., X, are homonymous if and only if there is some term A such
that (i) x, is A and x, is A and ... and x, is A; and (ii) the meaning of

A is different in each of the sentences ‘x, is A’, x, is A’, ..., ‘%, is A’
Aristotle explains synonymy by the sentence:
(A2) owdwvpa .. .Xyetar &v 76 Te Svopa Kowdv kal 6 kaTd Tobvopa Adyos

Tiis odolas ¢ adTds.
To produce (D2), which (A2) expresses, take (D1) and change ‘homonymous’
to ‘synonymous’ and ‘different’ to ‘the same’.

According to the commentators,’ Aristotelian homonymy and synonymy
are properties of ‘things’ rather than of ‘words’; is this true? What is true is
this: if x;, x,,..., x, are homonymous or synonymous, it does not jfollow
that they are words, or, more generally, that they are linguistic items of some
sort.2 What the commentators say suggests that they also hold the view that if
Xy X, - - + 5 Xy are homonymous or synonymous, then it does follow thatt hey
are not words, and, more generally, that they are not linguistic items of any
sort. But this view is plainly false.

Is it possible to give an alternative account of homonymy and synonymy
which makes them properties of linguistic items exclusively? I imagine that
the sort of thing the commentators have in mind is provided by the two follow-
ing definitions:

(D10) x is homonymous if and only if x has more than one meaning;
(D20) x is synonymous if and only if x has just one meaning.

If x is synonymous or homonymous in the sense given by (Dr1o) or (D20),
then it does follow that x is a linguistic item of some sort; for only linguistic
items can be said to have meaning, in the sense of ‘meaning’ required by these
definitions.3

This difference between (D1) and (D10), and (D2) and (D20), is, I suspect,
what the commentators’ antithesis was intended to indicate. But their indication

‘Porphyrios’, RE xxii. 1, 1953, 283). Porphy-
ry’s is the earliest of the seven commentaries
on the Categories published in CIAG ; the other
six, in chronological order, are those of:
Dexippus (mid 4th century) ; Ammonius (end
of 5th century); Ammonius’ three pupils,
Simplicius, Olympiodorus, and Philoponus;
and Olympiodorus’ pupil Elias. CIAG also
printsa paraphrase which may be the work of
the 13th-century monk Sophonias ; there is an
anonymous introduction to the Categories
among Brandis’s Scholia in Aristotelem, 30227—
34P20; and there is much unpublished
material.

The later commentators are heavily de-
pendent on their predecessors, especially
Porphyry; this is well illustrated by their
remarks on Aristotle’s definition of
homonymy (cf. K. Praechter, review of
CIAG, ByzZ xviii (1909), 526—31; L. G.
Westerink, Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic
Philosophy, Amsterdam, 1962, pp. xxvi-
vii).

1 See, e.g., Porphyry, 61. 14; 68. 12;

Ammonius, In Aristotelis Categorias Com-
mentaria, ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1895 (CIAG
iv. 4), 18. 16; H. W. B. Joseph, An Intro-
duction to Logic?, Oxford, 1916, p. 47;
K. J. J. Hintikka, ‘Aristotle and the Am-
biguity of Ambiguity’, Inquiry ii (1959),
p- 140; J. L. Ackrill, Aristotle’s Categories and
De Interpretatione, Oxford, 1962, p. 71. But
note the opposite sentiment in Simplicius,
25. 7—-9 (cf. 28. 1); and see below, p. 73. In
practice the commentators occasionally
speak ‘of homonymous words: e.g. Am-
monius, In Porphyrii Isagogen Commentarius,
ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1891 (CIAG iv. 3),
81. 23; 83. 21; 84. 21.

2 This loose phrase is intended to cover
phrases, sentences and the like, as well as
words.

3 (D20) synonymy is quite different from
what English grammarians generally mean
by synonymy, namely sameness of meaning :
‘equivocal’ and ‘univocal’ are better words
for the properties defined in (Dr1o) and
(D20).
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is imprecise and misleading.! Instead of using it, I shall distinguish between
Aristotelian homonymy and synonymy, where (as in the relations specified by
(D1) and (D2)) being homonymous or synonymous does not entail being a
linguistic item, and ‘Speusippan’ homonymy and synonymy, where (as with
the properties given by (D10) and (D20)) being homonymous or synonymous
does entail being a linguistic item. The reason for the inverted commas around
‘Speusippan’ will emerge in part B.

Translated into this jargon, the Hambruch thesis claims that Speusippus’
onymies are ‘Speusippan’, and that in certain passages Aristotle abandons his
Aristotelian onymies and succumbs to the ‘Speusippan’ notions.

3. The second point concerns the relative dating of Speusippus and Aristotle ;
for Hambruch must suppose that Speusippus thought about homonymy and
synonymy before Aristotle wrote Topics A. The evidence for Speusippus’ life
has been sifted by Merlan:2 his death can be placed in 339, and his birth
about 410; but his writings, with a few uninteresting exceptions, cannot be
dated. Aristotle’s Topics is generally acknowledged to be an early work, though
book A4 probably does not represent the earliest stratum.3 It is thus quite possible
that Speusippus’ work on the onymies postdates Aristotle’s; Hambruch’s
supposition rests, as far as I can see, on the single fact that Speusippus was
Aristotle’s senior by some thirty years. No doubt it is reasonable to use the
supposition in building theses; but it is a brick made with very little straw.

B. Speusippus oN HoMmoNyYMY

4. One of the types of fallacy discussed in the Sophistici Elenchi is argument
wapd Ty Spwvuplav. Aristotle makes it clear that he was not the first to discuss
this type of &eyyos ; he expressly takes issue with some men who claimed that
all éxeyxo. were due to equivocation (20, 177b7-9). Poste identified these men
with the people who are said in chapter 10 to divide éXeyyot into those mpos
Totvopa and those mpos v Sudvoiar.* Cherniss then gave Poste’s people the
name of Speusippus (p. 57 n. 47; cf. Anton, ‘The Aristotelian Doctrine . . .’,
P- 320).

Poste’s identification is no more than a guess.5 Is Cherniss right in finding
Speusippus among the classifiers of chapter 20 ? His argument for the identifica-
tion is remarkably feeble ;6 it would be better to refer to 15, 174b23-7 (= Fsa
Lang) which at least proves Speusippus’ familiarity with fallacies of equivoca-
tion.” But F3a does not, of course, suffice to establish, or even make probable,

! And it fails to remark on another
significant distinction between the pairs
of definitions: that (D1) and (D2) define
polyadic predicates or relations, whereas the
definienda of (D1o) and (D20) are monadic.

2 P. Merlan, ‘Zur Biographie des Speusip-
pos’, Phlg ciii (1959), 198-214.

3 See now J. Brunschwig, Aristote : Topiques
i-i, Paris (Budé), 1967, pp. Ixxii-lxxvi;
Ixxxiii—civ.

4 E. Poste, Aristotle on Fallacies, or the
Sophistici Elenchi, London, 1866, p. 151. He
offers no reason for the identification.

5 The classifications are no doubt com-
patible ; but they are logically independent.
There is more reason to connect the men

of chapter 20 with the persons criticized
at 24, 179°38-18027, and 33, 182P22-7; we
do not know who these persons are.

¢ He refers to ‘the importance which
Speusippus attached to the division of words
and the relation of word to concept as the
basis of this division’. But there is no evidence
that Speusippus attached any importance of
the required sort to this division; and if
there were, that would be curious ground
for ascribing to him the view that all falla-
cies are due to equivocation.

7 The passage was discussed and the
attribution to Speusippus suggested by
I. Bywater, “The Cleophons in Aristotle’, 7P
xii (1883), 17-30.
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Cherniss’s identification. Speusippus’ interest in equivocation was by no means
unique! and he has no special claim to be the object of Aristotle’s criticism in
chapter 20. The question calls for a healthy agnosticism.

5. Much more interesting than this uncertain intimation are the three excerpts
from Simplicius’ commentary on the Categories which Lang groups together as
fragment 32 of Speusippus. The longest of these (Simplicius 38. 19-39. 2 = Fg2a
Lang) reads as follows:

2 ’ 14 € -~ B ’ 0 /’ 8 ’ A 4 \
mevoummov Tolvuy loTopel Bonbos Toladtyy Siaipesiy mwapadapBdvew Ta
3 7 4 ’ -~
ovéparta wdvra mepthapfdrovoav. TéV yap dvopdtwy, dnol, To pév TadTdrupd
A \ ¢ -~
éoTw, Td 8¢ érepwvupar kal TQV TadTwrinwy To pév Sudvupd oTw, T 8é
’ \ \ -~ -~ -~
ouvdvvpa, kata T TGV Tadady cumjfeiar dkovdvTwy Uy T cuvdvupar
~ \ e ’ 2
5 T 8¢ érepwvipwy T pev elvar diws érepawvpa, To 8¢ molvdvupa, T O¢
’ 3 \ \ \ -~ 1 3 /7 ’ / 3 \
mapdvvpa. dAa mepl pev TGV dAwv dmodédotar, modvdvupa &€ éoTw Ta
Suddopa kal moAda dvdparta kab’ évds mpdyuartos, 6Tav els kal 6 adTos adrdv
ey e ’ ’ -
7 Adyos, domep dop Eidos pdyaipa ddoyavor: érepdvvpa 8¢ éotiv Ta kal Tois
R 7 -~
Svépaaw kal Tois mpdypaow kal Tois Adyois érepa, olov ypappariky dvpwmos
10 £vAov.?

Boethus, whom Simplicius is quoting, was a contemporary of Strabo who
succeeded Andronicus of Rhodes as head of the Lyceum ;3 he wrote, among
other scholarly works, a commentary on the Categories (see, e.g., Porphyry,
59. 17), and it is doubtless from this that Simplicius quotes. Simplicius had
a high opinion of Boethus (1. 17; 159. 14); and he often refers to him.+

How much of this paragraph is Speusippus? The answer turns on the
identification of the referents of three expressions :5

(i) To whom does ‘we’ in line 4 refer? Two pages earlier Simplicius quotes

1 Cf. W. B. Stanford, Ambiguity in Greek
Literature, Oxford, 1939, pp. 2-5.

2 Peter Lambeck found lines 2 (rdv yap

..) to 5 (...érepwvipwr) under the
heading ‘H Zmrevainmov diaipeais in one of
the MSS. he catalogued (Petrus Lambecius,
Commentaria de augustissima Bibliotheca Caesarea
Vindobonensi, vii, Vienna, 1675, p. 135—
Lang’s ‘185’ is a misprint). See L. G.
Westerink and B. Laourdas, ‘Scholia by
Arethas in Vindob. Phil. Gr. 314’, Hel-
lenika xvii (1962), 105-31: ‘H Zmevoimmov
Aialpeais heads a miscellaneous appendix to
the MS. (published on pp. 127-31), only
the first entry of which has anything to do
with Speusippus. This reads: 7@v dvoudrawv
T8 wév Tadrdvvpa T4 8¢ érepdvvpar TdV 8é
radrwviuwy T4 wév éoTw OSuwvupa T4 Bé
ouvdvupa T@v 8¢ érepwviuwy Td pév éoTu
mapdvvpa 76 8¢ modvdvupa. This is doubtless
a careless excerpt from Simplicius. The MS.
dates from 924 or 925 and was copied from
a codex belonging to Arethas; Arethas is
known to have read and excerpted from
Simplicius’ commentary on the Categories
(see Kalbfleisch in Simplicius, p. xiv). See
also J. H. C. Schubart, ‘Einige Bemer-

kungen tiiber das griechische Scholienwesen’,
L fdAltwiss i (1834), 1137-44.

3 T. Waitz, Aristotelis Organon, Leipzig,
1844~6, i. 45. This Boethus, number g in
Pauly-Wissowa, should be distinguished from
his homonym and compatriot, the peri-
patetically inclined Stoic.

4 Lang, p. 66, says that Simplicius quotes
Boethus at second hand, from Porphyry’s
lost editio maior. He certainly does this in the
case of Fgac of Speusippus (cf. 11. 235 29. 30;
78. 20; and see p. 69 n. 1 below); and he
expresses a general debt to Porphyry whom
he claims to follow closely (2. 5-9; cf. 559°).
But Simplicius was a learned man (cf.
1. 1~3. 17), and he admired Boethus; we
need not assume that he was not directly
acquainted with Boethus’ commentary.

Simplicius did not have first-hand know-
ledge of Speusippus’ works; the ds daow in
Fg2b shows that.

5 Of course the very first sentence is not
Speusippan, though Lang prints it large and
bold. I do not know what mapadauBdvew
means in line 1; perhaps it is corrupt:
something like mapaorijoar would be better.
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verbatim a passage from Porphyry’s lost commentary which contains the sen-
tence: kal od kadds 6 Bénlbos mapatedeidfar 7 ApioToréder ol Ta mapa Tois
vewTépois kadodpeva ovvdvupa (36. 38). Here it is Boethus who refers to the
use of owvdvupa by ‘the moderns’; it is a reasonable conjecture that the person
who refers in our passage to the use of owdwwpa by ‘the ancients’ is again
Boethus. I conclude that Boethus and his contemporaries (and not either
Speusippus or Simplicius) are referred to by ‘we’. (See further, p. 70 below.)

(ii) Who is subject of ¢not in line 2 ? ‘Speusippus’ and ‘Boethus’ are the possible
answers. I think that ‘Boethus’ is right; for if we answer ‘Speusippus’ then,
given that ‘we’ in line 4 refers to Boethus, Simplicius is landed with an in-
tolerably tortuous sentence.

(iii) “The others have been set down’ (line 6)—by whom? Simplicius cer-
tainly has already described homonymy, synonymy, and paronymy ; but then
he has also already described polyonymy and heteronymy (22. 14-23. 3). Itis
hard to think of any context, in his diaipéoeis or elsewhere, in which Speusippus
would first explain homonymy, synonymy, and paronymy; then give his
‘division’; and finally explain polyonymy and heteronymy. But this order of
exposition is readily intelligible in a commentary on the first chapter of the
Categories (though the extant commentators do not adopt it);' and I infer
that the answer to question (iii) is again ‘Boethus’. This being so, there is, I
think, no reason in the text to ascribe the definitions in lines 6-10 to Speusippus ;
the text does not exclude Speusippan authorship, but it is quite compatible
with the view that the definitions are due to Boethus. If we wish for evidence
on Speusippus’ definitions, we must turn to fragments 32b and g2c.

6. F32b reads: Zmedourmos 8¢, s ancw, ﬁpKef‘ro /\e"yew o 8¢ )\é'yos é"repog
(Simplicius, 29. 5).2 It is important to observe the context in which this frag-
ment occurs. Simplicius is engaged with the question, standard from Porphyry
(62. 34-64. 22) onwards: Why did Aristotle include the phrase kara Totvoua
in his definition of homonymy ? This is quite separate from the equally standard
question (Porphyry, 64. 23-65. 11—taken up by all the commentators, includ-
ing Simplicius, 29. 13-29): Why did Aristotle include the phrase rs odoias
in his definition? This latter question arose as a result of an objection by
Nicostratus? (cf. Simplicius, 29. 25); Speusippus is nowhere mentioned in
connection with it.

It is clear from this that F32b warrants the assertion that Speusippus omitted
katd Tovvopa from his definition of homonymy. He may also have omitted
7ijs odaias: but Fg2b, which does not touch upon the questions raised by this
phrase, provides no evidence that he did; and the silence of Simplicius and

! But see Porphyry, 68. 28-69. 13: I guess tioned, without definite ascription, by

that this is a reflection of Boethus’ com-
mentary (note that Fg2a occupies a place
in Simplicius’ commentary analogous to this
section in Porphyry; perhaps this supports
Lang’s conjecture—above, p. 68 n. g4—
that Simplicius got F32a from Porphyry’s
major commentary). It may be that Por-
phyry’s debt to Boethus was no smaller than
his successors’ debt to him.

2 Similar contentment (7pkei) is men-

Porphyry, 63. 1-2; 64. 25; and Dexippus,
In  Aristotelis  Categorias Commentaria, ed.
A. Busse, Berlin, 1888 (CIAG iv. 2), 20. 21-3.
It is likely that Simplicius is relying on
Porphyry’s major commentary.

3 Platonist, teacher of Marcus Aurelius,
and author of a minute and critical exami-
nation of the Categories: see K. Praechter,
‘Nikostratos der Platoniker’, Hermes lvii

(1922), 481-517.
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all the other commentators when they do discuss 77s odotas is some evidence
that he did not.!

Can we reconstitute Speusippus’ definition of homonymy from Fgob?
Simplicius reports one respect in which that definition differs from Aristotle’s ;
he does not claim that this is the only difference, but his report does imply that
Speusippus’ definition was in most respects similar to Aristotle’s, for otherwise
it would be quite fatuous to remark that Speusippus omitted xara Todvoua.
Neither Simplicius nor anyone else mentions any other respect in which
Speusippus’ and Aristotle’s definitions differed. I conclude that Speusippus
defined homonymy in a sentence at most trivially different from:

S1) oudvvpa Aéyerar dv 4 ) v 0 8¢ Ao fis ovolas € 2
pdvopa Aéy Svoua povov kowov 6 8¢ Adyos Tiis odolas €repos.

7. The third fragment is embedded in a passage from Porphyry’s major com-
mentary on the Categories which Simplicius preserves (36. 25-31 = Fgac);
it goes:

"Evfa 8¢ mepi Tas mAelovs pwvas 17 omovdy kai Ty molvelds) éxdoTov
Svopaciav, damep év & Iept mounrikiis kal & Tpirw Iepi pnropikiys, Tod érépov
ouvwvipov Sedueba, Smep molvdvvpov 6 Zmevoimrmos éxdle. kal ob kadds
6 Bénbos mapadereipfar 76 Apiororédel dmoi a mapd Tois vewTépois kadovpeva
owdvopa, drep Zmevourmos éxdlel molvdvvpa. ob yap maparédemrtar, dAN’
év d\aus mpaypareios, év als v olkelos 6 Adyos, mapeldnmra.

Speusippus used molvavupa in the same way as ‘the moderns’ used cvvavvpa.
Who were Boethus’ ‘moderns’, and how did they define ovvdvvpa?

Again, the context of the fragment is vital. Simplicius is discussing the rival
merits of the Aristotelian and the Stoic uses of cvvdvvpos (6. 8-31) ; he draws
heavily on Porphyry’s discussion,’ identifying Porphyry’s second sort of
synonymy, and hence the synonymy of Boethus’ ‘moderns’, with Stoic
synonymy.* Stoic synonymy is explained by Simplicius as follows: ovvavupa
kexhjic[aoi] . . . of Zrwikol Ta moMa dpa éxovra dvdpara, s Ildpus kal AXé€avdpos
6 adrdss kal dmAds Td molvdwupa Aeydpeva (36. 8-11). The example of Paris
at first suggests a fairly restricted notion: Stoic synonyms are objects having
more than one proper name. But Simplicius’ addition, ‘and in general the
things called polyonyms’, corrects this impression; for he himself gives as

I This tells against the conjecture (noted
in Waitz, i. 270; supported by Anton, ‘The
Meaning . . .", pp. 258-9) that Speusippus’
influence accounts for the omission of 77s
ovalas in some texts of the Categories at 122
and 127.

2 Merlan, ‘Beitrige . ..’, p. 50, offers the
same reconstruction; but he wrongly sup-
poses that it is only trivially different from
a ‘Speusippan’ account of homonymy.

3 Though the question was discussed by
Porphyry it was apparently raised again only
by Simplicius and Olympiodorus (In Aristotelis
Categorias Commentarium, ed. A. Busse, Berlin,
1902 (CIAG xii. 1), 8. 6-12).

4 The contrast between ol vewrepor and
of dpyaiot is common in Alexander’s logical
works (cf. In Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum

librum I Commentarius, ed. M. Wallies, Berlin,
1883 (CIAG ii. 1), 422% and 423?); it is clear
that ‘the moderns’ are always the Stoics,
whereas ‘the ancients’ are regularly (if not
always) the older Peripatetics.

5 Perhaps a standard Stoic example: cf.
Sextus Empiricus, Pyrr. Hyp. ii. 227.—Who
are ‘the Stoics’ here? Von Arnim gives the
sentence to Chrysippus (F150 = SVF ii.
45. 19), who is known to have written at
length about ambiguity (see Fi152, F153—
and especially Galen, ITepi 7dv mapd v
Méw oodopdrwv (Kithn xiv, pp. 582-98)—
and cf. the book-titles at SVF ii. 6. 23-30).
But it is possible that Simplicius’ sentence
stems ultimately from one of the many
Stoic critics of the Categories (on whom see
Praechter’s article above, p. 69 n. 3).



HOMONYMY IN ARISTOTLE AND SPEUSIPPUS 71

examples of polyonyms: dvlpwmos pépoys Bporos kai e Ti Towodrov (22. 26).1
Thus the ‘many names’ (a) need not be proper names, but (b) must have the
same meaning.

If Speusippus gave a definition of polyonymy, F32c makes it probable that

his definition was expressed in a sentence at most trivially different from:
(S3) modvdwupa Aéyerar v moAda dvdpata 6 8¢ Adyos 6 adTds.
Porphyry says that modvdwuua éotw dv Sudpopa pév kai mAeiora ovépara o ¢
Adyos €ls kal 6 adrds (69. 1-2); this differs from his definition of polyonymy
in terms of the four possible sorts of kowwvia (60. 22-34 : see below, p. 74 n. 3),
and it is possible that it is extracted or adapted from Speusippus’ writings.?

8. There is no evidence about Speusippus’ accounts of synonymy and
heteronymy (ra 8{ws érepuivvpa), the remaining elements in the main tetracho-
tomy of Fgea. It is useful, however, to have Speusippan sentences in these
cases too; and I think it is reasonable to construct by comparison with (St)
and (S3):

(S2) ovvdvupa Aéyerar v dvopa kowdv kal & Adyos 6 adTds;
and
(S4) érepdvvua Aéyerar Gv moddd ovdpara 6 8¢ Adyos érepos.’

These reconstructions assume that Speusippus gave a definition for each of
the four onymies, and that these definitions were homogeneous. There is no
textual evidence for this assumption; but in the absence of counter-evidence
both assumptions are justifiable.

9. How are (S1) and (S2) related to Aristotle’s account of homonymy and
synonymy in the Categories?

First, it is quite plain that if x and y are homonyms or synonyms in the sense
given to spdvupos and cuvvawupos in (St) and (S2), it does not follow that x
and y are words, or, in general, that they are linguistic items. And the same
goes for (Sg) and (S4). Thus Speusippus’ homonymy is not ‘Speusippan’ and
Speusippus’ synonymy is not ‘Speusippan’; and in general Speusippan onymies
are not ‘Speusippan’. In the language of the commentators, Speusippus’
onymies are properties of things, not of words.

This conclusion tallies with the expectation raised by Speusippus’ termino-
logy. If his onymies were ‘Speusippan’, then radrdvupos in 32a would mean
‘being the same name as’, and, in general, ¢-wvupos would nisan (roughly)
‘being a ¢ name’. This interpretation would be strange ; compounds in -dvvpos
are frequent in Greek,* and in all cases ¢-wvvpos means (roughly) ‘having

T The standard examples, an iambic line,
are dop £idos pdyaipa ¢doyavov gmdfy (cf.
Porphyry, 69. 1-2—ultimately from Boethus,
if my attribution to him of the definitions in
F32a is correct).

2 Cf. Alexander, In Aristotelis Metaphysica
Commentaria, ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, 1891
(CIAG i), 247. 27-9: . . . &s elvar TOV
molvwvipwy 16 Omokeipevov adrois, v
mAelw pév dvdpara kaf’ Exagrov 8¢ TV
dvopdTwy 6 adros Adyos, ds daocydvov xal
paxaipas, kal Awmlov kal {pariov. Cf. 281.

24.

3 See Porphyry, 69. 12: érepdvuua 8¢ éorw
&v 76 T€ Gvopa kai 6 Adyos érepos.

4 Buck and Petersen list 91 -wwvuuos
compounds in their reverse index; 22 are
found before Speusippus’ time. Liddell and
Scott give F32a as the first appearance of
érepawvpos (which they translate ‘having a
different signification’) and as the sole
appearance of radTavupos (which they better
translate ‘of the same name’). The proper
‘Speusippan’ words would be the late érepo-
orfuavros and Tadroorpavros (Or Tavrdonuos
—cf. moAvanuos already in Democritus B26).
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a ¢ name’ and not ‘being a ¢ name’. From a linguistic point of view, Speusippus’
‘division’ is naturally taken in an Aristotelian and not in a ‘Speusippan’
manner.

Consequently, in one item at least the Hambruch thesis is false: if Speusip-
pus’ and Aristotle’s onymies do differ, it is not because the former are and
the latter are not ‘Speusippan’.

Moreover, although (S1) and (S2) do indeed differ from (A1) and (A2),
nevertheless (S1) and (S2) express exactly the same thing as (A1) and (A2),
namely (Dr1) and (D2). For the only difference between the two pairs of
sentences is the presence of kara rodvopa in (A1) and (A2). This phrase does
no more than make explicit a proviso which we must assume to be implicit
in (S1) and (S2).

Thus the evidence so far considered yields the conclusion that, contrary
to the Hambruch thesis, there are no differences at all between Aristotle’s and
Speusippus’ accounts of homonymy and synonymy. This conclusion receives
some support from the facts (a) that Aristotle gives no hint of any dispute over
the definition of homonymy and synonymy; and (%) that the Greek commen-
tators, whose ears were attuned to ‘word’/‘thing’ disputes in connection with
the Categories (see below, p. 73 n. 1), know of no differences between Speus-
ippus and Aristotle save the trivial one noticed in Fg2b.

10. Is there evidence against this conclusion and in favour of the Hambruch
thesis? There is. I shall now consider three arguments which support the
Hambruch thesis against the conclusion of the last section.

First, according to Simplicius (38. 19—20), Boethus referred to Speusippus’
account of the onymies as a Siwalpeois . . . 7a dvépaTa mdvra mepdapfdvovoa.
And he continues: Tév ydp dvopudrwy, ¢nol . . . Boethus thus ascribes ‘Speus-
ippan’ onymies to Speusippus. On my account, it will be argued, Speusippus’
‘division’ ought rather to begin: 7&v yap évrwv . . .2 And it is scarcely
decent to suppose that Boethus took such a text, asserted it to set up a division
of 7d dvépara mdvra, and then changed &vrwv into dvoudrwy to support his
assertion.

Against this argument I think, first, that we should recall the prolonged
controversy among the early commentators about the mpdfeois or oxomds of

I Why does Aristotle include xara rodvoua
in (A1) and (A2)? (Cf. Porphyry, 62.
34-64. 22: confused, but influential.) Both
Plato and Socrates have a name in common,
viz. ‘man’; and they have different defini-
tions, inasmuch as what it is for Plato to be
flat-footed (e.g.) is different from what it is
for Socrates to be snub-nosed (e.g.). An un-
kind reading of (S1) would allow these facts
to qualify Plato and Socrates as homonyms.
But obviously such facts are not sufficient
to produce anything we should want to call
homonymy, and (A1) makes this explicit.
The qualification in (A1) and (A2) is im-
plicit in (S1) and (S2) in that anyone who
uttered (S1) and received the objection I
have just sketched would reasonably retort
that this was an ineffective objection, since

what he meant was (Ar). At Categories 5,
3P7, Aristotle expresses (D2) by the sentence:

(A2’) ovvdwupa 8¢ ye v dv kai Tolvopa kowov
kal 6 Adyos o avTds.

This has one qualification less than (S2);

but Aristotle means by it what he meant by

(A2).

2 As in the paraphrase of the Categories
(In  Aristotelis  Categorias  Paraphrasis, ed.
M. Hayduck, Berlin, 1883, (CIAG xxiii. 2),
1. 2-5); see also the opening of the ‘alter-
native’ Categories (Ross, Aristotelis Fragmenta
Selecta, pp. 103—5—Ross’s first testimonium
is more readily found at Philoponus, In
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. A.
Busse, Berlin, 1898 (CIAG xiii. 1), 7. 25—
31).
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the Categories.” An answer to the question: What is Aristotle classifying in the
Categories? may well influence, or even determine, an answer to the different
question: What is it that is homonymous or synonymous ?? Boethus held that
the Categories classified words, and not things or thoughts (Porphyry, 59. 17-34;
Simplicius, 11. 23—9); this may have led him to interpret the onymies as
linguistic properties. And it seems that he did interpret them in this way.
Simplicius preserves a lengthy fragment (25. 18-26. 2) in which Boethus
answers the question why Aristotle specifies dvdpara at Categories 1, 121, kaitor
Ths opwrvplas kai év pripacw odons (25. 11). In his reply? Boethus refers to
searching é¢’ omotacoty Aéfews el Suwvvuds éorw; and as examples he cites
the sentences 76 kdwv Suwvvudy dorw and 76 7wdpamddiorar Spdvvudy éoTw
(25. 20; 22-3). If in general Boethus construed the onymies as linguistic pro-
perties, then it is not at all surprising that he read Speusippus’ ‘division’ as
a classification of words; and we cannot safely infer from Boethus’ interpreta-
tion to Speusippus’ intention.

In any case, secondly, Speusippus probably did not present his ‘division’
in the explicit form ra@v X, 7da pév. .., 7o 8¢ .. .; Boethus may be reporting
something more like an expanded version of chapter 1 of the Categories than
one of the formal Siaipéoers we know from elsewhere.# If this is so, then the
choice of an introductory genitive—r&dv Svrwy or 7&v dvopdrwr—will have
been made by Boethus with no direct help from Speusippus. This suggestion
is more plausible if, as I have argued, the subject of ¢not in line 2 of F3ea is
Boethus rather than Speusippus.

11. Secondly, the account of polyonymy in Fg2a is overtly such that any
polyonym is a word: ‘Polyonyms are the many different names said of one
thing, when there is one and the same definition of them.’

The account of heteronymy is less clear: ‘Heteronyms are what is different
both in names and in things and in definitions.’s The reference to both names
and things is a little puzzling: I suppose the definition means to stipulate that
x and y are heteronymous if and only if (a) x is A and y is A’, where A and A’
are not identical; () x is not identical with y; and (c) the meaning of A in

1 There is a good history of the controversy
in Simplicius, 9. 4-13. 26; the later com-
mentators include briefer and inaccurate
accounts. Andronicus may have opened the
discussion (Simplicius, 379. 9); the various
arguments wereschematized in a pamphlet by
Alexander’s teacher Sosigenes (see Dexippus,
6. 27-10. 32); Iamblichus produced a
solution which purported to reconcile all
the opposing views (cf. Olympiodorus, 1g.
36-20. 12), and this became the orthodoxy
of the later commentators.

2 Compare the difficulties Porphyry finds
at 61. 13-27, and the odd statement by
Simplicius at 25. 7—9.

3 The question became a stock one, and the
substance of Boethus’ answer was taken over
byall the commentators (e.g. Porphyry, 62.1 ;
Ammonius, 18. 21) ; however, they all ignore
the ‘Speusippan’ implications of what Boethus
said. Boethus’ answer is fundamentally mis-
taken.

4+ See H. Mutschmann, Divisiones Aris-
toteleae, Leipzig (Teubner), 1907. These
‘divisions’ are highly stereotyped in form;
Mutschmann supposes that they were col-
lected for school use (they are ‘ad discipu-
lorum quamvis brutorum intelligentiam
accommodatae’, p. iii). They should not
be taken as accurate reproductions of
the ‘divisions’ produced by the Aca-
demy.

5 Compare the definition of érepos where
it is opposed to érepdvupos: Ammonius,
16. 24-17. 3; Simplicius, 22. 31—3. This dis-
tinction lies behind the remarks of Alexander,
In Metaphysica . . ., 247. 9—24 (cf. 366. 31;
377. 25—7: note the examples, which prob-
ably go back to Physics I' 3, 20214 and De
Generatione  Animalium A 18, 724P19-21);
conceivably it grew out of reflection
upon the account of heteronymy in
F32a.
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‘x is A’ differs from the meaning of A" in ‘y is A”. Clause () makes heteronymy
an irreflexive relation—one which a thing cannot bear to itself. (D1) and (D2),
by contrast, do not require irreflexivity— indeed by (D2) everything is trivially
synonymous with itself—but I guess that this is not by deliberate design. (The
case of polyonymy is different: see below.) However that may be, the defini-
tion of heteronymy in Fg2a specifies an Aristotelian and not a ‘Speusippan’
relation.

Even if the definitions in Fg2a were unambiguously ‘Speusippan’, that
would only tell for the Hambruch thesis on the assumption that the definitions
were due to Speusippus. I have already argued that the text of F32a neither
requires nor excludes this assumption ; and it should be plain that the evidence
provided by F32b and Fg2c makes the assumption highly improbable.

12. The third argument for the view that Speusippus’ onymies are ‘Speusippan’
is this: the Aristotelian onymies do not constitute an exhaustive and exclusive
Swilpeats; but the ‘Speusippan’ onymies do; and Speusippus is said to have
left a Saipeots.!

Aristotelian onymies are not mutually exclusive. The Greek commentators,
parrying a shaft from Nicostratus (Simplicius, 30. 16), regularly note that
two things can be both homonymous and synonymous (e.g. Dexippus, 21. 5-7;
Simplicius, 0. 16-31. 21) ;% and a little ingenuity will provide objects which
are at the same time homonyms, synonyms, polyonyms, and heteronyms. This
is possible because things in general have more than one predicate true of them
—more than one ‘name’. If it were supposed that each thing had only one
name, then Aristotle’s onymies would be exclusive. It is hard to avoid the im-
pression that the commentators at times come near to adopting this sup-
position ;3 but it is an absurd supposition.

Further, Aristotelian homonymy and synonymy are relations (see above,
p. 67 n. 1), and so too is heteronymy; but polyonymy, on an Aristotelian
reading, is most naturally taken as a monadic predicate.# This fact constitutes
a second inconcinnity in the Aristotelian ‘division’.

Do the ‘Speusippan’ onymies fare better?

(i) ‘Speusippan’ homonymy and synonymy are easily taken as monadic
predicates (cf. (D10) and (D20)); but, as the definition in F32a suggests,
‘Speusippan’ polyonymy is most readily construed as a relation between words—
the relation of having the same meaning as. Similarly, ‘Speusippan’ heteronymy
is relational. So in this respect the ‘Speusippan’ Siaipeois is as badly off as the
Aristotelian. (Homonymy and synonymy might, it is true, be taken as re-
lations between different occurrences or tokens of a single word type, rather
than as properties of a word type; but this is very forced.)

1 Of course Aristotle does not himself
offer the full-blown Aristotelian ‘division’;
the commentators, answering Boethus’
complaint (Simplicius, 36. 28-30 = F3ac),
offered explanations and excuses (see
Porphyry, 60. 34-61. 4—followed with em-
bellishments by all later writers).

2 The contradictory seems to be asserted
by Dexippus at 20. 247 and by Simplicius
at 29. 5-12 (cf. Olympiodorus, 31. 19—26);
but their point is presumably the one made

more clearly by Ammonius 19. 18.

3 See, e.g., the standard way of introduc-
ing the four omymies as the four possible
axéoeis év Tois mpdypaot TGV . . . Abywv mpos
74 ovdpara (Porphyry, 60. 22—34—note the
definite articles; cf. Ammonius, 15. 16-16.
6).—In his definition of synonymy Aristotle
talks of the name (706 évopa: 126; cf. 3°7) ; 1 do
not know if there is any significance in this.

4 As the word molvdwupos suggests:
moAUs is not a relational adjective.
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(ii) Ifx and vy are, say, ‘Speusippan’ polyonyms, that does not exclude their
being synonyms or homonyms, or their each being heteronyms with some
other words. In this way the ‘Speusippan’ 8iaipeats is not exclusive any more
than the Aristotelian.

(i) The “division’ is spoilt by the presence in it of paronyms, which I
have so far deliberately ignored. As some of the ancient commentators appear
to have realized (e.g. Ammonius, 23. 25-24. 12 ; Olympiodorus, 39. 23-40. 13;
cf. Ackrill, p. 72), paronymy has no place with the other onymies. Thus the
presence of paronymy in Fg2a ensures that 7o account can present Speusippus
with a satisfactory ‘division’.

13. The arguments for the Hambruch thesis discussed in the preceding three
sections are not strong ; and I am prepared to reassert the conclusion of section
9, that Aristotle’s and Speusippus’ onymies were in substance identical. It is,
of course, possible that Speusippus’ account was inconsistent, and that both
Hambruch’s view and the conclusion of section g are correct to a degree; this,
in effect, is the view of Merlan (‘Beitrige . . .”). But there is no direct evidence
of such inconsistency ; and I see no good reason for fathering it on Speusippus.

C. ArisToTLE’s USE OF duwvupos

14. The first part of the Hambruch thesis, that Speusippus’ notion of homonymy
and synonymy was importantly different from Aristotle’s, has proved false.
But it is still worth looking at the second part, the claim that in certain places
Aristotle makes use of ‘Speusippan’ notions. I shall first make some general
remarks about Aristotle’s use of the word duwvvpos ; and then consider briefly
a few passages which have been mentioned in connection with the Hambruch
thesis.

15. I distinguish five uses of dudvvpos ;! the last four can be explained in terms
of the first, ‘official’; use.

(i) Aristotle sometimes says (i:a) ‘A (or: the A) is homonymous with
(the) B’, or (i:b) ‘(the) A and (the) B are homonymous’. I call this the
‘official’ use because it can be explicated immediately by reference to (Dr).
At least it can when singular terms are substituted for A and B in these schemata.
But Aristotle fails to distinguish this case from cases in which general terms are
substituted for A and B; and he does not make it clear how (D1) should be
‘modified to deal with these cases. I guess that he needs something like :

(D11) B, B,, ..., B, are homonymous if and only if there is a term A such
that (i) some B, is A, some B, is A, . . ., some B is A; and (ii) the sense
of A is different in each of ‘some B, is A’, ‘some B, is A’, . . ., ‘some B,
is A’.
For examples of use (i) see Categories 1, 122—6 ; Physics H 4, 248b7—9.
The disadvantage of use (i) is that it enables us to assert a homonymy
relation without specifying the term A—without saying in respect of which

t This is based on consideration of (a) all  use of owwwvvpos. It is not always easy to
occurrences listed in Bonitz’s Index Aristo- decide how to classify a given occurrence;
telicus, and (b) all occurrences in the Topics; and there are some occurrences which fit
my impression is that this sample is fair. none of the classes very well.

Similar things could be said of Aristotle’s
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term the objects in question are homonymous. But it is precisely this term
which is the philosophically interesting feature of homonymy: that, say,
Socrates and courage are homonymous is in itself of no consequence; what
excites Aristotle is the claim that they are homonymous with respect to the term
‘being’.t
16. This leads to an obvious extension of (i), namely use (ii) which covers
phrases of the form ‘B, B,, . . ., By are called A homonymously’. For examples
see Metaphysics Z 10, 10351 ; Nicomachean Ethics E 1, 1129230. An explanation
for this use, (D12), can be produced from (D11) by changing ‘homonymous’
to ‘called A homonymously’ and deleting ‘there is some term A such that’.
What happens if n = 1—if there is only one B;? This occurs in Aristotle
and gives us use (iii), typified by sentences of the form (iii:a) ‘B is called
A homonymously’ and (iii:b) ‘B is A homonymously’. (Again Aristotle often
says ‘the B’ rather than ‘B’.) A common example of this concerns the status
of dead organs: e.g. De Generatione Animalium B 1, 73425 ; Meteorologica 4 12,
389b31. Plainly, ‘homonymously’ in use (iii) amounts to much the same as
‘in a derivative sense’ ;2 and so (iii) can be explained in terms of (ii) by:

(D13) B is (called) A homonymously if and only if there is a term C such
that (i) B and C are A homonymously; and (ii) the sense of A in which
a B is A is derivative from the sense in which a C is A.

Closely connected with (iii) is (iv): ‘Some A is homonymous’; e.g. Meta-
physics Z 10, 1035P25; De Interpretatione 13, 2327. Clearly:

(D14) Some A is homonymous if and only if there is a term B such that Bis A
homonymously.

17. Class (v) has four subclasses: (v:a) “The A’s are homonymous’; (v:b)
‘The A’s are called homonymously’; (v:c) ‘The A is homonymous’; (v:d)
The A is called homonymously’. This is by far the largest of the five classes, uses
of type (v:c) being particularly common ; for examples see Topics A 15, 106321 ;
Z 2, 13921 ; Metaphysics I' 2, 1003234 ; Eudemian Ethics H 2, 123625 ; 1236217.
There is a close connection between (v) and that other standard formula of
Aristotle’s, ‘A is called in many ways’ (moMayds (mAeovayds) Aéyerar o A).3
Use (v) is susceptible of the following definition :

(D15) The A(’s) isfare (called) homonymous(ly) if and only if there are
terms B,, B,, . . ., B, (where n > 2) such that B, B,, ..., B, are called
A homonymously.

18. Uses (i)—(v) account, I think, for Aristotle’s central* uses of cuwvvpos;

I Why, then, is (i) Aristotle’s ‘official’
sense? I suggest that it is just in his ‘official’
account of homonymy and synonymy that
Aristotle is most indebted to Speusippus;
when he comes to put the terms to use he
rejects the Speusippan account as too
cramping (cf. Merlan, ‘Beitrage . . .’; H. J.
Krimer, ‘Zur geschichtlichen Stellung der
aristotelischen Metaphysik’, Kant-Studien lviii
(1967), p. 341).

2 In his notes on the second passage (In
Aristotelis Meteorologica Commentarius, ed. M.

Hayduck, Berlin, 1899 (CIAG iii. 2), 223. 27)
Alexander correctly contrasts suwvipws with
Kkvplws.

3 In the Topics at least this phrase is inter-
changeable with (v) ; in later works Aristotle
sometimes distinguishes between homonymy
and ‘being said in many ways’ (see, with
circumspection, Hintikka’s article above,
p. 66 n. 1).

4 Quite distinct of course are the cases in
which Aristotle uses dudwvpos in its non-
technical sense of ‘having the same name as’:
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their definitions show their interconnections and their general debt to (i)—
though they may do this in a somewhat too rigorous and schematic manner.

Is it plausible to suppose, with regard to any of uses (i)—(v), that homonymy
ought regularly to be construed in a ‘Speusippan’ manner? This is a strange
question, since the derivative uses of duwvupos have already been given ‘con-
textual’ definitions; that is, they have been explained by explaining as wholes
certain typical formulae within which they occur. This being so, there is no
room for the demand for a separate explanation of sudvvpos, or for the question
whether in these phrases it is predicated in a ‘Speusippan’ way.

However that may be, the only use which remotely invites a ‘Speusippan’
interpretation of homonymy is (v), specifically (v:c). Phrases of the form
‘the A’ are ambiguous in Greek when the noun substituted for A is neuter in
gender; for ‘r6 4’ means both ‘the A’ and ‘(the word) ““A”’—e.g. 16 o7pard-
medov means both ‘the camp’ and ‘(the word) ‘‘camp”’.! Hence it is possible
to translate 76 A éorw Spdvvpov as ¢ A’ is homonymous’ where ‘homony-
mous’ is overtly predicated, in ‘Speusippan’ vein, of a linguistic item. But
though grammar permits this translation, and though in some cases English
appears to demand it,2 I do not think that it is in general correct; for first,
it does not apply equally to all cases of (v:c) but only to those in which ‘the
A’ is neuter (but see below, n. 1) ; secondly, it does not apply to (v:a), (v:b),
and (v:d) with which (v:c) is interchangeable; and thirdly, it is entirely
otiose, since (D15) is adequate to explain the sense of (v:c).

Thus I do not think it is true in general of any of Aristotle’s standard uses of
JSudwupos that it encapsulates a ‘Speusippan’ occurrence of the adjective. It
remains possible that the adjective sometimes occurs in ‘Speusippan’ guise,
either because it is not used in accordance with any of (i)—(v), or because
special contextual features make a ‘Speusippan’ interpretation of a standard
occurrence obligatory or preferable. In the next few sections I shall look in
turn at some of the occurrences of sudvvpos and the like which might be taken
to be ‘Speusippan’.

19. Topics A 15 contains ten occurrences of sudvvuos, each of type (v:c), and
two of ovvdwvpos. Hambruch asserted that the latter denoted ‘Speusippan’

references in Bonitz’s Index Aristotelicus, to the view that every term can be used

51421318 ; cf. Alexander, In Metaphysica . . . ,
51. 15; 77. 12 (Alexander says that Aristotle
took this use over from Plato: cf. Anton,
‘The Aristotelian Doctrine . . .’, p. 318, with
references).

T See in general Kiihner-Gerth i. 586-97;
and for Aristotle e.g. Topics I 32, 182218;
21 ; 30 ; Metaphysics I' 4, 1006231 ; P25 14; 17;
23; 26 (cf. Boethus (Simplicius, 25. 18-26) ;
Porphyry, 61. 31-62. 6).

Thus Aristotle has the means of distin-
guishing between the ‘use’ and the ‘mention’
of an expression. But the situation is com-
plicated by three factors: (a) sometimes the
definite article takes the gender of the term
it governs, even when the term is masculine
or feminine and the article has its inverted-
comma use: cf., e.g., Categories, 5, 3°17;
Topics E 2, 130°3; Z 3, 141°13; 4, 142°5;
Poetics 20, 1457228. (b) Aristotle subscribes

autonymously—that A means both ‘A’ and
‘(the word) A’: cf. Topics I 14, 17428—9 (pre-
sumably the source of the medieval distinc-
tion between formal and material supposition :
cf. E. A. Moody, Truth and Consequence in
Mediaeval Logic, Amsterdam, 1953, pp. 23-5).
(¢) In practice, Aristotle sometimes at least
ignores the ‘use’/‘mention’ distinction; a
peculiarly discordant example is Posterior
Analytics A 1, 71215-16.

2 Viz. cases involving such curious but
characteristically Aristotelian nominaliza-
tions as 76 «af’ & (e.g. Metaphysics 4
18, 1022%14) and 76 éx Twos elvar (24,
1023226). But Aristotle uses nominalizations
of this sort in contexts where the inverted-
comma reading of the definite article is out
of the question ; see almost any occurrence of
76 7{ v elvaw or 76 dia 7.
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synonymy.! One occurrence of owdwvupos is at 107°17: &of® Spudvvpor 76
Aevidv kal 76 OEU 76 ydp ovvdwvpov mav cvuBlyrév. It is plain from what
Aristotle says about ‘comparability’ elsewhere (Physics H 4, 248210-249%29;
cf. Politics I' 12, 128321-10) that the second sentence means: ‘If X and Y
are called A synonymously, then they are comparable with respect to A (i.e.
they must be more, less, or equally A with one another).” There is no question
of ‘Speusippan’ synonymy here. It is reasonable to infer that éudvupov in the
previous sentence is likewise non-‘Speusippan’. One other occurrence of
Sudvupos, at 107239, is shown by its context to be non-‘Speusippan’. The
other nine occurrences—one of cwvdvupos and eight of sudvvpos—remain
technically ambiguous. However, the fact that all twelve occurrences are of
parallel grammatical form suggests the maxim that if any of the occurrences of
-dwupos compounds in A 15 are ‘Speusippan’ then all are. From this maxim
and the established Aristotelianism of three occurrences it follows that 4 15
refers to no ‘Speusippan’ onymies.?

20. Cherniss (p. 57 n. 47) offers as an additional ‘Speusippan’ usage De Partibus
Animalium A 3, 643P7. The text runs: mdvra ydp s eimeiv Goa nuepa, kai
dypia. Tuyxdvel dvra, olov dvfpwmol immou Bées kives [év 5 *Ivdikf] Tes alyes mpd-
Bara: &v ékaorov el puév Spdvupov, od SujpyTar xwpls, . . . Clearly, the subject of
(éarw) Spchvupov is the same as the subject of ujpyrar, namely ékaorov. But
what is divided is each genus, not each genus-name. Hence what is homonymous
is the genus, not the genus-name; and this is not ‘Speusippan’ homonymy.

21. Owen offers two passages in support of his contention that ‘Aristotle’s
usage [sc. of dudvupos] is far from being as rigid as Hambruch supposes’
(p. 104 n. 1); I take it that he thinks the two passages exhibit ‘Speusippan’
usage.

(1) Posterior Analytics B 17, 99?7 and 12: € pév opdvopa [sc. 7da dxpa],
Suavupov T6 péoov, el 8¢ s év yéver [sc. Ta drpa], dpoiws é€eu [sc. 76 péoov]. . . .
Sudvupov yop T Guowov éml TovTwy [sc. xpdpatos kai oxfparos]. In the first
sentence Aristotle is talking of the ‘terms’ of a syllogism, and it is natural
to suppose him to be designating linguistic items; but it is likely that what is
s év yéveu is not the words substituted for the term-variables A, B, C, but the

1 In this, as he says, he follows Waitz
(ii. 452). Hambruch does not explicitly
assert that the occurrences of dudvupos in
A 15 are ‘Speusippan’, but I assume he
thought they were: (a) he identifies ‘Speu-
sippan’ duwvupa with moddayds Aeydueva
(p. 28 n. 1), and dudwupos is used synony-
mously with 7moMaxds Aeyduevos in A 15;
and (b) Waitz’s argument that the cvv dvvpa
of A 15 are ‘Speusippan’ depends on his
construing the duwvupa in the same con-
text as ‘Speusippan’. Waitz, however, is far
from clear on this issue; in his notes on
the Categories he says in general: ‘definit
[sc. Aristoteles] vocum et homonymiam et
synonymiam, non rerum’ (i. 272).

The translators implicitly side with Ham-
bruch : see, e.g., Pickard-Cambridge’s Oxford
Translation, Forster’s Loeb, Brunschwig’s
Budé.

2 Hambruch (p. 29 n. 1; cf. L. Robin, La
Théorie platonicienne des idées et des nombres
d’aprés Aristote, Paris, 1908, p. 138) also sug-
gests that the account of numerical identity
in Topics A 7 is influenced by Speusippus:
the first definition of ‘one in number’
(10329-10; 25-7) 1is, he claims, at once
inconsistent with what Aristotle says- else-
where about numerical identity and .iden-
tical with what Speusippus says about
polyonymy. (Alexander, In Aristotelis Topico-
rum libros octo commentaria, ed. M. Wallies,
Berlin, 1891 (CIAG ii. 2), 58. 8-11 takes
things numerically one to be polyonymous ;
cf. In Metaphysica . . . ,281. 24). If Hambruch
is right, then Speusippus’ polyonymy is not
‘Speusippan’; for Aristotle’s numerical
identity is not a relation that holds only be-
tween linguistic items.
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objects denoted by these words. And if that is so, then it is natural to suppose
that these same objects are what are spdvvpa.!

The second sentence contains a standard (v:c) occurrence; there is no
special reason for taking it in ‘Speusippan’ fashion.

(ii) Physics H 4, 248P12—21: in H 4 as a whole the word sudwvupos occurs
seven times (Suwvvpia appears twice; cuvdvupos, probably, once). Three of
these occurrences are shown by their context to be non-‘Speusippan’; these
are all of type (v:c). Three more of the seven examples are also of type (v:c),
and I infer that they too are non-‘Speusippan’. The remaining occurrence is
at 248b17: dAX’ éviwv kai of Adyor Spdvupon (cf. Topics A 15, 107%6; E 2, 129P31).
This does not easily fall under any of uses (i)—(v); and it is readily, and no
doubt rightly, taken in a ‘Speusippan’ sense.?

22. T have noticed a few other ‘Speusippan’ uses to add to the last one:
(1) Topics I 17, 175297, which refers to a ‘non-homonymous contradiction’;
(i) compare with this De Interpretatione 6, 17235; (iii) Rhetoric I' 2, 1404738 :
Tév 8 dvopdTwy TG pév codiatii Spwvupiar xprioipor (rapa TavTas yap kakovpyet),
7& mouTh) 6¢ ovvwyupiar.? Porphyry (61. 14) states that homonyms are things
but homonymies are words, and he doubtless had this passage in mind. There
are other places in Aristotle in which it is tempting to construe homonymies
as words (e.g. Rhetoric I 11, 1412P11; Posterior Analytics A 24, 85b16; B 13,
97b36) ; perhaps duwvuula has this sense in the phrases Aéyeofor (efvar) xaf’
opwvvplay and wapa v dpwvuplav. (iv) Physics I' 7, 207Pg, mentions parony-
mous words ; Topics I 5, 167224, uses the phrase dvopa p1) ovvdwopov; Topics E 2,
129°30 (cf. De Generatione et Corruptione A 6, 322°30) talks of dvépara being said
in many ways.

This list does not pretend to be exhaustive ; but I do not believe that genuine
‘Speusippan’ uses of ouwvvpos and the like are anything other than rare in
Aristotle.

D. CoNcLUSION

23. The Hambruch thesis states (a) that Speusippus’ notion of homonymy
and synonymy differ from Aristotle’s, and in particular (b) that Speusippus’
onymies, unlike Aristotle’s, are properties specific to linguistic items; the thesis
maintains further, (¢), that in certain passages, notably in the first book of the
Topics, Aristotle fell under Speusippus’ influence and temporarily forsook his
own notion of the onymies.

I W. D. Ross (Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior
Analytics, Oxford, 1949, p. 668) paraphrases:
‘If the major is ambiguous, so is the middle.
If the major is a generic property ..., so is
the middle term.” The reference of ‘the
major’ and of ‘the middle’ shifts from the
first to the second of these sentences. It may
be that Aristotle is guilty of some such shift;
but he need not be.

2 We naturally suppose that a Adyos is a
sentence, or at least some sort of concatenation
of linguistic items; and so it often is. But of
course Aristotle regularly takes the Adyos of
a thing to be the same as its odola or eldos;
and these are certainly not linguistic entities.

3 Porphyry (Simplicius, 36. 27) com-
mented that cvvwvvule here is used in an
unusual sense, and he reports that it ap-
peared in the Poetics too (= frag. III
Kassel: the passage is not identical with
the Rhetoric passage as Waitz i. 272, Lang,
p. 66, and others suppose). Alexander de-
tected further examples of this use of
ovvdwupos in Aristotle : cf. In Metaphysica . . . ,
280. 20 (cf. 32-5), on Metaphysics I' 4,
1006P14; In Topica . . ., 577. 18, on Topics,
O 13, 162°36 (but see F. A. Trendelenburg,
Elementa Logices Aristoteleac®, Berlin, 1868,

pp. 126-7).
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Against this I have argued (b’) that on the whole our evidence suggests
that Speusippus did not define his four onymies as specifically linguistic pro-
perties, and in general, (a’), that in all probability Speusippus’ accounts of
homonymy and synonymy differed only trivially from Aristotle’s definitions
at the beginning of the Categories.

Further, T have indicated that Aristotle’s definitions in the Categories cannot
be applied without more ado to more than a fraction of the occurrences of
opdvupos and euvdvupos in his works, and that the words occur in a number of
different but connected ways. I allow (¢') that in a few places homonymy and
synonymy appear, uncharacteristically, as linguistic properties; this concedes
something to part (¢) of the Hambruch thesis, but of course it differs from (¢)
in that by virtue of (4") these uncharacteristic passages cannot be supposed to
betray the backstage influence of Speusippus.

Oriel College, Oxford JoNaTHAN BARNES
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