
HOMONYMY IN ARISTOTLE 
AND SPEUSIPPUS 

A. THE HAMBRUCH THESIS 

I. '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 1904 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;2 and again by Stenzel in his Pauly-Wissowa article.3 It was 
accepted, and slightly embellished, by Cherniss;4 and it has recently been 
reaffirmed by Anton in one of a series of essays on homonymy in Aristotle.5 

Apart from a sceptical footnote by Owen6 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) ofLvvpta AeEycrat cov ovo/La paOvov KVOOV, o SE Kara -roivota Aoyos rijs ovortas 

ErepOS. 

Bypassing the several stock problems raised by this sentence7 I offer the follow- 
ing definition as a more formal version of what Aristotle means: 

I E. Hambruch, Logische Regeln der platon- 
ischen Schule in der aristotelischen Topik, Berlin, 
I904, pp. 28-9. 

2 P. Lang, De Speusippi Academici scriptis, 
Bonn, I9II (Hildesheim, 1965), pp. 25-6. 

3 J. Stenzel, art. 'Speusippos', RE iiiA, 
1929, I654. 4-44- 

4 H. Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato 
and the Academy, Baltimore, I944, pp. 56-8; 
cf. The Riddle of the Early Academy, Berkeley, 
1945, p. 40. 

5 J. P. Anton, 'The Aristotelian Doctrine 
of Homonyma in the Categories and its Platonic 
Antecedents', JHistPhil vi (1968), 315-26, 
p. 323. Anton's other articles are: 'The 
meaning of o Ao'yos rTs ovaLcas in Aristotle's 
Categories Ia', Monist lii (1968), 252-67; 
'Ancient Interpretations of Aristotle's Doc- 
trine of Homonyma', JHistPhil vii (1969), 
I-i8. 
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6 G. E. L. Owen, 'A Proof in the Hep' 
'13cov', JHS lxxvii (1957), 103-I I, reprinted 
in R. E. Allen (ed.), Studies in Plato's 
Metaphysics, London, 1965: see p. 104 n. I 
= p. 295 n. i. P. Merlan, 'Beitrage zur 
Geschichte des antiken Platonismus: I, Zur 
Erklarung der dem Aristoteles zugeschrie- 
benen Kategorienschrift', Phlg lxxxix ( 934), 
35-53, criticizes the Hambruch thesis on 
the grounds of triviality (pp. 47-53): see 
below, p. 70 n. 2. 

7 See Porphyrius, In Aristotelis Categorias 
Expositio per interrogationem et responsionem, 
ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1887 (CIAG iv. i), 
59. 34-67. 32. (This is Porphyry's minor 
commentary on the Categories; his larger 
work, inscribed to Gedaleius, is unfortunately 
lost: cf. Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias 
Commentarius, ed. C. Kalbfleisch, Berlin, 
1907 (CIAG viii), 2. 5-9; R. Beutler, art. 
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(Di) XI, x2, ..., Xn are homonymous if and only if there is some term A such 
that (i) x, is A and x2 is A and ... and Xn is A; and (ii) the meaning of 
A is different in each of the sentences 'xI is A', 'x2 is A', . . ., 'x is A'. 

Aristotle explains synonymy by the sentence: 

(A2) avvcTvviUa ... AE'yerat 6v TO -Tr ovola KOLVOV KaL O Kara -rovvola Aoyos 
rr7 ovatLas o avros. 

To produce (D2), which (A2) expresses, take (Di) 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 xI, x2,..., xn are homonymous or synonymous, it does not follow 
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 
XI, x2, ..., xn 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: 

(DIo) 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 (Dio) or (D2o), 
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 (DI) and (DIo), and (D2) and (D2o), is, I suspect, 
what the commentators' antithesis was intended to indicate. But their indication 

'Porphyrios', RExxii. I, 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 
prints a 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, 30a27- 
34b20; 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). 

I See, e.g., Porphyry, 6i. 14; 68. 12; 

Ammonius, In Aristotelis Categorias Com- 
mentaria, ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 1895 (CIAG 
iv. 4), i8. I6; H. W. B. Joseph, An Intro- 
duction to Logic2, Oxford, I916, p. 47; 
K. J. J. Hintikka, 'Aristotle and the Am- 
biguity of Ambiguity', Inquiry ii (1959), 
p. I40; J. L. Ackrill, Aristotle's Categories and 
De Interpretatione, Oxford, 1962, p. 7I. But 
note the opposite sentiment in Simplicius, 
25. 7-9 (cf. 28. I); 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), 
8i. 23; 83. 2I; 84. 2I. 

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

3 (D2o) 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 (Dio) and 
(D2o). 
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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 
(Di) 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 (Dio) and (D2o)) 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 4Io; but his writings, with a few uninteresting exceptions, cannot be 
dated. Aristotle's Topics is generally acknowledged to be an early work, though 
book A 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 HOMONYMY 

4. One of the types of fallacy discussed in the Sophistici Elenchi is argument 
wrapa -r'jv otuovvultav. Aristotle makes it clear that he was not the first to discuss 
this type of cAEyXos; he expressly takes issue with some men who claimed that 
all kAeyXOt were due to equivocation (20, I77b7-9). Poste identified these men 
with the people who are said in chapter Io to divide eAYXot into those 7rpOs 
TrovvoFa and those rrpos r7jv &dvotav.4 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, I74b23-7 (= F3a 
Lang) which at least proves Speusippus' familiarity with fallacies of equivoca- 
tion.7 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 (DI) and (D2) define 
polyadic predicates or relations, whereas the 
definienda of (Dio) and (D2o) are monadic. 

2 P. Merlan, 'Zur Biographie des Speusip- 
pos', Phlg ciii (I959), I98-214. 

3 See nowJ. Brunschwig, Aristote: Topiques 
i-iv, Paris (Bud6), 1967, pp. lxxii-lxxvi; 
lxxxiii-civ. 

4 E. Poste, Aristotle on Fallacies, or the 
Sophistici Elenchi, London, I866, p. 151. He 
offers no reason for the identification. 

s 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, I79b38-I8oa7, and 33, I82b22-7; we 
do not know who these persons are. 

6 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', JP 
xii (1883), I7-30. 
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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 2o. 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. I19-39. 2 = F32a 
Lang) reads as follows: 

27TEV9t7L7TroV 701VV V oropE& BorjqOoS- 70LLo77V &valpEortV 7rrapaAat,f3a4vEwV Ta 

vO4tcL7cLrrav'ct lTEpLAc vovlav . anvy4p ovo,l-7wv, qral, 7T IzEv 7a 7ciJvv.La 

Eu7wT, 7T E EEpojvvptka KaL Ti-6h' 7alT7WVt VWv 7Ta tEv o/-LOJvv a cEUTLV, EOTla 

uvvcovv,ia, Ka7T aT)V TCZV 7raLAatWv gVV jGEtLav aKOVOV7WV -qLLkjV 74 arVVc6vv/eLvva 
5 7TWOV E'EPWVV'LOJV 74 [LE%V EtvaL ov v7E paVv, T i ' 7ohAVdVV a, 7Ta 4 

vapcovvIta. aAAa 7rEpt' -Lv EiV TcOV awv &oAV 0,So7Tat, rroTAcvv,u S'E EUT7VT 74 

84abopa Kat iroToAAa Ovo'tfL7a KaU EVos 17payiTc7OS , O7LV ELS Kal 0 aVTOs aLVTOV 

jn Aoyos-, a7rTErp aop A'tso [Xa'-Xatpa 0cfaUyavo0l ETEpW0vv[za 83 EUT7LV 7T4 Kal 70TE 

ovoictarw Kal 701S r 7rpa/Yp(tuv Kau TOCgs AOyoLs E7Epa, otov Y ypaILuL-7UIa avGpw(7To 

10 eVIOV.2 

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. I7), and it is doubtless from this that Simplicius quotes. Simplicius had 
a high opinion of Boethus (i. I7; I59. I4) ; and he often refers to him.4 

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 

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

2 Peter Lambeck found lines 2 (T5v ydp 

...) to 5 (....7EPCE"WVV'v) under the 
heading 'H ZTEvatMrrlTov JIaEpats3 in one of 
the MSS. he catalogued (Petrus Lambecius, 
Commentaria de augustissima Bibliotheca Caesarea 
Vindobonensi, vii, Vienna, i675, p. I35- 
Lang's 'i 85' 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 E7TEVaTL2T7TOV 

Jlatpeatr heads a miscellaneous appendix to 
the MS. (published on pp. 127-3i, only 
the first entry of which has anything to do 
with Speusippus. This reads: T65v 63votdrcwv 
Td a1EV TavTWovvLa Ta ETEPoJVV/1a' TO)V E c 

TaT&jvVV/swV Ta 
f4EV 

EU9TLV o/IoJVV/La Ta SE 

aVVOVV/rLa 7TOJV Sc ETEPW0VVt1OV Ta /1EV EUrTt 

7rapovv/La Ta SU 7roAvo'vvupa. 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 iiber das griechische Scholienwesen', 
ZfdAltwiss i (1834), II37-44. 

3 T. Waitz, Aristotelis Organon, Leipzig, 
1844-6, i. 45. This Boethus, number 9 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 F32c of Speusippus (cf. I I. 23; 29. 30 
78. 20; and see p. 69 n. i below); and he 
expresses a general debt to Porphyry whom 
he claims to follow closely (2. 5-9; cf. 559b). 
But Simplicius was a learned man (cf. 
I. I-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 C,r 5aatv in 
F32b shows that. 

5 Of course the very first sentence is not 
Speusippan, though Lang prints it large and 
bold. I do not know what rrapaAa/fac'Lvcw 
means in line i; perhaps it is corrupt: 
something like vrapaaT';aaL would be better. 

68 



HOMONYMY IN ARISTOTLE AND SPEUSIPPUS 

verbatim a passage from Porphyry's lost commentary which contains the sen- 
tence: Kal ov KaAXsW o Bo'rlos rrapaAEAELOa TrZ AptLroUrTdet f qcrta ra& rapa Trois 
VEWTEpoLS KaAov,'eEva avvLovvl.a (36. 38). Here it is Boethus who refers to the 
use of avvwvvtLa by 'the moderns'; it is a reasonable conjecture that the person 
who refers in our passage to the use of avvoSvv,la 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 (ual 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. I4-23. 3). It is 
hard to think of any context, in his JiaLtpE'aEc 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) ;I 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- o 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 32c. 

6. F32b reads: ZrTevaJrUT7Tos , 8 c Us acLtv, 'pKELTO Ae'yEv O U Ao'yos FTEpo0S 

(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 KaTa rovvo/sa 
in his definition of homonymy? This is quite separate from the equally standard 
question (Porphyry, 64. 23-65. I I-taken up by all the commentators, includ- 
ing Simplicius, 29. I3-29): Why did Aristotle include the phrase rsg ovaolas 
in his definition? This latter question arose as a result of an objection by 
Nicostratus3 (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 
Ka,Ta rovvo/la from his definition of homonymy. He may also have omitted 
'7s ovmaas: but F32b, which does not touch upon the questions raised by this 
phrase, provides no evidence that he did; and the silence of Simplicius and 

I But see Porphyry, 68. 28-69. 13: I guess tioned, without definite ascription, by 
that this is a reflection of Boethus' corn- Porphyry, 63. I-2; 64. 25; and Dexippus, 
mentary (note that F32a occupies a place In Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria, ed. 
in Simplicius' commentary analogous to this A. Busse, Berlin, I888 (CIAG iv. 2), 20. 21-3. 
section in Porphyry; perhaps this supports It is likely that Simplicius is relying on 
Lang's conjecture-above, p. 68 n. 4- Porphyry's major commentary. 
that Simplicius got F32a from Porphyry's 3 Platonist, teacher of Marcus Aurelius, 
major commentary). It may be that Por- and author of a minute and critical exami- 
phyry's debt to Boethus was no smaller than nation of the Categories: see K. Praechter, 
his successors' debt to him. 'Nikostratos der Platoniker', Hermes lvii 

2 Similar contentment ( pKEt) is men- (1922), 481-517. 
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all the other commentators when they do discuss r7s ovalas is some evidence 
that he did not.' 

Can we reconstitute Speusippus' definition of homonymy from F32b? 
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 Kara rolvoloa. 
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: 

(Si) Odwvvtca AeyEraLt cv ovopa p,ovov KOLVOV O AE dyos T-7S oValas Erepos.2 

7. The third fragment is embedded in a passage from Porphyry's major com- 
mentary on the Categories which Simplicius preserves (36. 25-3I = F32c); 
it goes: 

"EvOa e 7TrepL Tas rrTAEovs V covags aTrTOv&q Kal Trjv rTOAV(ELt EKaTrov 

ovoJLaalav, walTrep ev Tcr leppl 7TOITtrLLKj Kal T TrpIrT 17/Ept pr]TOpuiKf,S TOV erTpov 

crvvwvvv,ov 8eo/LeOa, oTrep 7roAvoVvvtLov o St7revcaTLrros EKcaAEL. Kat ov KaAXw 
o Bor&Oos 7TrapaAEAE0b0a TC) ApLorToTeAEL rf(1l r7a Trapad roLs vecoWTpots KaAov/LEva 

(jvvWvv(La, aTrep Z7rETaveT7ro& EKcAAEL 7TroAvwovvLa. ov yap rrapaAeAEUtrrat, aAA' 

eV aAAcugs TrpaylaTrelats) e ats ' v OLKE?L o Ao'yos, TrapeItXr Ta. 

Speusippus used 'roAvcovvtLa in the same way as 'the moderns' used avvaovvpla. 
Who were Boethus' 'modems', and how did they define avvcvvta? 

Again, the context of the fragment is vital. Simplicius is discussing the rival 
merits of the Aristotelian and the Stoic uses of rvvcovvtuos (36. 8-3 ); he draws 

heavily on Porphyry's discussion,3 identifying Porphyry's second sort of 

synonymy, and hence the synonymy of Boethus' 'moderns', with Stoic 

synonymy.4 Stoic synonymy is explained by Simplicius as follows: avvcwvvxa 

KEcKA)K[aat] . .. oL orToiKot 7a 7roAAa dJLa eXov'ra ovolaara, s C HapLs Kat AAXeavpos 
o aros,5 Kal daTrhw r 7roAvo)vvla Aeyodtva (36. 8-1I). 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 ri7/ 
ov3aas in some texts of the Categories at Ia2 
and Ia7. 

2 Merlan, 'Beitrage.. .', 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 Commentarilum, ed. A. Busse, Berlin, 
I902 (CIAG xii. i), 38. 6-12). 

4 The contrast between ol vecorepol and 
oL dpXatoL is common in Alexander's logical 
works (cf. In Aristotelis Analyticorum Priorum 

librum I Commentarius, ed. M. Wallies, Berlin, 
1883 (CIAG ii. I), 422a and 423a); 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 (FI50 = SVF ii. 
45. I9), who is known to have written at 
length about ambiguity (see FI52, FI53- 
and especially Galen, Hepi rTv rrapa rr)v 
AXv'L aolatcdrcov (Kihn 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). 
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examples of polyonyms: dvOpOrrro' f LEpot,I 0 poT's' KaL ELl vL 'roto7i-o (22. 26).' 
'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), iioAv 'vvcta A'EyETaL Wj 7roAAaL ovo'xvaTa o c Aoyos aVT3os. 

'Porphyry says that iTroAvC0wvv a crrw v cv Staboopa /1 &'V Kal' 7r Ta oX v 6.v taTa o' 8 
Ao'yos Etts Kad ' ai'Tdg (69. 1-2); this differs from his definition of polyonymy 
in terms of the four possible sorts of Ko&vwvt'a (60. 22-34: see below, p. 74 n. 3), 
and it is possible that it is extracted or adapted from Speusippus' writings.z 
8. There is no evidence about Speusippus' accounts of synonymy and 
heteronymy (rda 1Siws- ETepwovvpza), the remaining elements in the main tetracho. 

tomy of F32a. It is useful, however, to have Speusippan sentences in these 
cases too; and I think it is reasonable to construct by comparison with (Si) 
and (S3): 

(S2) uvvuvvv.a AEyTrat Wv ovopaa KOLVOV KaC 0 AoyoS o avToT; 

and 

(S4) ETEP&OVvFLa A4YcEaLaL v iroMaA oSv/aara C O AdyoS C Epo.E 

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 (Si) 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 oMiw'vvitos and crvvdW'VVtoS in (Si) 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 (S3) 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' term-ino- 
logy. If his onymies were 'Speusippan', then Taidvp,c'v/tos in 32a would mean 
'being the same name as', and, in general, b-'wvvMos' woulct n.,.an (roughly) 
'being a 0b name'. This interpretation would be strange; compounds in -a'vvjios. 

are reqentin ree,4 and in all cases 0- 'vvlkos means (roughly) 'having 

The standard examples, an iambic line, 3See Porphyry, 69. 12-, &E'TpWvv/2a Sefe'aTtV 
are aop 61bog tsLa'atpa 0adcryavov a7rad8l (Cf. (LV To' TE O'VOpla KatO Ao'Oyo 4ET-cp09. 

Porphyry, 69. I-2-Ultimately from Boethus, 4 Buck and Petersen list 91i -(Lvu/LosT 
if my attribution to him of the definitions in compounds in their reverse index; 22 are 
F32a is correct). found before Speusippus' time. Liddell and 

2 Cf. Alexander, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Scott give F32a as the first appearance of 
Commentaria, ed. M. Hayduck, Berlin, ix89xi &TEp(VViLoC (which they translate 'having a 
(CIAG i), 247. 27-9: . . . &')S dEVat T~U different signification') and as the sole 
1roAvwvVtL4WV TO V7rOK4Et14EVOV avToL$-, (1) v appearance of TavT l7vvILos (which they better 
ITAEtw 1E'v o'vo/1aTaL KaO' E'Kaoarov 84E ,-cZv translate 'of the same name'). The proper 
o'vopAmLwv O ashrog Ao'yos-, (Le oaaya'VOV KatL 'Speusippan' words would be the late &sTpo- 

ILaxatPag, Kam Aont'OV KaZI Lsa7-r'Ov. Cf. 281. an,/savTog and Taugnoa,1'taVT0oe (or Travro'an7po5; 
24. cf. vroA'mtws!eo already in Democritus B26). 
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a 4 name' and not 'being a b 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 (SI) and (S2) do indeed differ from (Ai) and (A2), 
nevertheless (Si) and (S2) express exactly the same thing as (AI) and (A2), 
namely (Di) and (D2). For the only difference between the two pairs of 
sentences is the presence of Kara rov'vola in (Ai) and (A2). This phrase does 
no more than make explicit a proviso which we must assume to be implicit 
in (Si) and (S2).I 

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 (b) that the Greek commen- 
tators, whose ears were attuned to 'word'/'thing' disputes in connection with 
the Categories (see below, p. 73 n. I), know of no differences between Speus- 
ippus and Aristotle save the trivial one noticed in F32b. 

IO. 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. I9-20), Boethus referred to Speusippus' 
account of the onymies as a ScapeLs. .. ra ovdtlara 7rdvra 7reptXaa,l3avovaa. 
And he continues: Tov yap ovoytdctrwv, -al. ... Boethus thus ascribes 'Speus- 
ippan' onymies to Speusippus. On my account, it will be argued, Speusippus' 
'division' ought rather to begin: Tov yap o'vTwv . . .2 And it is scarcely 
decent to suppose that Boethus took such a text, asserted it to set up a division 
of ra ovov6lara irdvra, and then changed ;Tv-ov into ovotdrcov to support his 
assertion. 

Against this argument I think, first, that we should recall the prolonged 
controversy among the early commentators about the 7rpd'o0ts or aK07TOS of 

I Why does Aristotle include Kara rovvo,la 
in (AI) 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 (Si) 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 (AI) makes this explicit. 
The qualification in (AI) and (A2) is im- 
plicit in (SI) and (S2) in that anyone who 
uttered (Si) and received the objection I 
have just sketched would reasonably retort 
that this was an ineffective objection, since 

what he meant was (AI). At Categories 5, 
3b7, Aristotle expresses (D2) by the sentence: 

(A2') avvowvvia Se yE ~V cv Kat rov'vojza KOLVOV 

Kal o Aoyog o avros. 

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), 
I. 2-5); see also the opening of the 'alter- 
native' Categories (Ross, Aristotelis Fragmenta 
Selecta, pp. Io3-5-Ross's first testimonium 
is more readily found at Philoponus, In 
Aristotelis Categorias Commentarium, ed. A. 
Busse, Berlin, I898 (CIAG xiii. I), 7. 25- 
3I). 
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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?2 Boethus held that 
the Categories classified words, and not things or thoughts (Porphyry, 59. 17-34; 
Simplicius, II. 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. I8-26. 2) in which Boethus 
answers the question why Aristotle specifies ovolara at Categories I Ia , Kat'ro 
T77S OJtlvv/tlas Kal Ev prLacaLv ovor]s (25. II). In his reply3 Boethus refers to 
searching e+' oTroaaao0v XE' he el 'ocovvto's EcrTV; and as examples he cites 
the sentences To KV.)V .o'.VVJo'V Eatv and ro 1jv8paro'8tnraLt oyCu'vvpov EUrTv 

(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 rCv X, ra dv ..., ra e '...; Boethus may be reporting 
something more like an expanded version of chapter i of the Categories than 
one of the formal &8tatpE'aL we know from elsewhere.4 If this is so, then the 
choice of an introductory genitive--rCov OvtrW or T-ov ovotCaTrcv-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 rl`yl in line 2 of F32a is 
Boethus rather than Speusippus. 

1. Secondly, the account of polyonymy in F32a 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; (b) x is not identical with y; and (c) the meaning of A in 

I 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 were schematized in a pamphlet by 
Alexander's teacher Sosigenes (see Dexippus, 
6. 27-Io. 32); Iamblichus produced a 
solution which purported to reconcile all 
the opposing views (cf. Olympiodorus, 19. 
36-20. 12), and this became the orthodoxy 
of the later commentators. 

2 Compare the difficulties Porphyry finds 
at 6i. 13-27, and the odd statement by 
Simplicius at 25. 7-9. 

3 The question became a stockone, and the 
substance of Boethus' answer was taken over 
by all the commentators (e.g. Porphyry, 62. I; 
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 ETCpOr where 
it is opposed to ErEpWvvULOS: Ammonius, 
i6. 24-17. 3; Simplicius, 22. 31-3. This dis- 
tinction lies behind the remarks of Alexander, 
In Metaphysica . . ., 247. 9-24 (cf. 366. 3 ; 
377. 25-7: note the examples, which prob- 
ably go back to Physics 

' 
3, 202bI4 and De 

Generatione Animalium A 18, 724b I9-21); 
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 (b) makes heteronymy 
an irreflexive relation-one which a thing cannot bear to itself. (Di) 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 F32a specifies an Aristotelian and not a 'Speusippan' 
relation. 

Even if the definitions in F32a 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 F32c 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 
&8alpatLs; but the 'Speusippan' onymies do; and Speusippus is said to have 
left a Lta'pEacs.l 

Aristotelian onymies are not mutually exclusive. The Greek commentators, 
parrying a shaft from Nicostratus (Simplicius, 30. I6), regularly note that 
two things can be both homonymous and synonymous (e.g. Dexippus, 21. 5-7; 
Simplicius, 30. I6-31. 2I) ;2 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. i), and so too is heteronymy; but polyonymy, on an Aristotelian 
reading, is most naturally taken as a monadic predicate.4 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. (Dio) and (D2o)); 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' 8tat'pens 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.) 

I Of course Aristotle does not himself more clearly by Ammonius 19. I8. 
offer the full-blown Aristotelian 'division'; 3 See, e.g., the standard way of introduc- 
the commentators, answering Boethus' ing the four onymies as the four possible 
complaint (Simplicius, 36. 28-30 = F32c), aXacrUE ev zots vrpayuaat rtv..v . o. . ywv rrps 
offered explanations and excuses (see Ta ovog'aTa (Porphyry, 60. 22-34-note the 
Porphyry, 60. 34-6I. 4-followed with em- definite articles; cf. Ammonius, I5. i6-i6. 
bellishments by all later writers). 6).-In his definition of synonymy Aristotle 

2 The contradictory seems to be asserted talks of the name (r o ovo,ua: I a6; cf. 3b7); I do 
by Dexippus at 20. 24-7 and by Simplicius not know if there is any significance in this. 
at 29. 5-I2 (cf. Olympiodorus, 31. I9-26); 4 As the word 7roAv ovvluos suggests: 
but their point is presumably the one made 7roAvs is not a relational adjective. 
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(ii) If x and y 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' LapEocts- is not exclusive any more 
than the Aristotelian. 

(iii) 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. I2; Olympiodorus, 39. 23-40. 13; 
cf. Ackrill, p. 72), paronymy has no place with the other onymies. Thus the 
presence of paronymy in F32a ensures that no 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 9 are correct to a degree; this, 
in effect, is the view of Merlan ('Beitrage .. .'). 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 od,uvv.LoS 

14. The first part of the Hambruch thesis, that Speusippus' notion ofhomonymy 
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 od'ivvluos.; and then consider briefly 
a few passages which have been mentioned in connection with the Hambruch 
thesis. 

5. I distinguish five uses of ot1Lavvplos ;1 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 (DI). 
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 (DI) should be 
modified to deal with these cases. I guess that he needs something like: 

(Di i) B, B, . . ., B. are homonymous if and only if there is a term A such 
that (i) some B. is A, some B2 is A, . . ., some B. is A; and (ii) the sense 
of A is different in each of 'some BI is A', 'some B, is A', .. ., 'some B 
is A'. 

For examples of use (i) see Categories I, Ia2-6; 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 

I This is based on consideration of (a) all use of cvvdvvpuos. 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'.I 
I6. This leads to an obvious extension of (i), namely use (ii) which covers 
phrases of the form 'B,, B2, .. ., Bn are called A homonymously'. For examples 
see Metaphysics Z io, I035bI; Nicomachean Ethics E I, I 129a30. An explanation 
for this use, (DI2), can be produced from (D I) by changing 'homonymous' 
to 'called A homonymously' and deleting 'there is some term A such that'. 

What happens if n = i-if there is only one Bi? 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 I, 734b25; Meteorologica a 12, 

389b3I. 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: 

(Di3) 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 io, I035b25; De Interpretatione I3, 23a7. Clearly: 

(DI4) Some A is homonymous if and only if there is a term B such that B is 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, I o6a2 I; 

Z 2, I39b21I; Metaphysics r 2, I 003a34; Eudemian Ethics H 2, I236b25; I236aI7. 
There is a close connection between (v) and that other standard formula of 
Aristotle's, 'A is called in many ways' (iroAAaXc6os (7rAeovaXWs) AEyeraL To A).3 

Use (v) is susceptible of the following definition: 

(DI5) The A('s) is/are (called) homonymous(ly) if and only if there are 
terms B, B2. . ., Bn (where n > 2) such that Bn, B2,..., Bn are called 
A homonymously. 

I8. Uses (i)-(v) account, I think, for Aristotle's central4 uses of 61&)VVLos; 

I Why, then, is (i) Aristotle's 'official' Hayduck, Berlin, I899 (CIAG iii. 2), 223. 27) 
sense ? I suggest that it is just in his 'official' Alexander correctly contrasts o'lcouvv'ul with 
account of homonymy and synonymy that KvpLwS. 
Aristotle is most indebted to Speusippus; 3 In the Topics at least this phrase is inter- 
when he comes to put the terms to use he changeable with (v); in later works Aristotle 
rejects the Speusippan account as too sometimes distinguishes between homonymy 
cramping (cf. Merlan, 'Beitrage. . .'; H. J. and 'being said in many ways' (see, with 
Kramer, 'Zur geschichtlichen Stellung der circumspection, Hintikka's article above, 
aristotelischen Metaphysik', Kant-Studien lviii p. 66 n. I). 
(I967), p. 341). 4 Quite distinct of course are the cases in 

2 In his notes on the second passage (In which Aristotle uses oy'1ovv!fos in its non- 
Aristotelis Meteorologica Commentarius, ed. M. 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 oLa)vvl,os 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 6oJLcvvt,os, 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 'ro A' means both 'the A' and '(the word) "A" '--e.g. ro a-rpaTd- 
-rESov means both 'the camp' and '(the word) "camp"'., Hence it is possible 
to translate ro A E'crv J6tovvlov 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. I); 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 (D 5) 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 
o({Lvvtosg 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 o6'lvvloos and the like which might be taken 
to be 'Speusippan'. 
19. Topics A 15 contains ten occurrences of dOcOvvt/os, each of type (v:c), and 
two of avvW6vv,uos. Hambruch asserted that the latter denoted 'Speusippan' 
references in Bonitz's Index Aristotelicus, 
514 b13-18; cf. Alexander, In Metaphysica..., 
5I. 15; 77. I2 (Alexander says that Aristotle 
took this use over from Plato: cf. Anton, 
'The Aristotelian Doctrine . ..', p. 318, with 
references). 

I See in general Kiihner-Gerth i. 586-97; 
and for Aristotle e.g. Topics I 32, I82aI8; 
2 ; 30; Metaphysics r 4, oo6a31 ; b2; I4; 17; 
23; 26 (cf. Boethus (Simplicius, 25. 18-26); 
Porphyry, 6I. 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, 3bI 7; 
Topics E 2, I30b3; Z 3, 141aI3; 4, 142b5; 
Poetics 20, I457a28. (b) Aristotle subscribes 

to the view that every term can be used 
autonymously-that A means both 'A' and 
'(the word) A': cf. Topics I I4, I 74a8-9 (pre- 
sumably the source of the medieval distinc- 
tion betweenformal and material supposition: 
cf. E. A. Moody, Truth and Consequence in 
Mediaeval Logic, Amsterdam, 1953, pp. 23-5). 
(c) In practice, Aristotle sometimes at least 
ignores the 'use'/'mention' distinction; a 
peculiarly discordant example is Posterior 
Analytics A I, 71 a5-I6. 

2 Viz. cases involving such curious but 
characteristically Aristotelian nominaliza- 
tions as 70 Ka0' o (e.g. Metaphysics A 
I8, Io22aI4) and To Ec -Lvos EdvaL (24, 
Io23a26). 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 
7 TIt jv ELvat or To d&a ,l. 
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synonymy.' One occurrence of avvavvipos is at 107bI7: ca0' OduivviLov TO 

AEVKOV Kal T -Ov' 'rO yap avvo$vvpLov 7raV avUflSAT770v. It is plain from what 
Aristotle says about 'comparability' elsewhere (Physics H 4, 248aI0-249a29; 
cf. Politics r 12, I283aI-Io) 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 6ploYvvtLov in the 

previous sentence is likewise non-'Speusippan'. One other occurrence of 

odtvvls, at Io7a39, is shown by its context to be non-'Speusippan'. The 
other nine occurrences-one of crvvwvvl,os and eight of ofLvvjuos--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 

-ovv!Los compounds in A 15 are 'Speusippan' then all are. From this maxim 
and the established Aristotelianism of three occurrences it follows that A 15 
refers to no 'Speusippan' onymies.2 

20. Cherniss (p. 57 n. 47) offers as an additional 'Speusippan' usage De Partibus 
Animalium A 3, 643b7. The text runs: ravTra yap cs ElTEnlv ora '/tJepa, Kat 

aypta TvyXavEt OV a, olOV alvpW7rot CITTrOL O KVVES [EV T7 IVlKfl] VES aLy7Es Tpo- 

Para' cv EKarTov el Lev oduouvvov, ou3 &LpTrPat XpIs, . . . Clearly, the subject of 

(earwt) Ot'c)vvtov is the same as the subject of 8np'raL, namely BKaCrov. 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 6powvvptos] is far from being as rigid as Hambruch supposes' 
(p. I04 n. I); I take it that he thinks the two passages exhibit 'Speusippan' 
usage. 

(i) Posterior Analytics B 17, 99a7 and 12: el tpev oLwvvl,a [sc. Ta a'Kpa], 

6ocWvv[Lov 7O (lECTov, elt 8e S ev yeve [sc. ra a'Kpa], ofiolCs eEL [sc. To tcrov]... 

OJLWVVv,OV yap TO oIomov E7rT TOVTWV [sc. XPO,aTos Kat aXqlarosg]. 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 

ls Ev yevet is not the words substituted for the term-variables A, B, C, but the 

I In this, as he says, he follows Waitz 
(ii. 452). Hambruch does not explicitly 
assert that the occurrences of o6Juovvplos in 
A 15 are 'Speusippan', but I assume he 
thought they were: (a) he identifies 'Speu- 
sippan' doukwvviia with 7TroAaXtcs Aeyo6utva 
(p. 28 n. I), and o'6cvv!,os is used synony- 
mously with rro)AaXca3s AEyodLEvos in A I5; 
and (b) Waitz's argument that the avvvovvtla 
of A 15 are 'Speusippan' depends on his 
construing the oc6 l VVlua 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 
Bud6. 

2 Hambruch (p. 29 n. i; cf. L. Robin, La 
Theorie platonicienne des idees et des nombres 
d'apres 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' 
(0o3a9-I0; 25-7) is, 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, I891 (CIAG ii. 2), 58. 8-11 takes 
things numerically one to be polyonymous; 
cf. In Metaphysica . . ., 28 . 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. 

78 



HOMONYMY IN ARISTOTLE AND SPEUSIPPUS 

objects denoted by these words. And if that is so, then it is natural to suppose 
that these same objects are what are oL,tuvvu,a.I 

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

(ii) Physics H 4, 248bI2-2 : in H 4 as a whole the word 6ooSuvv,tos occurs 
seven times (dowWvv,da appears twice; avvoWvvutos, 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 248b I7: acAA' ev'ov Kat ol Aoyot oucivvteol (cf. Topics A I5, 1o7b6 ;E 2, I19b3I). 
This does not easily fall under any of uses (i)-(v); and it is readily, and no 
doubt rightly, taken in a 'Speusippan' sense.2 

22. I have noticed a few other 'Speusippan' uses to add to the last one: 

(i) Topics I 17, I75a37, which refers to a 'non-homonymous contradiction'; 
(ii) compare with this De Interpretatione 6, I7a35; (iii) Rhetoric F 2, I404b38: 
TWV v' VOTov T W V T V(Toc)Tvrn OE o VVflowV iciLptat Xpr(IpotL (irapa 7ravtas yap KaKovpye ), 

T- iro7LT'7 8e awUvxvtuaL.3 Porphyry (6I. I4) 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 Pr i, I412bII; Posterior Analytics A 24, 85bI6; B 13, 
97b36); perhaps 6,c)wvvpla has this sense in the phrases AEyeaOaL (etva) KaI6 
ogLwvv!tbav and rrapa r)v octJvvlaav. (iv) Physics r 7, 207b9, mentions parony- 
mous words; Topics 1 5, I67a24, uses the phrase otvo a Lr] (Uvvovvytov; Topics E 2, 
129b30 (cf. De Generatione et Corruptione A 6, 322b3o) talks of dvo4Lara being said 
in many ways. 

This list does not pretend to be exhaustive; but I do not believe that genuine 
'Speusippan' uses of o6tovvtuos 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, (c), 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 Aoyos 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 Aoyos of 
a thing to be the same as its ovatla or efos,; 
and these are certainly not linguistic entities. 

3 Porphyry (Simplicius, 36. 27) com- 
mented that avvwvvftla 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 
avvWvv,Ios in Aristotle: cf. In Metaphysica ..., 
280. 20 (cf. 32-5), on Metaphysics r 4, 
Ioo6bI4; In Topica ..., 577. I8, on Topics, 
O 13, I62b36 (but see F. A. Trendelenburg, 
Elementa Logices Aristoteleae6, 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, I have indicated that Aristotle's definitions in the Categories cannot 
be applied without more ado to more than a fraction of the occurrences of 
oticovvxJos and avvcovv1tos in his works, and that the words occur in a number of 
different but connected ways. I allow (c') that in a few places homonymy and 
synonymy appear, uncharacteristically, as linguistic properties; this concedes 
something to part (c) of the Hambruch thesis, but of course it differs from (c) 
in that by virtue of (b') these uncharacteristic passages cannot be supposed to 
betray the backstage influence of Speusippus. 

Oriel College, Oxford JONATHAN BARNES 


	Article Contents
	p. [65]
	p. 66
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71
	p. 72
	p. 73
	p. 74
	p. 75
	p. 76
	p. 77
	p. 78
	p. 79
	p. 80

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 21, No. 1 (May, 1971), pp. 1-6+1-287
	Front Matter [pp.  1 - 6]
	Homer as Artist [pp.  1 - 15]
	Mythological Innovation in the Iliad [pp.  16 - 26]
	Huts and Farm Buildings in Homer [pp.  27 - 31]
	Heraclitus: Fragment 98 (DK) [p.  32]
	Heracles' Intention in His Second Request of Hyllus: Trach. 1216-51 [pp.  33 - 41]
	Notes on the Cyclops of Euripides [pp.  42 - 50]
	The Comic Costume Controversy [pp.  51 - 54]
	Campanian Chronology in the Fifth Century B. C. [pp.  55 - 61]
	A Better Solution for the Text of Xenophon, Symp. 4. 37 [pp.  62 - 64]
	Homonymy in Aristotle and Speusippus [pp.  65 - 80]
	Some Passages in Aristotle's Poetics [pp.  81 - 92]
	Philip II and Upper Macedonia [pp.  93 - 105]
	Alexander and the Aral [pp.  106 - 111]
	The Death of Alexander the Great: Rumour and Propaganda [pp.  112 - 136]
	A Theophany in Theocritus [pp.  137 - 145]
	A Passage of Apollonius [pp.  146 - 148]
	A Collation of the Manuscripts of Moschus' Europa [pp.  149 - 153]
	In Defence of the Manuscripts at Moschus, Europa 47 and 60 [pp.  154 - 157]
	Prodigy Lists and the Use of the Annales Maximi [pp.  158 - 169]
	Cicero, Brutus 43. 159 ff., and the Foundation of Narbo Martius [pp.  170 - 179]
	Celer and Nepos [pp.  180 - 182]
	Calvus Ex Nanneianis [pp.  183 - 185]
	Catullus, 55. 9-12 [pp.  186 - 187]
	Theocritean Elements in Virgil's Eclogues [pp.  188 - 203]
	Propertius, 2. 30 A and B [pp.  204 - 213]
	Horace, Epistles, 1. 16. 35 ff [p.  214]
	The Origin and Development of Latin Habeo+Infinitive [pp.  215 - 232]
	The Dating of the Ciris [pp.  233 - 253]
	Plutarch's Methods in the Lives [pp.  254 - 261]
	L. Gellius Maximus, Physician and Procurator [pp.  262 - 272]
	Folk-Tale and Literary Technique in Cupid and Psyche [pp.  273 - 284]
	A Neglected Medieval Sidelight on the Greek Trireme [pp.  285 - 287]
	Back Matter





