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Preface

The ninth Symposium Hellenisticum was held in Haus Rissen at Hamburg,
23—28 July 2001 under the sponsorship of Hamburg University. Nine of the
ten papers presented here are revised versions of drafts distributed to the
participants in advance and discussed at the meetings; Bobzien’s paper
could not be presented at the conference and the editors are pleased to
be able to include it. The final versions of all the papers bear the mark
of much discussion, reflection and revision over the months following the
conference.

The participants at the Symposium (and their affiliations at the time)
were: Keimpe Algra (University of Utrecht), James Allen (University
of Pittsburgh), Julia Annas (University of Arizona), Catherine Ather-
ton (Oxford University), Jonathan Barnes (University of Geneva), Gabor
Betegh (Central European University, Budapest), David Blank (Univer-
sity of Reading), Susanne Bobzien (Oxford University), Tad Brennan (Yale
University), Charles Brittain (Cornell University), Myles Burnyeat (Oxford
University), Walter Cavini (University of Bologna), Sten Ebbesen (Uni-
versity of Copenhagen), Theodor Ebert (Erlangen University), Dorothea
Frede (Hamburg University), Nikolai Grintser (Moscow State University),
Christoph Horn (Bonn University), Frédérique Ildefonse (University of
Paris), Anna Maria Ippolo (University of Rome), Brad Inwood (University
of Toronto), André Laks (University of Lille), Anthony Long (University
of California), Gretchen Reydam-Schils (Notre Dame University), David
Sedley (Cambridge University), Ineke Sluiter (University of Leiden), Gisela
Striker (Harvard University), Alexander Verlinsky (University of St Peters-
burg), Hermann Weidemann (Miinster University). Thanks are due to all
participants for their engagement in discussion and to the readers for their
helpful suggestions that are reflected in the revisions of the contributions.
We are especially grateful to our editor, Michael Sharp, and the produc-
tion editor, Mary Leighton, for their support and patience, and to the two
anonymous readers for their careful and helpful criticism, in particular to
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the reader who undertook the arduous task of reviewing the revised versions
of the articles at short notice.

Financial support came from a generous grant by the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft and from the home Universities of some of the
participants. The organisers of the Symposium wish to acknowledge the
generous assistance without which this conference could not have been
held.

One of our tasks was to impose, as best we could, some measure of
standardisation on the varieties of conventions used by the contributors in
the joint bibliography at the end of the volume. The titles of the works
of ancient authors have been given in accordance with the editions used
by the authors. Modern authors are listed by name and year. Quotations
in Latin are not italicised, apart from single words or words deserving
special emphasis. Quotations from Greek and Latin in the main text are
accompanied by translations. The indices do not aim at completeness but
pick out the major terms and the more sustained discussion of passages.
Most welcome help was given by the copy-editor, Linda Woodward, and
in the compilation of the indices by Euree Song MA.

Dorothea Frede and Brad Inwood
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Introduction
Dorothea Frede and Brad Inwood

Despite the fact that Greek culture (and consequently Roman as well)
was intensely language conscious, the systematic investigation of language,
its origin, its structure, and its varieties was a relative late bloomer in the
ancient world. This is bound to surprise us. To be sure, there were reflections
on the relation between speech and its objects from early on among the
poets, the Presocratic philosophers, and especially among the sophists, the
first professional rhetoricians and teachers of ‘how to do things with words’.
That such concern did notimmediately lead to the development of language
as a field of research seems to be due to several factors. Though the Greeks
were aware of the existence of different languages, the acquisition of a
foreign language was not part of even an elite education in the Greek world,
but was left, rather, to professional interpreters. Furthermore, despite a great
wealth of speculation on the origin of culture, language was not a major
topic in those considerations. Though there is a host of stories of divine gifts
of craftsmanship to human beings, including the civic virtues as a means of
survival and the Promethean clandestine handing down of fire, there is no
parallel depiction of a miraculous distribution of language to a miserable
horde of speechless primitive men. The lack of a mythological account of
the origin of language is certainly no accident in a religious culture that
presupposes that there is a language common to gods and men: such a
mythical background quite unreflectively presupposes that language has
‘always’ been around, even before the creation of humankind (if such a
creation was part of the common lore).

These conditions changed when the gods no longer stood in the limelight
of the interpretation of the world, its origin and its order. Once philosophy
had replaced the mythical explanation of the world, the existence and
nature of language was no longer taken for granted. It is therefore no
accident that Plato and Aristotle recognised the importance of the use of
language as the decisive distinguishing feature between man and beast,
and raised questions concerning the meaning and the proper use of words,
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2 Introduction

as well as their combinations to form sentences. Plato, famously, in his
dialogue Cratylus for the first time addresses the problem of the status of
language as such, i.e. whether it exists by nature or by convention, and what
constitutes the ‘correctness of names’. Aristotle in his logical investigations
not only analyses the structure of propositions and the types of oppositions
between them, but also includes quantifiers and modal terms. But since in
the main the interest of the great philosophers of the classical age (and their
followers) focused on questions of proper definition, on the avoidance of
ambiguities, and on the structure of basic affirmations and negations, their
investigations of linguistic phenomena remained within narrow limits.

If the interest in language as a whole increased significantly in the schools
of the Hellenistic age this is due to several distinct factors. First of all, both
the Stoics and the Epicureans, albeit in a quite different sense, were not
only physicalists but also ‘creationists’, in a way that naturally led to the
question of the origin of humankind, its culture and its language. The Stoic
theory of the development of an eternally recurrent world order under the
guidance of divine reason included an account of the emergence of human
beings and their command of language in each emergence of the world
order. The Epicureans, by contrast, believed in the formation of an infinite
sequence of world orders on the basis of purely mechanical interactions
of the atoms and their conglomerates. This mechanical world view had to
provide a rather different account for the development of higher faculties
of humankind and for the status of language, quite generally. A second
important factor that contributed to the concern with language was the
increased antagonism and fierce competitiveness between the schools in
the Hellenistic age, especially once the Academic sceptics had made it their
mission to defeat any kind of ‘dogmatism’, i.e. the teaching of positive
doctrine, about the nature of the world. Their criticism not only focused on
the content of the dogmatists’ creed, but also on their epistemological and
methodological justifications. This challenge led to an increase in vigilance
and care on the dogmatists’ side concerning the linguistic precision and
formal accuracy of their arguments, as well as concerning the criteria of
truth which they proposed.

Though the concern with the origin of language and the defence against
attacks from outside provided something like a common background for
the concern with language, it would be misleading to speak of a ‘philosophy
of language’ tout court as an autonomous discipline within the schools of
the Hellenistic age. Questions of language were regarded as important
by the schools, but their motivations were often quite different, as was
the context within which they addressed linguistic problems. Each school
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not only dealt with these problems on the basis of its own philosophical
presuppositions, but also with different ends in view. Moreover, linguistic
phenomena were treated differently in connection with questions of logic,
epistemology, ethics, physics and/or theology. The closeness of the ties
between the study of language and the different parts of philosophy also
explains why the development of grammar as a systematic discipline was
taken up rather late by the philosophers. Its systematisation and maturation
owes a lot to the work of a quite different set of scholars: if the study of
language and grammar finally came of age this is largely due to the great
philologists and literary critics in the Alexandrian library whose results
gradually began to exert an influence on the philosophers. Only after the
study of the grammatical structure of the Greek and Latin languages and
their peculiarities had reached a certain level of sophistication did questions
of grammar and syntax become a matter of philosophical reflection and a
supplement to the analysis of the logical structure of propositions.

The different background of the philosophical treatment of language,
its direction and its growth is mirrored in the topics discussed at the ninth
Symposium Hellenisticum in Hamburg from July 23 to 28, 2001. Some of
the papers assembled in this volume are dedicated to the treatment of partic-
ular problems of language within one of the schools of the Hellenistic age,
while others address a problem that spans several centuries, and still others
range across several schools. Given the diversity of the interest in questions
of language (and, where applicable, grammar) during Hellenistic times,
the deplorable scarcity of sources makes it particularly hard to reconstruct
an overall picture. For we are not dealing with the remains of one ancient
road whose course might easily be discerned from a bird’s eye view. Instead,
we are confronted with a host of scattered pieces that belonged to quite
different roads, that lead in confusingly different directions, and whose
intersections are far from secure. Despite these discrepancies the different
contributions address a set of basic concerns among the major schools of
philosophy during the Hellenistic period, which not only supplement each
other but also point to interesting congruencies. It is these congruencies
that explain the emergence of a general interest in linguistic problems that
finally led to more or less standardised views on the structure of language
and grammar in late antiquity. This gradual consensus became the tradi-
tion that was revived in the Middle Ages. The collection of papers helps
explain the emergence of such a tradition and at the same time illuminate
the connections between the philosophical and the linguistico-grammatical
problems which are all too often treated in isolation from each other, to
the detriment of both disciplines.
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There are three main centres of interest that received special attention
from all schools in the Hellenistic age and its aftermath. (1) There is the
question of the origin of language or languages. Though the notion of a ‘wise
inventor’ of language was generally treated with disfavour, the problem of
the etymology of linguistic expressions and their reference to reality posed
a challenge to all philosophical schools. (2) Special attention was also given
to the question of the interdependence between language and thought in
general, particularly in view of the importance attributed to rhetoric and
other forms of self-expression. (3) Last, but not least, is the concern with
the question in what sense ‘language’ can be treated as a technical subject
with rules of its own, so that grammar is not merely a matter of empirical
research and linguistic observation. This problematic also extends to the
question of the precision of language and the avoidance of fallacies as well
as to the relation between the grammatical and the logical functions of key
terms in a language. Needless to say, each of these three topics would have
deserved a conference of its own. The present volume does not pretend
that the contributions do more than address some of the most pertinent
aspects of each of these fields.

(1) The questions of the origin of language, the possibility of exploiting
etymology as a means of interpretation, and the justification of the ‘cor-
rectness of speech’ was a particular challenge to the Stoics and Epicureans
because both schools are concerned with a ‘naturalistic’ account of the rise
of human culture. The articles of James Allen and Anthony Long deal with
the Stoic theory of language and both take Plato’s Crazylus as their point of
departure. The Crazylus is not only the first known work that highlights the
alternative views that language is either based on nature or on convention
(in a stricter or wider sense), but also explores the claim that there is a
‘correctness’ of language. The Stoics seem to have known that work and
made it the reference point in their ‘naturalistic’ account of language.
Though very little is known about the Stoic views on the early stage of
culture in each cosmic cycle, it is clear that they did not hold an evolu-
tionary view to the effect that human beings developed from a primitive
level akin to that of animals; instead they assumed that there was an early
natural stage in the history of humankind that was superior to their own
day, and used it as an incentive to recapture its insights.

James Allen (“The Stoics on the origin of language and the foundations of
etymology’) shows that this assumption explains the Stoics’ preoccupation
with etymology as part of their concern with a time ‘when language was still
young’ and the product of a primordial wisdom. Since they held a naturalist
rather than a conventionalist view the Stoics assumed that there had been a
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primary stock of words that somehow ‘imitate’ the nature of the objects in
question and could therefore be used as a natural standard of correctness.
Since they assumed that there had been a high level of rationality among
humans at a primordial stage, the Stoics saw nothing unnatural in propos-
ing the notion of an original ‘name-giver’ as a hypothetical construct. Such
a construct escapes the sceptic’s ridicule because it merely assumes that
the human need and the ability to converse rationally with each other,
which manifests itself in every individual at a certain age, must also have
been part of the nature of the (assumed) first generation of human beings.
The ‘naturalness’ of names consists, then, in their suitability for commu-
nication with others; though it presupposes a mimetic relation between
words and certain kinds of objects, it is not confined to onomatopoetics;
instead it makes use of other means to augment language by associations
and rational derivations of further expressions that are gradually added to
the original stock of words. This explanation, as Allen points out, may
make the etymologies less interesting and relevant in our eyes; but though
the Stoics did not assume mechanical laws of derivation that would allow
them to recover the ‘cradle of words’, attempts at rational reconstructions
of the relation between different expressions provided them with a means
to discover and to correct later corruptions of thought and so to play a cru-
cial role in philosophical progress. Despite certain similarities of concern
with the naturalist position in the Cratylus, the Stoic position therefore
differs in more significant ways from the Platonic position than is usually
acknowledged.

Anthony Long (‘Stoic linguistics, Plato’s Cratylus, and Augustine’s De
dialectica’) also elaborates on the influence of Plato’s Cratylus on Stoic
theory. But he goes much further than Allen with his hypothesis that the
Stoics not only made use of Plato’s dialogue, but did so in a way that justifies
the presentation of many central features of their linguistic theory as being
the result of a revisionary reading of the Crazylus. It is a reading that makes
Socrates’ suggestions about the ‘natural’ relation of names to things much
more coherent than they are in the dialogue itself. This also applies to their
etymological explanation of the names of the gods that they suggested as a
revision of a corrupted tradition and a return to the original name-givers’
comprehension of the true nature of the universe. Given their ‘synaesthetic’
reconstruction of the relation between phonetics and semantics, the Stoics
could avoid the Cratylus more absurd features of onomatopoetics, as Long
shows by analysing different forms of ‘naturalism’, including ‘formal and
phonetic naturalism’, and their application by the Stoics that not only
includes names but also the famous lekza or ‘sayables’. Long contends that
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the Stoics not only found a better balance between the phonetic and the
formal constituents of meaningful discourse than emerges from Plato’s
dialogue itself, but restricted their use of etymology as a back-up to their
theology, i.e. the naturalistic reconstruction of the names of the gods. As an
additional witness to the sophistication of the Stoic linguistic theory Long
adds an appendix on the four-fold semantic distinction (between dicibile,
res, verbum, and dictio) in St Augustine’s De dialectica, which he takes to
be largely of Stoic origin.

The Epicureans also held that language is part of the natural emergence of
human culture. But here the similarity between the Stoic and the Epicurean
theory of language ends. For instead of an early stage of rationality and
inspired ‘name-givers’, the Epicureans proposed a quite different account
of the evolution of language as part of their mechanical reconstruction
of the order in nature, which includes an animal-like primitive stage of
human beings. Unfortunately the information on this early stage in the
development of humans as cultural beings in Epicurean theory is extremely
meagre; attempts to reconstruct it have to rely on a few lines in Epicurus’
Letter to Herodotus and in Lucretius’ poem.

Alexander Verlinsky (‘Epicurus and his predecessors on the origin of lan-
guage’) valiantly attempts a reconstruction of the different stages of Epicu-
rus’ evolutionary picture by a confrontation with some of his predecessors’
views that had been inspired by Democritus. The picture that emerges is
intriguing and suggestive. While some of the predecessors assumed that
human language was derived from animal sounds that were gradually artic-
ulated and assigned to objects, Democritus seems to have regarded gestures
as the initial way of signification; he therefore explained the development
of sounds from being merely expressive to their function as signifiers by
pointing out specific situations that first suggested to early human beings
the means of such communication. For Epicurus by contrast, two different
stages have to be distinguished. Though Epicurus agrees with his predeces-
sors that the first utterances of human beings were emotional expressions
like those of the animals, they not only displayed a greater variety because
of a much richer natural endowment for such articulation, but the sounds
also received their functions as signifiers through a kind of social covenant.
Verlinsky derives the existence of a second stage in Epicurus’ theory of a
linguistic development from the evidence of a treatise by Ptolemy that indi-
cates that language became greatly enriched not only by the composition
of new words derived from the first, natural ones, but also by a selection
among the variants that had arisen from the various spontaneous designa-
tions of the same things. The separation of these two stages allows Epicurus
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to give a more sophisticated explanation for the diversity of languages that
developed because of the different external conditions of life in different
societies.

While Verlinsky is concerned with a reconstruction of the evolution of
Epicurus’ theory of language against the background of earlier develop-
ments, Catherine Atherton takes a frankly evaluative approach. Her paper is
concerned with the limitations of the Epicurean account of the nature and
origin of language (‘Lucretius on what language is not’). She subjects the
Epicurean theory of the emergence of language to a sharp critical scrutiny
and challenges its justification and its success on a variety of crucial points.
She does so by drawing attention to some important differences between
Lucretius” account and the Epicurean original that is known to us only
from his short summary in the Lezter to Herodotus. As Atherton points out,
these differences show that Epicurus quite explicitly assumed that humans
are natural users of signs, an ability that is due on the one side to a rich
natural endowment to vocalisation that far outstrips that of other animals,
and on the other side to social pressure for cooperation that resulted in the
emergence of names. Despite the seeming attractiveness of this explana-
tion of the emergence of language, Atherton points to grave philosophical
problems within the Epicurean theory. There seems to be an unbridgeable
gap between the natural vocalisations caused by the impact of the situa-
tion and properly intentional communication. For the latter presupposes
a system of communication that is based on a conscious and free use of
signs and the conceptualisation of sounds as names. As Atherton points out
with reference to contemporary theories of communication, the Epicurean
emergentist view of the development of human nature and the limits his
mechanistic laws of nature impose is incompatible with the inventiveness
that leaves room for the free play that is necessary for the intentionality pre-
supposed by the use of names as signifiers. This difficulty is not restricted to
the Epicurean theory; it applies to all naturalistic and emergentist theories
of language and therefore presents a challenge to contemporary naturalist
explanations of language as well.

(2) While the origin of language remained a topic that fascinated philoso-
phers to the end of antiquity, continued attention was also given to ques-
tions of the appropriate use and function of language as a means of social
intercourse. Notall ancient philosophers made language a matter of explicit
reflection. But all of them used it in a more or less conscious manner. Most
eccentric was no doubt the way of communication chosen by the Cynics, in
particular by their founder and model, Diogenes of Sinope, also called ‘the
Dog’. As a critic once remarked, when the violinist Nigel Kennedy stands



8 Introduction

in front of a symphony orchestra he appears like a parrot surrounded by a
herd of penguins. neke Sluiter's contribution (‘Communicating Cynicism:
Diogenes’ gangsta rap’) promises a similarly colourful contrast to the more
conventional investigations in this volume. But the addition of colour is
not the main intention of this paper. Like Atherton’s paper, it shines a
philosophical spotlight on the question of what would count as ‘commu-
nication’ and agrees that some kind of intention is required along with a
form of behaviour that serves to indicate something. Sluiter aims to show
that the Cynics, while not concerned with a theory of language in the
conventional sense (unremarkably, since their concern with theory was
minimal) were quite conscious of the importance of the modes of commu-
nication, both verbal and non-verbal, that anticipate modern notions of
self-representation as a philosophical message. Thus Diogenes intention-
ally used shocking transgressive forms of non-verbal communication that
puts the body and its processes to philosophical use. Though this non-
verbal communication was meant to shock in a new way, it had certain
precedents in features of ancient comedy and satire. These forms of art
display the same kind of precarious balance between momentary outrage
and a lasting message. It is important to remember that this exploitation
of audience reaction is a feature of all aspects of Cynic ‘philosophy’ — here
as with the other schools philosophy of language reveals its intimate links
to the rest of their message. If it is fair to say that the Cynics lived their
philosophy quite generally, then in Sluiter’s essay we see how it is that they
performed their philosophy of language.

Yet if the Cynic’s communication is to achieve an effect beyond the
momentary outrage it must be transformed into anecdote and accepted in
the literary tradition, a transformation that robs it of its bite and ultimately
makes it harmless. That there is a form of communication that lives on the
ambiguity between the outrageous and the traditional not only represents
Cynicism’s self-undermining message, but also establishes a tie to modern
forms of self-expression like gangsta rap —a fact that accounts for the essay’s
provocative title.

Sluiter is not alone in focusing on the practical effect of the philosophical
interest in language. Charles Brittain ((Common sense: concepts, definition
and meaning in and out of the Stoa’) also focuses on an important aspect
of the philosophical analysis of language: its relation to reality and to the
conceptual apparatus in the human mind, which on most theories con-
nects reality to language. To the naive mind, a concept like ‘common sense’
would not seem to be in need of development since it must have been in
place since the dawn of human reasoning. Nor is that the issue of Brittain’s
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paper. Instead, he focuses on the development of a #heory of common sense
that is based on the connection between a stock of rational conceptions
that is the common possession of all humans and the words which map
naturally onto those conceptions and so give expression to them. The Stoics
themselves did not maintain that everyone can acquire conceptions that
successfully capture the essence of things; such success presupposes the
uncorrupted mind of the wise; so these normative concepts do not seem
to be an obvious source for a theory of common conceptions that are open
to all. As Brittain contends, it would nevertheless be wrong to attribute
such a theory to the later Platonists despite the fact that they advocated the
existence of universally acceptable word-meanings that are open to every
human being’s grasp. For Platonists regarded these meanings as mere acci-
dental features of the thing in question. What was needed to establish a
theory of common sense was a combination of the two theories: the ‘pre-
liminary definition’ of a term with universal acceptance that lays claim to at
least a partial grasp of the things essence. En route to this solution Brittain
offers, inter alia, a reconstruction of the mechanism at work in the for-
mation of common concepts with abstract and general contents and secks
to solve the conundrum of how definitions of the words corresponding to
the concepts are formed. He does so by carefully sifting through different
sources that employ Stoic vocabulary (such as ‘preconceptions’ or ‘com-
mon conceptions’) but that differ significantly from the Stoic view that all
humans have at least a partial grasp of a thing’s essential properties, rather
than mere accidental properties. This assumption paves the way towards a
theory of ‘common sense’ that establishes a direct connection between the
concepts and the objects of the world and explains how ordinary language-
speakers have at least an outline understanding of the world. Such a theory,
so Brittain argues, is the upshot of Cicero’s treatment of preconceptions
as the basis of definitions. The rendering of ‘preconception’ (prolepsis) as
shared by all — by communis mens and finally by communis sensus — justifies
the attribution to Cicero of at least ‘a fragment of a theory of common
sense’ in civic and political matters that everyone in principle can under-
stand. This was a theory that deeply influenced the later rhetorical tradition
and thereby became a lasting asset in cultural history.

(3) The more technical issues concerning the function of language, its
structure, properties and anomalies, and its relation to the world are taken
up from three quite distinct perspectives in this volume. David Blank
(‘Varro’s anti-analogist’) investigates the concern with grammar as a philo-
sophical discipline by a reconstruction of the controversy between analogist
and anomalist theories of language as witnessed in Varro’s De lingua Latina,
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a major ancient source on ancient linguistic theory, even though it has sur-
vived only in part. The ‘accepted view” on this issue so far has been that the
protagonists in the controversy were Crates of Mallos who argued for the
anomalist faction and contended that there are no rules of grammar and
that de facto usage alone was the criterion of correctness, and Aristarchus
of Samothrace, the proponent of the view that grammatical phenomena
follow analogical patterns. Blank purports to show that no such debate
between these alleged two schools of grammar can have existed; for Crates
was an exponent of technical grammar who put great emphasis on philo-
logical methods. If there was disagreement between him and Aristarchus
it must have concerned the explanation of particular grammatical phe-
nomena, in which Crates proposed the use of analogically correct forms of
speech, which Aristarchus rejected in favour of the customary forms. The
real debate between analogists and anti-analogists, so Blank contends, was
between philosophical as opposed to grammatical empiricists (or sceptics)
and rationalist grammarians who advocated the adherence to rules, while
the empiricists held that observation of common usage is all that is necessary
to assure the correctness of speech.

Grammatical correctness was not the only issue that occupied the
Hellenistic philosopher’s concern with language. The question of ‘seman-
tical correctness’ has a much older pedigree because the sophists as well as
the paradox-mongers in the Megarian tradition had made the treatment of
fallacies and the exploitation of ambiguities part of their stock-in-trade. The
avoidance of such pitfalls was therefore a major issue among the philoso-
phers, as witnessed by the attention paid to such problems by Plato and
Aristotle. That the Stoics still regarded them asa major challenge may at first
blush seem strange, since one would expect that the shop-worn exploitation
of blatant ambiguities must have appeared both ludicrous and tiresome.
As Susanne Bobzien (“The Stoics on fallacies of equivocation’) shows, the
Stoics had philosophical reasons for the development of strategies to handle
‘lexical” ambiguities, because they regarded fallacies of ambiguity as com-
plexes of propositions and sentences that straddle the realm of linguistic
expression (the domain of language) and the realm of meaning (the domain
of logic); moreover, there is also a pragmatic component because being
deceived is a psychological disposition that can be reduced neither to
language nor to meaning. Not all arguments are, after all, as transparently
fallacious as is the example that exploits the ambiguity of ‘for men/manly’
and concludes that a ‘garment for men’ must be courageous because manli-
ness is courage. Bobzien provides a detailed analysis of the relevant passages,
lays bare textual and interpretative difficulties, and explores what the Stoic
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view on the matter implies for their theory of language. She points up that
the Stoics believe that the premisses of the fallacies, when uttered, have only
one meaning and are true, and thus should be conceded; hence no mental
process of disambiguation is needed, while Aristotle, by contrast, assumes
that the premisses contain several meanings, and recommends that the lis-
teners explicitly disambiguate them. Bobzien proffers two readings of the
Stoic advice that we ‘be silent’ when confronted with fallacies of ambiguity,
and explicates how each leads to an overall consistent interpretation of the
textual evidence. Finally, she demonstrates that the method advocated by
the Stoics works for all fallacies of lexical ambiguity.

That the Stoics were the instigators of the emphasis put on linguistic
observations in ancient philosophy is uncontested. To what degree they
are rightly accused of paying more attention to expressions rather than
to things is quite another matter, despite the fact that this reproach was
voiced repeatedly in antiquity by authorities such as Galen and Alexander
of Aphrodisias and has lasted through the nineteenth century ap. If the
Stoics have enjoyed a better press since the twentieth century it is because
they were taken to be logicians for logic’s sake, committed formalists who
stopped just short of inventing the appropriate type of artificial language.
That this picture needs revision is argued by Jonathan Barnes (‘What is a
disjunction?’) in a painstaking investigation of the treatment of connectives
in Apollonius Dyscolus’ essay with that title and Galen’s Institutio logica.
Barnes shows that Apollonius’ text is coherent and thereby undermines a
long-standing prejudice about the Stoic impact on the development of tra-
ditional grammar: contrary to what has been assumed (viz an unwarranted
textual emendation in a crucial passage of Apollonius Dyscolus) Apollo-
nius does not criticise the Stoics’ meddling with grammar, but rather their
insufficient interest in some of its finer points. Far from adopting a purely
formalistic stance, the Stoics distinguished between natural and non-natural
disjunctions and colligations. They used these considerations not only to
distinguish between natural and occasional disjunctions, but also between
grammatical and semantical nonsense. Since no other text besides Apollo-
nius’ attributes the conception of ‘natural disjunctions’ to the Stoics it is a
question whether it actually is of Stoic origin rather than derived from the
Peripatetics or an invention by certain grammarians. As Barnes shows, the
interconnections and boundaries between natural language and formal logic
did not only play a crucial role in the treatment of disjunctions by Apollo-
nius Dyscolus. They are also the basis of Galen’s criticism of Stoic logic on
the differentiation between complete and incomplete conflict and implica-
tion, whose intent was to show what is and what is not a legitimate use of
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conjunctions. If that distinction is at stake, then Galen’s view on disjunc-
tions and conjunctions turns out to be coherent, despite initial appearances
to the contrary. The differing parties accused each other of not having paid
sufficient attention to the pragmata; however, their complaint is not that
the facts in the world have been ignored, but rather that the meaning of
the terms has not received sufficient attention.

It is a generally accepted view that ‘philosophy of language’ as well as
‘grammar’ as a philosophical discipline were invented in antiquity by the
Stoics or by grammarians inspired by them. It is also the accepted view
that these achievements were passed on to the Latin West in the Middle
Ages through authors like Priscian and Boethius, to be augmented and
refined by the schoolmen from the beginning of the twelfth century on.
But though the general route of the tradition that indirectly relates to the
beginning of linguistic philosophy in Hellenistic times is uncontested, there
is little knowledge about any direct influence of the Hellenistic philosophers
on that period. Sten Ebbesen (‘Theories of language in the Hellenistic age
and in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries’) takes his readers into the
relatively uncharted waters of the influence of Hellenistic philosophy on the
Middle Ages by tracing Stoic influence on certain issues. Ebbesen focuses
on three points. First he points out how the question of ‘imposition’, i.e.
the assignment of phonemes to natural things was taken up by the members
of the Porretan school in order to show how moral and rational vocabulary
arose through a transformation of the natural vocabulary, so as to allow
discussion of non-natural phenomena in the sphere of culture, reason, and
even theology. Second he shows that Boethius of Dacia and other members
of the ‘modist school’ in the late thirteenth century developed a theory
of formal grammar and logic, a theory that showed how the ‘modes’ of
signifying, supplemented by a theory of representing logical relationships,
is based on modes of understanding and ultimately related to the modes of
being. Though among the modists the conviction prevailed that language
is based on convention they did not hold that expressions are introduced
at random; hence etymology, as first adumbrated in Plato’s Crazylus, has
its role to play in linguistic theory. Finally Ebbesen shows that the static
conception of the modists that assumed invariable rules of language was
changed into a dynamic theory of language by Roger Bacon, whose theory
allowed for changing rules of language without loss of intelligibility.

Thus we find in the Middle Ages ghost-like replicas of the controver-
sies among the ancient philosophers of language, whether it concerns the
‘imposition of words’ inspired by Plato’s Cratylus, the quest to account for
the relation between language and the objects in the world that was a main
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concern of the Stoics, and the controversy between analogist and anomalist
accounts of language. Ebbesen does not claim that those medieval discus-
sions were based on any direct knowledge of the Hellenistic philosophers
or on that of Plato’s Cratylus. He holds, however, that these medieval posi-
tions could not have been developed had there not been the rich tradition
of the Hellenistic age, passed on to them in the reflections of Boethius and
Priscian.

Despite their variety and the enormous period of time covered (from
the Presocratics to the thirteenth century), all these papers are united by
their authors’ determination to consider the study of language as a whole
and as such. They do not force onto our ancient forebears the distinction
between linguistics and philosophy of language which we have come to
take for granted (often without sufficient critical challenge). The ancients,
perhaps wisely and perhaps not, regarded the systematic study of language,
our most distinctive human faculty, as being an activity that conditions
and influences our views on all kinds of philosophical problems. In an age
of scholarly specialisation and overspecialisation the authors’ contributions
provide inspiring reminders of the loss incurred by our acceptance of such
narrow confinements.

The sophistication and diversity of Hellenistic traditions addressing
problems of language will make the study of those linguistic theories an
intriguing subject to all students of the history of language theory in general.
A novice in Hellenistic philosophy will also find that the study of the dif-
ferent schools’ concern with language and linguistic phenomena provides
an excellent introduction to the doctrines of the various schools, since it
sheds light on their epistemology as well as on their logical, ethical and
physical presuppositions.



CHAPTER I

The Stoics on the origin of language and the
foundations of etymology

James Allen

1

The Stoics were notorious for their addiction to etymology." Chrysip-
pus very likely invented the term, which is first attested in book titles
of his (D.L. 7.200).> And many Stoic etymologies have come down to
us.” So, for instance, Chrysippus derived Aads (laos, people) from AoAd
(lalo, speak), and maintained that people are so called because speech is
what sets human beings apart from other animals; &vpcwros (anthrapos,
human being) yields a similar message by alluding to the possession of artic-
ulate voice (SiwpBpwuévn by, diorthromené ops) (Herodianus, Reliquiae
GG 3.1.108, 9-16 Lentz = FDS 671). Fate (1) empwyévn, pepromené, or
7 eluopuévn, heimarmene) is the perfected (Temepacuévn, peperasmene)
administration of the world and, so to speak, something strung together
(elpouévn, eiromene) by the will of god (Diogenianus apud Eusebium, PE
6.8.1-10 = SVF 2.914). It would be easy to add more examples, but these
should be enough to give the flavour of Stoic etymology. The belief that
words encode descriptive content that can be recovered by finding the words

Hostile witnesses include Cotta, the Academic spokesman in Cicero’s De natura deorum (3.63);
Augustine (De dialectica 6); Galen, PHP 104, 17-26; 206, 6-12 De Lacy; Quintilian thinks that
etymology is very well in its place (1.6.28 ff.), but that its most devoted practitioners are guilty
of many absurdities (32). Sextus Empiricus maintains that etymology is useless as a standard of
correctness (M. 1.241—7). Plutarch unsurprisingly finds Stoic etymology silly (Quomodo adolescens
poetas audire debear 31E), but even a Stoic like Seneca can question its value (De beneficiis 1.3.6-10 =
SVF 2.1082).

The titles are in the section of the catalogue of his books concerned with the articulation of ethical
concepts, one of the areas where the Stoics appealed to etymological evidence. But where did the
discipline itself belong? There is a cryptic reference to the correctness of names at the end of Diogenes
Laertius’ treatment of Stoic dialectic (7.83). Long and Sedley 1987: vol. 11, 187-8, take the passage
to dismiss the study of names as of no importance to the dialectician. For a contrasting view, see
Mansfeld 2000: 592—7. If Augustine’s De dialectica is ultimately modelled on a Stoic source, it is
evidence that etymology figured in at least some Stoic handbooks of dialectic. Indirect evidence is
found in authors who may have been influenced by the Stoics on this point (Cicero, Acad. post. 1.32;
Sextus Empiricus, M. 7.9; Alcinous Intr. 6).

See the examples of Stoic etymology collected by Hiilser DS frs. 650—80.
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from which they are derived is the basis for Stoic etymology as it was for the
etymologies proposed by Socrates in the Crazylus.* And as these examples
show, the information that the Stoics believed that they were able to recover
in this way may be important and illuminating. On their view, the opinions
reflected in the words that were formed at the beginning of human history,
when language was young, were in important points superior to those of
their own day, and their motive for practising etymology was the recovery
of this primitive wisdom.’

In common with many of their ancient contemporaries and predecessors,
the Stoics believed that the first generation of human beings had no parents
and sprang like other living things from the earth.® But the Stoics also
believed that, because the cosmos passes through cycles of destruction and
rebirth, human kind and human culture arise over and over again. There
must, then, be first speakers in each cycle of human history. And though
the first speakers may have formed some words out of others, if they did,
they first required a stock of words that had been endowed with meaning
without being derived from other words. If pushed back far enough, then,
etymology’s search for origins must come to a stop with these primitive
words.

Thus the Stoics faced a historical question about how words first came to
be used and what the first words were. If it was from these historically first
words that later words were derived, they will also have been primary in
another sense, by being the elements operations upon which yielded other
words, which could serve in their turn as the basis for further developments.
I believe that the Stoics did hold a view along these lines, but it is important
to realise that this is not the only way of conceiving the elements of a
vocabulary. For example, if names are somehow supposed to depict the
items they name — the view that is examined in Plato’s Cratylus — the
elements might be sounds with intrinsic mimetic characteristics and words
compositions out of them — good to the extent that they put the elements
together so as to depict the items they name accurately and bad to the extent
that they fall short of this mark. Such a view is not concerned in the first
instance to answer questions about how languages began and developed
over time, and it is compatible with a range of views about how they did.
For example, though it could be that the historically first words stood in
the closest relation to the elements, it might also be that, like painting

4 See esp. Sedley 1998b.

5 On the dark subject of Stoic views about the first humans see Frede 1989: 2088-9, and now Boys-
Stones 2001.

¢ On Zeno, see SVF 1.124; cf. 2.739; Cornutus, ND 23, 3; 39, 15 ff. Lang; S.E. M. 9.28.
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on a certain view of its history, languages have advanced over time as an
increasingly firm grasp of the elements permitted the composition of words
that were truer to life than their predecessors.

The Stoics’ first words should, I suggest, be viewed as the elements of an
essentially historical process that unfolds through a series of ordered stages
over time. An interpretation of this kind does not by itself require any
particular view about how primitive, underived words were invested with
meaning. The meanings of the primitive words might, for instance, have
been fixed arbitrarily by convention so that it was a matter of chance which
meaning was assigned to which primitive word, while the composition
of derived words was governed by rules of some kind. Nonetheless such
evidence as we have suggests that, in the famous if not always clearly defined
ancient debate about whether names are by nature or convention, the Stoics
took the side of nature. Of course, the term ‘name’ (8vopa, onoma) as it
figures in this controversy applies broadly to verbs and adjectives as well
as proper and common names. The traditional title for the controversy
seems to have stuck despite the progressive distinction of ever more parts
of speech in antiquity.

Our most important piece of evidence about the Stoics is a passage in
Origen, the Christian apologist active in the third century ap. In the course
of adverting to the ‘profound and obscure question regarding the nature of
names’, he says that the Stoics believe names are by nature, as the first verbal
sounds (TpwTal dpwvai, protai phonai) imitate the things of which they
are names, on the basis of which fact they introduce elements (oToryela,
stoicheia) of etymology (Cels. 1.24 = SVF 2.146, FDS 643).

Chapter 6 of Augustine’s De dialectica offers what was probably a fuller
version of the same Stoic account.” I say ‘probably’ because, for all we
know, the material in Augustine that is not in Origen could belong to a
Stoic account which went beyond that on which Origen’s report is based.
The state of the evidence leaves us little choice but to speak without distinc-
tion of the Stoics and their views, even though it is a plausible assumption
that those views changed over time and, in particular, that the account
preserved by Augustine is the product of a fairly late effort at tidying-up,
which may have gone beyond anything to be found in the old Stoa. In
any case, Augustine too makes imitation the point of departure for word
formation (10.1-3). The first words are formed on a simple onomatopoetic
principle. They name the sounds that they are like. So ‘tinnitus, ‘hinnitus

7 Cited from Jackson and Pinborg 1975, who retain the page and line numbers of W. Crecilius’
nineteenth-century edition.
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and ‘balatus’ are the names for the clash of bronze, the whinnying of horses,
and the bleating of sheep respectively. Obviously this principle will yield
only a very limited supply of words, but it is augmented considerably by
a second quasi-imitative principle, which permits words to name quali-
ties, or objects with qualities, that affect other senses in a way like that in
which the word affects the sense of hearing (10.3—9). Thus ‘mel’, honey, is
said to affect hearing sweetly and ‘crux’, cross, is said to affect it painfully.
Words belonging to these two classes Augustine calls the cradle (cunab-
ula) or alternatively the root (stirps) or seed (sementum) of words (10.9-11;
I1.13—14).

The next principle allows aword to be transferred — either with or without
phonetic alteration — to an item that resembles the item to which it was first
applied (10.10-13). Let us call it similarity 7z e to distinguish it from the
two forms of similarity 77z sono just mentioned. So ‘crura’ (singular ‘crus’),
legs, are allegedly so called because their length and hardness by comparison
with other parts of the body resemble these qualities of the crux (cross). This
example shows how a word formed directly without being derived from
other words can serve in its turn as a basis for the formation of new words.
Other permitted forms of word formation by transference are collected
under the head of vicinitas (proximity, association) (10.13—21; 10.23-11.9).
A word may be transferred from container to thing contained or vice versa,
from whole to part or vice versa, from effect to cause or vice versa. Last comes
the most notorious principle of ancient etymology, namely the transfer of
a word from one item to another that is somehow contrary to it. Thus a
grove (lucus) is said to be so called because of the fact that it is not light in it
(lucus a non lucendo) and war (bellum) because it is no pretty thing (bellum
quod res bella non sit) (10.21-3).

Though Augustine’s first exposition of the principles follows this order,
it is plain that, after the original, imitative words are in place, similarity 77
re and the different forms of vicinitas can be applied to them and words
formed from them in any order you like (11.18 ff.). Thus the word ‘vis” (force)
means what it does because of the forceful character it owes to the letter
V. Bonds and binding (vincula, vincio) are so called by a form of vicinitas
because they exert force. Vines (vites) are so called because their effect is to
bind the stakes around which they grow. A road is called a ‘viz’, however,
from its similarity 77 7e to vines; like them it is winding. Alternatively ‘via’
can be derived straight from ‘vis’ by vicinitas, since a road is the effect of
the force of the feet that tread on it.

The evidence preserved by these two authors is the basis of the assump-
tion that has guided efforts to understand the Stoic position ever since.
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According to it, the Stoics were committed to a view about a natural stan-
dard of correctness for names akin to those discussed in Plato’s Crazylus.
In particular, they assigned a crucial part in their account to the imitation
by names of the things they name. To be sure, this assumption is not as
well founded as it might be. It is not entirely clear that Origen is giving the
Stoics” grounds for asserting that names are by nature rather than his own
reason for taking them to hold this view, namely that, according to them,
the first words are imitations. Nonetheless, in what follows I shall be chiefly
concerned to understand what the Stoics meant by claiming that names are
by nature, if they did, or in what sense theirs was a view that names are by
nature even if they did not put it in so many words themselves. According
to the interpretation that I will defend, the Stoic view differs in important
respects from the forms of naturalism explored in the Cragylus, and I shall
conclude by comparing the two to bring out the distinctive features of the
Stoic position as I understand it.*

II

The Stoics were not the only philosophers interested in the origin of lan-
guage and the correctness of names in antiquity, and we would do well
to sort out the issues in contention, especially since the sources from later
antiquity on whom we must rely sometimes proceed as if a single question
were in dispute, viz. whether names are by ¢pUc1s (physis, nature) or by 6éois
(thesis).” The term ‘thesis’ came to mean convention and may sometimes be
so translated. That it need not mean this is clear from the Crazylus, where
it means imposition. This meaning lives on in the expressions 8éo1s TV
dvoudtwy (thesis ton onomaton, the imposition of names), which Chrysip-
pus seems to have used,’® and Trp>Tn 6é015 (prate thesis, first imposition).”

8 For a contrasting view, which sees a closer relation between Stoic views and the Craylus, see in this
volume Long.

9 S.E. M. 1.143—4, cf. 37, M. 11.241—2, PH. 3.267-8; Aulus Gellius 10.4, Simplicius, in Cat. 40.6 ff.,
187.7 ff. Kalbfleisch; Origen, Exh. Marz. 46. Sometimes, but not always. Origen is careful to distin-
guish different things that can be meant by the claim that names are by nature (Cels. 1.24). Proclus
does the same (iz Cra. 7.18 ff. Pasquali). Ammonius distinguishes different senses of both physis
and rhesis, and explains how in one sense of physis and one of zhesis names can be by both (in Inz.
34.20 ff. Busse; cf. Stephanus, 7 Int. 9.7-10, 13 Hayduck).

According to Diogenianus, in the fragment on fate cited above, Chrysippus argued for his views
about fate from the shesis of the names for it (apud Eusebium, PE 6.8.1-10 = SVF 2.914). References
to the hesis of names in Diogenianus’ criticisms suggest that this was Chrysippus’ own phrase (PE
6.8, 1124, not in von Arnim). Cf. Philo, De opif. mundi 148; Quaest. in Gen. 1.20; Varro LL 5.3; 6.3;
7.1-2; 8.5; 10.51, 6O.

Dionysius Thrax, ch. 12; Porphyry in Cat. 57.20-58, 7 Busse; Ammonius in Cat. 11.8-12.1; 13.7;
Simplicius in Cat. 15.6-13 Kalbfleisch. N.B., however, that, especially in the commentators, the
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Far from being opposed to nature, something like #hesis in this sense turns
out to be a precondition for both conventionalist and naturalist views of
correctness. It is acts of #hesis or imposition by legislators or makers of
names that are to be judged by how well they conform to the natural stan-
dard of correctness if there is one, and those same acts which give rise to
a conventional standard of correctness if there is not (cf. 425b). The terms
employed for convention in the dialogue are cuvbnkn (suntheke, compact)
and dpoloyia (homologia, agreement), never thesis. Aristotle too speaks of
suntheke (Int. 16a19; 17a2).

Later Platonists and others give us a clue about the relation between the
two senses of ‘thesis when they insist that names are not the product of
any chance thesis or of thesis without qualification, but rather one that is
fitted by nature to the things being named (Alcinous, /n#r. ch. 6; Proclus, in
Cra. 16.18; 18.14 Pasquali; Stephanus, iz Int. 9.19—22; 10.7 Hayduck; Aulus
Gellius, 10.4; cf. Crat. 390a)."” The view that words owe their meaning
to nothing more than imposition unconstrained by a prior standard of
correctness amounts to conventionalism.

To find a way for names to be by nature that excludes their being by #hesis,
where this means imposition, we can turn to Epicurus, who maintains that
names did notat first come to be by #hesis but by nature. Something comes to
be by nature according to his distinction when it is not the work of an agent
acting as an agent, but is the outcome of causal processes set in train without
deliberation, choice, intention or the like. And according to Epicurus, the
first words were the result of spontaneous episodes of vocalisation. In the
spirit of their master, Epicurus’ later followers, Lucretius and Diogenes of
Oenoanda, ridicule the idea that names were originally imposed by Gods
or exceptional human beings, who then taught them to the masses (Lucr.
5.1041 ff.; Diog. Oen. fr. 10, cols. 3—5)."

There were, then, two distinct questions to which nature and #hesis were
alternative answers, one about which parts to assign to nature as opposed to
deliberate imposition in the origin of language, the other about the standard
of correctness governing the formation and use of words. A purely natural
account of the origin of language in the style of Epicurus deprives the
second question of a point — at least as applied to the first words. Talk

idea of a first or original imposition becomes something of an ‘analytical device’, used to distin-
guish the simple assignment of meaning to terms, allegedly the subject of the Categories, from the
differentiation of nouns and verbs, which on this view is the concern of the De interpretatione
(cf. Philoponus, in Cat. 11, 6 ff. Busse).

> Cf. Fehling 1965.

3 Cf. Dahlmann 1928: 41—4; Schrijvers 1974; Blank 1998: 176 (ad S.E. M. 1.142).
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of a standard of correctness makes the most sense in connection with the
kind of practices that can live up to or fall short of such a standard. Causal
interactions between human beings and their environment in the course of
which they are induced to emit sounds are not among these, at least at this
level of description. But as we have seen, those who believe that language
begins with the deliberate imposition of names are permitted to ask whether
there is a natural standard of correctness to which the name givers were, and
we perhaps still are, answerable. And in this case, the two questions may be
connected, for the kind of natural correctness it is necessary to recognise
may well depend on the part it is to play in an account of the origin of
language by the #hesis or imposition of words. The answers the Stoics gave
to these questions were, I shall suggest, related in just this way.

ITI

Let us turn to the Cratylus for illumination about what a natural standard of
correctness might be. We should then be in a better position to understand
what part such a standard might have played in Stoic accounts of the
origin of language. My suggestions about those views will be developed in
part through a comparison with better attested Epicurean views. Then as
promised, I shall conclude by comparing the Stoic view with the positions
explored in the Cratylus.

Up to this point, our idea of a natural standard of correctness has been
that of a standard applying to the imposition of words, against which the
efforts of makers or legislators of names may be judged (cf. 390a). To
maintain that there is a natural standard is to say that it is not for the
legislators to impose names arbitrarily or just as they see fit. In the dialogue
this view is put forward by Socrates on behalf of Cratylus in opposition
to Hermogenes, who believes that word-meaning is purely and simply a
matter of convention. But though this view of the relation between the
imposition of names and a natural standard of correctness seems for the
most part to meet with the approval of Cratylus, he sometimes seems to
have a more radical independence from human agency in mind.

There is a running joke in the dialogue about the name, ‘Hermogenes’,
not being the correct name for Hermogenes the man (384¢, 429b, 438¢).
The consequence, which is both comical and puzzling, is that I could
take myself to be saying something about Hermogenes as I pronounce the
name ‘Hermogenes’ and the other words with which it combines to form a
sentence, and be taken by others to be doing so, while in fact I was saying
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something else entirely about someone or something else or saying nothing
at all because the terms that I was using were not the naturally correct
names for Hermogenes and the features or activities that I am attempting
to ascribe to him. It sometimes seems that, according to Cratylus, it is not
so much that a name ought to depict what it names as accurately as possible,
as that it names, or really names, precisely what it depicts, so that it can lose
its power to name a certain item as the result of the smallest change, even
though those who use it do not have the least difficulty making themselves
understood by means of it (431de, 433¢, 436¢).

All parties to the dialogue agree on the importance of names for teaching,
a point which will later also be emphasised in a different way by the Stoics.
But though Cratylus does not demur when Socrates characterises names
as instruments by which we teach one another and we distinguish things
(388b), he does not really regard names as instruments used by teachers
to convey their knowledge to students or by dialecticians to elicit from
their interlocutors a deeper understanding of the matter under discussion.
Rather, he takes names themselves to be our teachers and believes that
studying them offers us our best and only chance to learn the true nature
of things (435d; cf. 438a-b). This is of a piece with the extreme natural-
ism which is behind the joke about ‘Hermogenes’ and which threatens to
put the relation between a name and the thing whose name it is entirely
beyond the reach of human intervention. On this view, it is as if the nat-
urally correct name N for thing X means X prior to and independently
of being used by anyone to mean X. It is a natural fact, not made by
human beings or alterable by them. As a result, the use of N by people to
mean X is in a way only accidentally connected with its really or naturally
meaning X.

Cratylus has recourse to a more than human power that imposes names
to evade another difficulty, viz., how it was that those who imposed the
first names acquire the knowledge necessary to impose them correctly if
it is through names and only through names that we can gain knowledge
(438¢; cf. 425d). But his appeal to a divine guarantor also ensures that, at
least some of the time, people use names to mean what they — the names —
really mean by nature. The result is to reduce the function of #hesis to that
of a rubber stamp.

By contrast, Socrates assigns a place of crucial importance to the use
of names by speakers to make their thoughts understood to their audi-
tors (434¢). And he assembles a host of considerations to show that a
name can discharge this function without conforming perfectly to the
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natural standard of correctness, or perhaps even without conforming to it
at all.'"* So, for instance, according to the account of the mimetic value of
the phonemes out of which names are made that is proposed by Socrates
and accepted by Cratylus, the 750 in oxAnpoTNs (sklerotes, hardness) indi-
cates hardness because of its likeness to hardness, while the lzmbda indi-
cates softness (435b—d). How is it, then, that we take the word to mean
hardness rather than softness? Cratylus is quick to acknowledge that it is
because we rely on custom (434¢). But custom, as Socrates immediately
goes on to observe, either is or depends upon a convention of some kind
(434e—435d).

Socrates’ deceptively modest interim conclusion that custom and con-
vention also have a contribution to make and that what a name is used to
mean and what it purports to depict can diverge (435ab) is a step on the way
to the dialogue’s main conclusion, viz. that names — viewed as likenesses —
are only as good as their makers and can and should be assessed from the
perspective afforded by an independent knowledge of the realities whose
names they are (438d ff.). For if Socrates’ etymologies are correct, many
if not most Greek words encode false Heraclitean assumptions about the
nature of reality, without preventing those who use them from achieving a
true understanding of reality through their own inquiries or conveying it
to others. But it also has the effect of calling into question at least the more
radical forms of naturalism.

How much of what has gone before is undone by Socrates’ interim con-
clusion is hard to say.” The question is pressing in the dialogue because
Socrates’ investigation of naming was originally undertaken to discover if
there is something right in Cratylus’ thesis that names are by nature (390de),
yet Cratylus’ own understanding of this thesis has not withstood examina-
tion. Something like Socrates” mimetic account of names was essential to
Cratylus’ radical naturalism, but it may be that it can be put to other uses as
well. How seriously we should take Socrates’ insistence that he continues to
be pleased by the idea that names should be as like to things as possible and
where, if anywhere, Plato stood on the question are, of course, questions
outside the scope of this inquiry (cf. 435¢)."°

4 See esp. Williams 1982, who puts the point in this way: a name need not be a correct name to be a
name at all or, alternatively, there are two kinds of correctness only one of which is necessary for a
name to serve as a name.

5 Cf. Barney 2001: 136.

6 The question how seriously to take Socrates arises because, if he is right, the considerations that
make thesis necessary if names are to be used by speakers to mean things to each other suggest that
it may be sufficient as well. Cf. Schofield 1982.
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For our present purpose, it is most important that we are now in a
position to distinguish between two ways of understanding the claim that
names are by nature.

(i) The name N means X by nature prior to its use by human beings to
mean X.
(ii) The name N is naturally suited to be used by human beings to mean
X.
The possibility of a view of the first type was demolished together with
Cratylus’ position. But the possibility that a view of the second type can
be successfully defended remains open. On such a view, there is something
about a name which makes it naturally suited to serve human beings as an
instrument by which to make their thoughts about an item intelligible to
each other: N is so to speak a natural choice when it comes to meaning X.
But before N can serve a community of speakers as a name for X, it must
become common knowledge that it is to be so used. Thesis, then, cannot
be confined to the role of a rubber stamp, and this means that there is
and must be an element of convention, even in the imposition of naturally
correct names (cf. 435b).

The view that names are imposed, but that their imposition is answer-
able to a natural standard of correctness, continued to have its supporters.
Unsurprisingly, most of its adherents followed Plato’s lead, and took con-
formity to the standard of natural correctness to be a matter of imitation.
To vindicate a mimetic account of natural correctness within the frame-
work of the Cratylus, it would presumably be necessary to discover how
depicting their nominata makes names able, or better able, to fulfil their
didactic function. On the suggestion that we are considering, however,
though they belonged to the broad consensus, the Stoics believed the first
and most important function for which words should be naturally suited
was the creation and gradual extension of a vocabulary, and the natural
standard of correctness for words, including an imitative component, will
be the one by satisfying which words are able, or best able, to discharge
this function. The two functions do not exclude each other, but, according
to this suggestion, the difference in emphasis affected both the nature and
extent of the part played by imitation in the Stoic account.

v

Let us then bring the Stoics’ views into connection with what we know
or can guess about their views concerning the origin of language. As
announced above, I shall use the better attested Epicurean account as a
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foil."” The first and most important lesson to be drawn from the compar-
ison is that the choice between nature and imposition cannot do justice
to Stoic views about the beginnings of language as long as this contrast is
understood as it was by the Epicureans.

In a famous passage, Lucretius inveighs against the mistake of supposing
that the organs with which we are endowed by nature are for the use to
which we put them, the eyes for seeing, the limbs for walking, the tongue
for speaking and so on (4.824 ff.). Rather, he insists, we happened to find a
use for them. On this Epicurean view, only intentional actions performed
by agents such as ourselves can be correctly described as for the sake of
an outcome. The formation of the cosmos, the emergence of the different
species of living things, the stages through which members of these species
pass on their way to maturity, the organs of which they make use are,
none of them, for the sake of anything or the result of anything that was
for their sake. Hence the two stage account of the emergence of human
abilities favoured by the Epicureans. First comes a natural phase, in which
something — a bodily organ or its activity, a part of the environment or
its behaviour — produces and is seen to produce a beneficial result without
deliberate effort by an agent. There follows a second phase, which begins
with deliberate attempts to reproduce the result and goes on to embrace
efforts to systematise and improve the means of so doing. Epicurus’ account
of the origin and development of language is merely one instance of this
wider pattern (Ep. Hdt. 75).

We are accustomed to oppose this kind of view to Aristotelian natural
teleology. Because the Stoics conceive the natural world as a whole governed
by divine reason, their discussions of nature are full of references to divine
reason and its artistic activity of a kind which have no place in Aristotle’s.
Nonetheless, even though the Stoics believed that everything that occurs by
nature is ultimately subsumed in the government of the universe by divine
providence, they leave room for a contrast between things that come about
by nature and those whose source is human agency.

In particular, on this view, a great many things must come about by
nature if reason itself is to develop in a human being. The Stoics agree with
Epicurus and Aristotle in calling these developments natural. They part
ways with Epicurus but not Aristotle by supposing that they take place in
order that reason may develop. The fact that they eventually also part ways
with Aristotle by supposing that the natural development of human reason
takes place owing to divine agency is less important for our present purpose.

17 For detailed treatments of Epicurean views, see in this volume, Atherton, Verlinsky.
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What matters is that human reason develops through a sequence of stages
that occur as and when they do for its sake. This is part of what teleolo-
gists of any stripe mean when they assert that human beings are rational
by nature. It is very different from what Epicureans mean by saying that
an ability arises naturally. Indeed the sense of nature at issue is unavailable
to the Epicureans. In Aristotelian terms, the origin of language accord-
ing to Epicurus, for example, is not so much natural as spontaneous or
automatic.

The view that language is the outward expression of reason, which is
reflected in some of the sample etymologies with which we began, was
especially dear to the Stoics. If they had a story about the origin and devel-
opment of language, it will belong in their account of the natural growth of
reason.”® To the Epicureans’ way of thinking, the chief merit of their own
account is its gradualism. According to it, the power of articulate speech
emerges by degrees out of forms of behaviour that we share with the lower
animals (cf. Lucr. 5.1056-90). The alternative, as they present it, requires
someone who is already a past master of language, a god or a wise man,
to teach a multitude without a tincture of language to speak. As we noted,
Lucretius and Diogenes of Oenoanda especially dwell on the absurdities of
this view. But if Diogenes” remarks were aimed at the Stoics, as is sometimes
supposed, they were directed against a caricature, for there is no reason to
believe that the Stoics were committed to such a view.

Because the power of articulate speech, like the reason to which it gives
expression, is part of our nature according to the Stoics, it can be the out-
come of a gradual natural development. If we are to be able to express our
thoughts in articulate speech when reason is sufficiently developed for us
to have thoughts, we must have suitable speech organs and we must be
practised enough in their use to make them answer to our purpose.” The
Stoics were not, for example, obliged to deny the relevance of infant bab-
bling to the development of speech, either in a child born into a community
already speaking a language or, perhaps, even in the first development of
language.*®

8 Cf. Dahlmann 1932: 7, 14, who, however, seems to think that this means that, unlike the Epicureans,
the Stoics will not have felt obliged to describe the process in detail. Perhaps, but I think that a
different kind of explanation was required, viz. not how a sequence of fortuitous occurrences could
give rise to the power to speak, but how the events necessary to its development are the opposite of
fortuitous.

19 We are furnished with speech organs by nature for the sake of articulate speech. So Balbus on behalf
of the Stoics (N.B. ‘nostri’, i.e. ‘our people’) (Cicero, ND 2.149; cf. Leg. 27).

*° Chrysippus maintained that when children first begin to utter words, they are not speaking in the
strictest sense, but ‘as it were speaking’ (Varro LL 6.56), but presumably this is an important step on



26 J. ALLEN

What is more, if acts of #hesis have a part to play in the formation of
language, nothing prevents them from doing so at a relatively advanced
stage in a development that is through and through natural, but whose first
stages are natural in the narrower sense that is opposed to deliberate exercises
of the will. And if; as is often supposed, exceptional individuals played a
prominent part in the process, it will not be because they introduced the
use of words to a mute population unversed in linguistic activity of any
kind.” Rather they will have taken the lead in an enterprise for which all
human beings are suited by nature and towards which they are all naturally
impelled.

To be sure, the Stoics were no more able than we are to observe the
growth of the complementary faculties of reason and speech anywhere
except in long established communities, where children learn a language
together with much else from their elders. And if they ever supplied a
detailed account of the first beginnings of language, it has not come down
to us. But the same human nature must assert itself in the less common
and less easily imagined conditions obtaining at the beginning of a cycle
of human history, and there is a fair amount of testimony that bears in
different ways on the natural growth of human reason and the place of
speech in human nature, to which we can turn for clues about how it
might have been that speech and language were supposed to emerge in
these exceptional conditions.*

A number of passages tell us about the process of concept formation
which gives rise to reason (Aétius 4.11 = SVF2.83; D.L. 7.52; S.E. M. 8.56;
Augustine, De civ. dei 8.7).” For our present purpose, it is important that
this development is at first natural; then comes a later stage at which we
can choose to add further concepts to the original stock by investigating

the way to speech properly so called. Quintilian cites Chrysippus on the importance of good nurses
because of the influence they exert on growing children, and if von Arnim was right to continue
the extract as far as he does, Chrysippus laid special emphasis on the fact that children imitate the
speech of their nurses (1.1.15-16 = SVF 3.733).

Evidence bearing on Stoic views about the primitive condition of mankind is sparse. Seneca, Ep. 90
takes partial exception to Posidonius, according to whom mankind was originally ruled by wise
kings who were responsible for advances of almost every kind. No mention is made of speech and
language, however. Stoic influences have been suspected behind Philo of Alexandria’s talk of Adam
as the carth-born king entrusted with the imposition of names (De opif. mundi 148; Quaest. in
Gen. 1.20).

Sextus Empiricus tells us that according to certain of the later Stoics the first earth-born humans so
surpassed those of the present day that their sharpness of mind amounted to an extra organ of sense
(M. 9.28). The form of the attribution suggests that the claims the Stoics were willing to make on
behalf of the first humans grew over time. Even so, these were gifted human beings who realised
their human nature better than people nowadays, not beings with another nature.

# On Stoic views about concept formation, see in this volume, Brittain.

2.

22



The origin of language 27

a question for ourselves or seeking tuition from another. Nothing is said
about the effect on this process of the presence or absence of cultural and
social conditions nor about whether it, or part of it, takes place in advance
of or together with the development of the ability to speak.

To this evidence we can add passages about ethical development that
describe how a human being’s natural attachments, whose first object is his
or her own constitution, expand by degrees to embrace other humans and
ultimately the community of all rational beings. Like the passages about
concept formation, these are highly idealised. Their point is to inform
us about human nature, not to take account of the influence different
conditions might have on its development. And some of them pass with
remarkable briskness from natural developments that are bound to occur
unless violently impeded to further developments that would take place
were we to continue down the path on which nature has started us —
a condition which is rarely if ever realised — instead of succumbing to
corrupting influences as we almost invariably do. Nonetheless a point of
crucial importance emerges clearly enough. According to the Stoics, nature
sees to it that human beings do what there are reasons for them to do before
they are in a position to appreciate or be moved by those reasons (cf. Cicero,
Fin. 3.66).

Two natural attachments especially important to the present inquiry
stand out among the details of the Stoic account. We are naturally impelled
to knowledge, which we value for its own sake. Even as children we delight in
making discoveries regardless of whether they have any obviously beneficial
consequences for us (Cicero, Fin. 3.17; cf. 2.46; Off- 1.12-13). And we have
a natural impulse towards the society of other rational beings, which is the
origin of justice. Often speech figures in this context as the bond fashioned
by nature to unite human beings in society (Cicero, Off. 1.12, 505 Fin. 2.45;
Rep. 3.3). But we have a natural impulse to speech not only because of the
contribution it makes to social order. Speech serves the natural impulse we
have to learn from others and to teach them (Fin. 3.65—6; Off 1.50; ND
2.148). We are, then, fitted by nature for a life of sociable rationality or
rational sociability, and the society of rational beings towards which we are
impelled by nature does more than provide for needs for sustenance and
safety; it is a community of teachers and learners.

These themes come together in a passage in Cicero’s De natura deorum,
whose broader context is the Stoic doctrine that human beings are the
object of the gods’ providential care (2.133 ff.). In support of this,
the dialogue’s Stoic spokesman, Balbus, describes in considerable detail
the organs of the human body and the faculties belonging to human nature
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before concluding that the form and arrangement of the body’s parts and
the power of the mind cannot be the product of chance (153). In the course
of developing this theme, Balbus turns to the mind and reason and extols
the incredible power by means of which we grasp truths and what follows
from them, produce definitions and so attain knowledge, than which there
is nothing better even among the gods. Next comes the power of speech,
which enables us to learn what we do not know and teach others what we
do know, as well as calm the frightened, exhort, persuade and tame the
passions. This power, we are told, bound us together in the society of cities,
laws and justice by freeing us from a savage and uncivilised life. Finally
Balbus celebrates the incredible skill displayed by nature in devising the
vocal organs that enable us to exercise this power (149).

On the Stoic view, the first speakers of a language will have been human
beings with a human nature like this, so formed as to want to make their
thoughts known to each other and equipped at the same time by nature with
the organs necessary to do so by means of articulate speech. My suggestion
is that any naturalness that the Stoics may have claimed for names should
be understood in relation to the human nature whose realisation it assists
in these special conditions.

According to the proposal under consideration, then, the first purpose
of the principles of word formation described by Augustine will have been
to guide the earliest humans in their first attempts at communication.
What makes a word N a natural name for an item X, then, would not be a
tendency to mean X prior to its use to mean X, but rather the possession of
a feature that lends itself to the purposes of a rational being who wishes to
let it be known that he is thinking about X and bring others to do the same.
The Stoics’ idea would have been that their principles of word formation
represent the best, in the sense of the most rational, way for a community
of rational beings disposed by nature to share their lives and thoughts

** One can believe as the Stoics do that human beings are so constituted by nature as to form commu-
nities knit together by speech, without thinking that certain words or sounds are naturally suited
to the expression of thoughts about certain things. So for instance, Ammonius, a neo-Platonic
philosopher and Aristotelian commentator active in the fifth and sixth centuries ap, setting out
from a conception of human nature and human origins like the Stoics’, assigns a crucial part to the
purely conventional imposition of names.

Nature, seeing that this animal was destined to become social, gave it voice (phdné), so that by means
of it they could signify their thoughts to each other; and having come together, human beings made
compacts (ouveBévTo, sunethento) with each other to name this perchance ‘wood’, that ‘stone’, and
to make the sound (phoné) ‘Socrates’ significant of this particular substance and the sound ‘walk
about’ significant of this particular activity (in Cat. 11, 8—14 Busse; cf. Porphyry, in Cat. 57, 20-58,
7 Busse).
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with each other to go about building a vocabulary of mutually intelligible
words.” This does not require that there be a single best name for each
thing. Language can begin, and once begun develop, in different ways
in conformity to the Stoics’ principles. Indeed in his exposition of them,
Augustine speaks of the freedom (licentia nominandi) they permit (1o, 1r).

If this is right, it is not surprising that the first words are imitative. If
there is an obvious way for rational beings to begin to direct each others’
attention to what they are thinking about and at the same time to make
it plain that this is what they are doing, it is by imitation. It is also not
surprising to find the Epicureans, with their very different assumptions,
making involuntary exclamations the beginning of speech. According to
Proclus, the fifth-century Ap neo-Platonic philosopher, Epicurus compared
the beginnings of speech to coughing, sneezing, crying out and the like (i
Cra. 8.4—7 Pasquali). Happening to observe that natural unplanned vocal
utterances make known our condition and state of mind to others and
theirs to us, we discover how to use our voices to this end.

Nothing hinders the Stoics from assigning a similar part to the obser-
vation of potentially useful occurrences and deliberate efforts to reproduce
them. Indeed there is some evidence that they did (Cornutus VD 34, 3-6
Lang; Seneca Ep. 90, 22—4). But I suspect that from the Stoic point of view
what is missing from accounts of the emergence of human abilities like
the Epicureans’ is attention to the rational powers that make us able to
profit from experience and improve upon what we have observed. With-
out our rational nature, which on their view can only have been devised
for us by providence, all the potentially fruitful experiences from which we
might learn would leave us none the wiser. Thus Cornutus, the first-century
AD Stoic, who takes Prometheus to symbolise forethought, interprets the
myth of the theft of fire as an allusion to the intelligence and foresight
which enables us to understand the use of fire, and takes the belief that
Prometheus was the discoverer of the arts to be a reflection of the fact that
we require intelligence and foresight to discover them (VD 32.8-11; 33.6-8

% Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the late first-century Bc rhetorician, is sometimes cited in this connec-
tion.

Nature makes us imitative (mimetikoi) and able to impose (thetikoi) names by which matters are
indicated in accordance with certain similarities that are reasonable and capable of moving the
intellect (Comp. 16).

Though the Stoics are not mentioned, I believe that this is the kind of view they held. There follows
a list of onomatopoetic words like those cited by Augustine, which were said to be taught by nature,
but Dionysius goes on to cite words that are likenesses of a much broader range of features in the
manner of the Crazylus, which is the only authority he cites.
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Lang).*® What is more, the Stoics will have held that, without the intellec-
tual curiosity which is a part of this nature, our intellectual abilities would
not have developed in the directions and to the extent that they have.

v

But if it is not surprising to find the Stoics emphasising deliberate efforts
to imitate the things meant by words in their account of the origin of
language (as opposed to the efforts to imitate spontaneous episodes of
vocalisation to which the Epicurean account appeals), I should also like
to suggest that it is not surprising that this sort of imitation is assigned a
smaller and more limited part by the Stoics than it is in the Cragylus. If
the proposal advocated here is correct, one of their aims was to explain
how people first came to use the words they did to mean the things they
meant by them. Though the Cratylus is full of references to the imposition
of names by name-givers in an earlier period of history, it is not chiefly
concerned with the historical origins of speech and language. As has often
been observed, like the myth in the great speech of the Protagoras, such talk
can be interpreted as a device, in this case one intended to throw light on
the nature of names.”” Whether and how the account of natural correctness
that emerges should be brought into connection with a historical invention
of language is left vague. The dialogue is instead concerned to explain how
names might be naturally suited to their nominata in a way that could
accommodate Cratylus’ position among others, and it has been taken by
many to describe an ideal that has never been realised and perhaps never
will be.

Socrates maintains that to have a chance of succeeding an account must
satisfy two requirements (422¢d):

(a) There must be a single standard of correctness for all words, both the
primary words and those whose meaning is explained by the words
from which they are derived.

(b) This standard must be such that, by conforming to it, names indicate
or reveal the things whose names they are.

To this end, though not without hesitation, Socrates puts forward his

mimetic account of word composition. This account differs in two espe-

cially important respects from the Stoic theory we have been considering.

It is mimetic through and through, and it takes names to be correct to

26 Cf, [Aeschylus] Pr. 447, where Prometheus observes that before his gift of art, human beings looked
but looked in vain, listened but listened without hearing.
7 Cf. Kretzmann 1971.
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the extent that they imitate the essence of their nominata. Beginning with
letters and syllables and proceeding through the words formed out of them
to the words formed out of other words, it explains how words function
as mimetic compositions (cf. 422d). As in other arts like music and espe-
cially painting, the elements contribute their mimetic content to that of the
whole composition (cf. 423d, 424bc, 429a, 430b, 431d). This is why there
was a problem with sklerozes.

The imitation of essence sets name-making apart from the other mimetic
arts. In the course of making this point, Socrates touches on strictly ono-
matopoetic words of something like the kind employed by the Stoics in
their theory (cf. 423¢). His attitude toward them is revealing. He insists
that people who imitate the sounds that sheep or roosters make are not
naming them, and he maintains that this form of imitation belongs instead
to music because it imitates the sounds a thing makes rather than its
essence. To be sure, the Stoics’ onomatopoetic words are not names of
the things whose sounds they imitate but of the sounds themselves. Sounds
have essences (423¢). Could not onomatopoetic words, then, imitate these
essences? Perhaps, but Socrates does not pause even for a moment to iden-
tify a special, strictly onomatopoetic principle of word formation for the
names of sounds.” Instead he proceeds to sketch a vastly more ambitious
account of imitation by names based on the idea that the state of the vocal
organs as a name is pronounced imitates the item it names. This account
does not make a special place for the imitation of sounds, but is some-
how supposed to permit names to imitate all the things of which there are
names.

The Stoic principles of word formation look like a hodgepodge by com-
parison. What gives them unity, I have been arguing, is the ways in which
they serve the needs of the early speakers of a language. The strictly ono-
matopoetic words that come first recommend themselves because of their
obviousness. The very first words are likenesses, but it is not because they
depict, let alone capture the essence of, things that they name them. Rather
it is because likeness is an especially perspicuous way of drawing attention
to what one wishes others to attend to that they were the first names to be
imposed. Though the principle of likeness on which they depend is already
quite different, the quasi-imitative words that follow are, on this view, a
natural and easily grasped extension of this idea.

Words based on similarity 77 7e no longer need to imitate the items they
name. As we follow the chain of associations which lead from one word to

8 Cf. Barwick 1957a: 76.
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another, the basis of the new formation can change over and over again.
The words that result are not mimetic compositions in the way in which
those of the Cratylus were supposed to be. The sound of a name imposed
because it somehow resembles its nominatum (similarity 7z sono) need not
retain its mimetic value when that name, or a version of it, is imposed on
a new nominatum similar to the first nominatum (similarity 77 r¢) because
the point of resemblance between the original and the new nominatum
need have nothing to do with the feature of the first that the sound was
somehow like. Consider ‘crux’ (cross) and ‘crura’ (legs), and recall that
while the crux was supposed to be so called because the painful impression
made on the ears by the word resembles the pain caused by the thing, crura
were supposed to be so called because the length and hardness of the legs
resemble these features of a cross. The meaning of words earlier in the chain,
though relevant to the explanation of how a derived word came to mean
what it does, need not itself be a part of the later word’s meaning. The same
is true of the various principles which permit a name to be imposed by
vicinitas. Though obviously inferior as imitations, the words formed after
the first, imitative words are, once imposed, not inferior as names.

If the Stoics did hold that there was a natural standard of correctness
by conforming to which some words are the naturally right ones, then, it
cannot have been mimetic accuracy.” On the suggestion that I am defend-
ing, it is possible for words to be naturally correct according to the Stoics,
because language is a product of reason in the sense that its immediate
authors are rational beings exercising their rational powers and there is a
rational way to proceed in the imposition of names.*

But if this was the Stoic view, their account of natural correctness seems
to make etymology a far less interesting affair than the account in the
Cratylus promised to do. According to that account, though not everything
for which there is a name will be important, by depicting the essence of the
things they name, the names of a language conforming to the dialogue’s
mimetic principles will make available the most important and interesting
truths about things, including the most important things there are. By
contrast, on the Stoic account, it appears that the information recovered
by etymology may not only fail to be about something interesting, but
even when it is about matters of the utmost importance, may fail to tell us
anything of interest about them.

» Cf. Long 2002: 408: ‘the meaning of the word . . . is not delivered or explained by the sound; rather,
the word’s sound is appropriate to but not constitutive of its significance’.

3° Just as there is in the construction of systems of inflection and derivation (cf. Varro LL 8.5, 7).
Cf. Frede 1978: 68—70.
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As we have seen, the examples given by Augustine are, so far as their
broader import goes, studiously dull. To judge by the instances that he gives
of words formed on the basis of similarity 77 re, for example, the point of
similarity on which the transfer of a word, or a phonetically altered version
of it, depends can be incidental in the extreme. Consider once again the
case of ‘crux’ and ‘crura’. The same is true of words formed by the different
varieties of vicinitas and by sequential applications of them and similarity
in re. Almost any point of similarity or any association will do.

Yet the examples of etymology with which we began are full of inter-
est, and the Stoics’ motive for pursuing etymology was, as we noted, to
recover the primitive wisdom that is preserved in them. The problem is
only apparent, however. As we saw, the Stoics’ interest was not and could
not be indulged in isolation from questions about the historical origin and
growth of language, and their account of how words are formed obviously
could not simply be tailored to the needs of etymology. Rather its first task
was to explain how the practice of using words to express thoughts arose
and developed in the special conditions that prevail at the beginning of
each cycle of human history among beings disposed by nature to a life of
sociable rationality. Because the imposition of names follows a rational pat-
tern, however, it is in principle possible to retrace the steps by which a word
came to be. To be sure, in many cases, as the Stoics acknowledge, it will not
be possible in actual fact (De dialectica 9.18—20; 11.11-12; cf. Varro LL 7.2).
And as we have seen, even when it is, not all the information that can be
recovered by etymology will be of significance. But the Stoics think that
many words will preserve information about their makers’ understanding
of the nature of things that is valuable enough to make etymology worthy
of the energies that they devoted to it.

The clearest examples are furnished by words formed on a principle that
does not figure in Augustine’s system, namely compressed descriptions.”
Thus Chrysippus derived the word kapdia (kardia, heart) from kp&tnois
(kratésis, dominion) and kupeia (kureia, authority) because the heart con-
tains the dominant and ruling part of the soul (Galen, PHP 206, 13 ff. De
Lacy). I suspect that the relation between the words formed on this prin-
ciple and those formed in the ways described by Augustine is simple, and
that the absence of this principle from Augustine’s list is not an especially
serious problem. The business of describing, and therefore of composing
compressed descriptions, could hardly advance very far with a supply of
words limited to the imitative words that constitute the cradle of words.

3 Emphasised by Barwick 1957a: 32.
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Thus apart from explaining with various degrees of plausibility how many
words which could hardly be viewed as descriptions were formed and came
into use, the principles that come into effect after the cradle of words is
in place explain how a stock of words adequate to the task of description
arose.

But even though the straightest route to etymologies of the richly infor-
mative kind that were most highly prized by the Stoics is viz words formed
in this way out of compressed descriptions, those formed in accordance with
the other principles may also contain insights worth recovering. Augustine
describes the task of etymology as explaining the origin of words (originem
explicare) (9.3; 9.19; cf. Quintilian, 1.6.28). According to Varro, it inquires
why and whence (cur et unde) words arise (LL 5.2). But as we have seen,
the kind of explanations that are offered by Stoic etymology do not rely
on quasi-mechanical principles operating independently of the conscious
thoughts of those who are responsible for imposing new words. Rather the
explanation of why a word that had its origin in another word came to be
imposed in its new meaning crucially relies on their thoughts about rela-
tions of similarity, association or opposition between the item named by
the new word and that named by the word from which it is derived. That
is, etymological explanation affords a glimpse of what the early makers of
names thought about the items on which they imposed names.””

This is why the Stoics believed that they were able by means of etymology
to penetrate through the errors and confusions that had grown up over time
to recover the precious insights of the earliest and least corrupted human
beings.”” Thus Cicero proposes to derive ‘fides (trust) in the Stoic spirit
from ‘frar (let it be), because what is said or promised comes about (Off-
1.23). And the Stoics themselves embrace the etymologies, already found in
the Cratylus, for the oblique forms of Zeus’, Aia (Dia) and Zfjva (Zéna),
which explain them with reference to the facts that Zeus is responsible for
living (Cfjv, zén) and that it is through (8ia, d7a) him that all things come
about (Cra. 396a; D.L. 7.147).

VI

On the interpretation that I have been defending, then, the views preserved
for us by Augustine and Origen belong to a Stoic attempt to explain how
languages capable of serving the needs of essentially rational and sociable,

3 N.B. Varro LL 8.1-2, who speaks of recovering the voluntas impositoris.
33 On the Stoics’ belief that they are able to read through poetry to recover the insights inadvertently
preserved by the poets, see Frede 1989: 2087; Long 1992; cf. Most 1989.
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i.e. human beings arose and developed through the exercise of those beings’
rational powers. These powers could not be applied to this end unless certain
conditions were satisfied before the appearance of reason, but human nature
has been so formed that they will be satisfied. Even though what takes place
in this way unassisted by human reason can be called natural by contrast
with what takes place owing to human reason, both the natural and the
rational elements are embedded in the development of humanity’s rational
nature and can be fully understood only in relation to it. In this sense they
both deserve to be called natural. And since there is a right way for reason
to prescribe which names are to be imposed, there is a sense in which acts
of imposition can be held to a natural standard of correctness.

It is a plausible conjecture that the Stoic account reconstructed on the
basis of Origen and Augustine’s evidence is a relatively late attempt to
answer questions about the beginnings of language that are raised by Stoic
views about human origins in such a way as to provide secure foundations
for long-standing but perhaps not yet systematised Stoic etymological prac-
tice. On this account, the recovery of the insights of the earliest speakers
that etymology makes possible is, to be sure, a by-product of the rational
character of a language’s development. But from the Stoic perspective, it is
not a mere by-product, but yet another consequence of Providence’s design
to ensure that the world, both natural and manmade, is full of signs.’*

34 Tam grateful to other participants in the Symposium Hellenisticum and an audience at Cornell for
their many helpful comments and criticisms, to Tad Brennan for taking the trouble to write up his
reactions to the first version of this paper and, especially, to Julia Annas for her written comments
on later versions.



CHAPTER 2

Stoic linguistics, Plato’s Cratylus, and Augustine’s
De dialectica

A. A. Long

Stoic philosophers, probably at least from the time of Chrysippus, were
interested in Plato’s Cratylus and were influenced by the dialogue. This is
not directly attested in so many words, but its correctness is frequently
and rightly assumed. Two points of similarity are self-evident.” First and
most significant is the Stoics™ recourse to etymologising. We have copious
evidence of Stoic etymologies, especially for the names of gods. Some of
these etymologies are identical to ones advanced by Socrates in the Crazylus,
and the principles involved are also identical: interpreting the name under
investigation by aligning it with one or more words whose meaning is
known, on the basis of phonetic similarity between the two sets of words.
Thus the Stoics, like Plato’s Socrates, explain the name Zeus and its inflec-
tion Dia by reference to zén, ‘to live’, and dia meaning ‘because of’: the
name Zeus signifies ‘the cause of life’.”

The second point of immediate similarity is the concept of elementary
or primary sounds that signify things mimetically. Socrates advances this
proposal as an analytical device for discovering whence names, that are com-
pounded out of letters and syllables, derive their capacity for representing
things correctly, i.e. as they really are (421c—425¢). He then develops the
hypothesis that the ancients took elementary sounds or letters to imitate
things or properties of things, especially motion.

According to Origen, the Stoics took the basis of names to be nature
as distinct from convention (#hesis), with the ‘primary sounds (zon proton
onomaton) imitating the things of which they are the names, and hence

The Cratylus parts of this paper, an earlier draft of which was greatly improved by comments
from David Sedley, was originally written for a colloquium at Berkeley on the Cratylus, which
took place in April 1997. A shorter version of it has already appeared in M. Canto-Sperber and
P. Pellegrin, eds., Le Style de la Pensée. Recueil de textes en hommage & Jacques Brunschwig (Paris, 2002),

395—411.
See Barwick 1957a: 70—9. 2 Cf. Cra. 396a—b and D.L. 7.147 (SVF 2.1021).

36
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they adduced [them as] elements of etymology’ (Cels. 1.24 = SVF 2.146,
Hiilser FDS 643).

Origen’s brief report can be supplemented by material attributed to
the Stoics by Augustine in his work De dialectica 6.* There we are told
that they traced the origin of all words to one of three relations between
sounds and things — onomatopoetic similarity (similitudo), affinity or prox-
imity (vicinitas, a looser degree of similarity), and opposition (contrarium,
exemplified by the notorious lucus a non lucendo). Augustine probably
derived his material from lost parts of Varro’s voluminous works on gram-
mar. Even if his report is contaminated by non-Stoic theory or by the-
ory developed only by some later Stoics, we can probably accept the gist
of it as applicable to orthodox members of the school from Chrysippus
onward. That is to say, Stoics looked to nature as distinct from convention
in accounting for primary words, though not perhaps in ways precisely
adumbrated in Plato’s dialogue.’

So much for the state of the question. In this paper I shall suggest
that the Stoics’ reflections on the Cratylus were not confined to the work’s
etymologies and analysis of primary names. I shall propose that they also
gave serious thought to a number of further ideas that Socrates canvasses. In
addition, I shall argue that parts of their linguistic theory can be interpreted
as a revisionary reading of the Cratylus, a reading that makes Socrates’
various proposals much more coherent than they are presented as being in
the dialogue itself.

This hypothesis is obviously speculative, but speculation is unavoidable
when we attempt to track down the texts and antecedent ideas that may have
shaped the foundations of Stoicism. Recent scholarship has had consider-
able success in looking to Plato’s dialogues and the early Platonic tradition
as especially promising material for exercising such formative influence. So

3 In the last sentence I understand a prota onomata as the direct object of eisagousin. Origen continues
by contrasting the Stoic sense of the objective naturalness of names with the Epicurean theory that
what makes names natural is their being the utterances of the earliest human beings. For comparison
between the two theories, see Allen (this volume), who notes that referring names to #hesis need not
imply a conventionalist contrast with nature; see also Barney 2001. That it does so here, however, is
guaranteed because Origen’s zhesis contrasts Aristotle’s conventionalism with the Stoics’ naturalism.

4 Not included in SVF, but largely excerpted by Schmidt 1839: 23—5. The work is sometimes called De
principiis dialecticae. 1 cite it here from the edition by Jackson and Pinborg 1975.

5 What the Stoics meant by claiming that names are by nature is the main point of Allen’s paper
in this volume and his discussions of Plato’s Cratylus and Augustine. While his paper and mine
overlap in some of the material they discuss, they differ in their scope and emphasis. Allen is
chiefly concerned with the question of what etymology contributed to Stoic theory on the origins of
language, whereas I look to the Cratylus and to Augustine for illumination on Stoic linguistics more
generally.
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far as Stoic linguistics is concerned, the Cratylus will doubtless have been
only one seminal work to ponder. But even if I don’t succeed in proving
that it played a dominant role, a comparison between the dialogue and
Stoicism should be instructive.

THE RATIONALE OF STOIC ETYMOLOGIES

Why did the Stoics go in for etymological analysis of the gods’ names?
The answer, clearly given in Cicero’s De natura deorum book 2 and in
Cornutus’ Compendium of the Tradition of Greek Theology, rests on two
anthropological assumptions.® First, the Stoics assumed that the gods were
given their names by early people who had an intelligent understanding
of the general structure of the world. Second, they assumed that these
people, in naming the gods, wished to signify the segment of the natural
world that the gods, in the view of these wise persons, control or symbolise.
Hence, for instance, the name Hera signifying ‘air’ (aér, an etymology from
the Cratylus, 404c) or the Homeric epithet of Zeus, ana Dodonaie (‘O
Lord of Dodona’), derived by Cleanthes from anadidomi, meaning ‘send
up’ and related to the Stoic doctrine of air vaporising from the earth.”
The Stoics recognised that such etymologies had little or nothing to do
with activities of the gods according to mythology. They explained this
discrepancy by supposing, as Cicero puts it on their behalf (ND 2.63—4 ),
that an absurd story, such as the tale of Cronos’ castration of Ouranos, is a
fictional perversion of a correct understanding of nature, namely: that the
celestial fire is a procreative power without need for genitals.

Greek mythology, on this view, is a corrupted and childish narrative of
the role of the gods, as signified by their correctly assigned original names
when deciphered by etymology. Thus Cornutus writes: “The ancients were
not nobodies but competent students of the world, and well equipped to
philosophise about it via symbols and riddles” (76.2—s Lang). The task of
the Stoic etymologist is to try to recover the true beliefs about the world
encoded in the gods’ names and epithets — beliefs which have been overlaid
by subsequent superstition. This Stoic practice is often called allegorisation,
but that is very misleading.” They did not seek to elicit the true but covert
messages of Homer or Hesiod themselves; rather, they sought to recover

% For the evidence and detailed discussion of it, see Most 1989 and Long 1996b: 69—75.

7 Plutarch, De aud. 310 (SVF 1.535); cf. Long 1992: 80 n. 48, 81.

8 My main purpose in Long 1996b is to distinguish the Stoics’ etymological ventures from the allegorical
interpretation of literature characteristic of Philo of Alexandria, for instance.
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the linguistic rationale of those much earlier persons who originally gave
the gods the names and epithets they have in the work of these poets.

Plato’s Socrates in the Cratylus gave the Stoics many precedents for their
anthropological assumptions. First, his recourse to Homer and Hesiod as
evidence for a ‘natural’ fit between the significance of divine names and
their bearers (cf. Cra. 397¢, 402b, 406¢). Second, his focus on the linguistic
rationale of the ‘earliest’ Hellenes.” Third, his claim, paraphrased long
afterwards by Cornutus (see above) that: ‘the original givers of names were
probably no ordinary people but students of astronomy (metearologoi, 401b)
and subtle talkers’. Fourth, and most important, his repeated assumption
that the original name-givers had definite opinions about the structure
of the world, opinions that they designedly encoded in the names they
invented (cf. Cra. 397d, 399d, 402b, 411b). This last point — the encoding
of the name-givers’ beliefs in the names chosen — is Socrates’ principal
reason for advancing the thesis that the names he has been explaining were
intended to exhibit the nature of things (422d).

The beliefs, of course, thatare given pride of place in the Cratylus are radi-
cal Heracliteanism. Socrates, at the end of the dialogue, argues that phonetic
analysis of names does not unequivocally support the Heraclitean thesis
(436b—437¢) and further, that if the early name-givers had such beliefs they
were certainly not grounded on knowledge, including knowledge derived
from names (438a—439b). What Socrates never challenges, as far as I can see,
is the thesis that early people’s beliefs, whether true or false, are encoded,
at least to some extent, in the names they gave to things.”” How would the
Stoics have reacted to the dialogue’s focus on Heracliteanism?

Strangely enough, this question appears never to have been previously
asked, but its import is obvious when we reflect that the Stoics looked
back to Heraclitus as a major authority for their cosmology and theology."
Should their faith as Heracliteans in etymologising not be severely shaken by
Socrates’ final results? Notatall, I respond, for several independent reasons.

First, the Heracliteanism that Socrates invokes is a Platonic interpretation
or travesty, mediated doubtless by the real Cratylus, who took himself to be
improving on Heraclitus by denying that one can step into the same river
even once (Aristotle, Metaph. 4.1010a13). There is no reason to attribute to
Heraclitus himself flux so radical that nothing can persist unchanged for

2 397c. But Plato, unlike the Stoics apparently, displays considerable interest in the possibility of many
Greek names having a foreign origin (Cra. 409d).

1° See Sedley 2003, esp. ch. 2, where the author powerfully argues that Plato considers the etymologies
advanced in the Cratylus and in other dialogues to be exegetically sound.

" See my treatment of Heraclitus and Stoicism in Long 1996b: 58—84.
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even a micro-second, and no reason to think that the Stoics took Heraclitus
to be saying so. They would not be impressed by Plato’s epistemic worries
about radical Heracliteanism.

Second, Stoic etymologies are not Heraclitean in any sense that is distinc-
tive of that philosopher, least of all as represented by Plato. Stoic etymologies
signify stable features of the world, features that they probably supposed
were compatible with their interpretation of Heraclitus. They were pre-
sumably familiar with his striking antithesis between the ‘name’ of the bow
and its ‘function’, which trades on the fact that bios signifies life with one
accentuation and the bow, a death-dealing instrument, with another (DK22
B48). This Heraclitean ‘etymology’ will have supported their recourse to
‘opposition’ as a principle of name-making.

Third, the Stoics could, and if Varro is evidence for their views did, agree
with Plato that many of the names in contemporary usage have under-
gone change and deformation since they were first in circulation.” Hence
the difficulty of matching the phonetic properties of some names to name-
able features of the world is no decisive argument against the practices of
the earliest name-users.

The Stoics, then, could respond that zbeir etymologising is entirely con-
sistent with zheir Heracliteanism. I suggest that they read the Crazylus as
an encouragement to their own enterprise — of looking for meanings that
could be plausibly attributed to those who first named the gods, and who
had broadly correct beliefs, Stoically interpreted, about the world, which
they encoded in the names they gave to divine beings.

LETTERS AND SYLLABLES

Stoic and Cratylean etymologies are a sort of phonetic dictionary. That
is, they seek to explain the unknown meaning of a word by reference
to the known meaning of another word that shares in some of the first
word’s phonetic properties. The question of primary names comes up in the
dialogue when discussion turns to the alphabet (424b). Socrates proposes
that if names are naturally significant, and their natural significance is
conveyed by their alphabetic properties, letters themselves, the elements
of names, had better be intrinsically revealing about the nature of things.
Thence the suggestions that the letters ioza, rho etc. are imitative of motion
and are significant accordingly.

> See the passages of Varro’s De lingua latina excerpted by Barwick 1957a: 65—9.
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The Stoics saw nothing of value, I think, in this last proposal. What they
hypothesised instead, according to Augustine De dialectica 6, is that certain
words (not individual letters or syllables) affect our hearing in ways that
manifest precise similarity between sound and referent.” In the case of hin-
nitus (whinnying), balatus (bleating), clangor (blaring) and stridor (grating),
word-sound corresponds directly to sounds made by horses, sheep, trum-
pets and chains respectively: “You clearly see that these words sound just
like the actual things signified by these words.”* In the case of words for
non-sounding things, the formative ‘similarity’ is ‘tactile, generating names
in which the smoothness or roughness of the component letters affects the
hearing in ways that correspond to the smooth or harsh sensations pro-
duced for touch by the actual things’ (Sed quia sunt res quae non sonant, in
his similitudinem tactus valere, ut si leniter vel aspere sensum tangunt, lenitas
vel asperitas litterarum ut tangit auditum, sic eis nomina pepererit).” These
two kinds of ‘similarity’, by which we are sensuously affected as we would
be by the actual things, are ‘the virtual cradle of words’ (guasi cunabula
verborum).

The Stoic proposal, as characterised by Augustine, does not imply that
the sound of these onomatopoetic words simply 7s its meaning.” You cannot
tell, from hearing clangor, that a speaker of this word is referring to the blare
of trumpets specifically; still less can you tell, simply from hearing crux (an
example of ‘similarity’), that the word signifies cross. What you can tell,
according to the theory, is some salient feature of the word’s referent — that
it is a rough thing as distinct from something sweet, like the referent of
mel (honey). This latter word, supposedly, affects our hearing as sweetly as
honey itself affects our taste.

This theory of word formation is synaesthetic. The sound of some words
affects us sensuously (agreeably or harshly etc.) in ways that supposedly

3 Augustine notes that Cicero ridicules Stoic theory on the origin of words, perhaps referring to ND
3.61-3 where etymologies of the gods’ names are mocked. On his own authority he says that the
Stoics claim every word’s definite origin to be explicable, to which he advances the objection of an
infinite regress of explanation. Later in the chapter, however, he says that the Stoics take the origin
of some words to be hidden.

4 Perspicis enim haec verba ita sonare ut ipsae res quae his verbis significantur. If Augustine’s examples here

are Stoic, as he explicitly leads us to presume, it is worth noting that the main stream grammatical

tradition cited hinnitus, balatus etc. as ‘inarticulate sounds, not capable of being written’, and hence
refused to admit them as words: see the excerpts from Marius Victorinus and other grammarians in

Hiilser FDS so0—6.

Varro classifed crux (cross) and trux (savage) as harsh sounds and /zna (wool) and /una (moon) as

smooth ones; cf. Varro fr. 113 Goetz—Schoell, cited by Sluiter 1990: 35.

Hence I hesitate either to charge Augustine with misunderstanding the Stoics, or to charge the Stoics

themselves with conflating meaning and referent in these cases, as Sluiter 1990: 34—6, is inclined

to do.

I
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correspond to the ways we would be actually affected by a property of the
word’s referent. The word mel, in its sweetness, sounds like the sweetness
of the thing it signifies. In addition, the letter v’ helps to form syllables
containing a ‘dense and powerful sound’, as in such words as vis (force),
violens (violent), vincula (chains) etc. I suggest that this theory may be
plausibly interpreted as a Stoic adaptation of Socrates” proposal that let-
ters and syllables are semantically correlated with the properties of things.
That theory runs into trouble in the Cratylus when Socrates picks a word
signifying hardness, sklérotés, and containing two letters, lambda and rha,
which supposedly resemble opposite properties — softness and hardness
respectively. Socrates then infers that sklérozés cannot simply derive its cor-
rectness as a name from nature because its lambda represents the opposite
of hardness (434c—¢). In the Cratylus this wrecks the proposal that a// the
elements of a correct name must mirror the properties of the items named
by them. By allowing proximity and opposition, in addition to similar-
ity, as factors in word formation, the Stoics gave themselves the room to
avoid the problems Socrates presents to Cratylus.”” We need not say that
mere convention is at work when explaining words that have a sensuous
effect partly different from or even opposite to that of their significates.
Some kind of affinity or proximity or even direct contrariety are principles,
natural principles, in the formation or usage of certain words: e.g. piscina
signifying a bath that actually contains no fish (pisces) or bellum (war) in
contrariety to bellus (beautiful).

By looking to synaesthetic relationships between word and significate,
rather than the direct mirroring of properties, the Stoics offer a looser but
a less problematic explanation of the connection between primary word-
sounds and significance. They could defend the looseness of the rationale
by saying that it was never their intention to propose that meaning in
general, let alone a speaker’s meaning, could be reduced to the synaesthetic
properties of words. Yet, there must be something about the phonetic
properties of words that equips them to be expressive of meaning. Hence
it is reasonable to assume that, in order to satisfy this condition, words
are formed on the basis of certain rules as distinct from mere cultural
conventions. The Cratylus, I think, stimulated the Stoics to come up with
a better set of these rules than anything Socrates advances there. More
importantly, however, it may have stimulated them to arrive at the most
sophisticated account of meaning proposed in classical antiquity.

17 Barwick 1957a: 77, suggests that Stoics after Chrysippus (he hypothesises Diogenes of Babylon) were
prompted to introduce the second and third methods of word formation (proximity and opposition)
as a defensive move against criticism, probably from the Academics.
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SOCRATIC AND STOIC PHONETICS AND SEMANTICS

Someone reflecting on the Crazylus might plausibly take the dialogue to
be suggesting five different positions about a name’s successful, or at least
intended, designation of its referent.”®

I.

Moderate conventionalism: speakers use the conventional names to signify
their referent. According to this theory, meaning is a relation that holds
between things and an agreed usage of purely conventional names. You
find out what a name means by seeing what the social group who uses
it are referring to. (Hermogenes 1, referring to Cra. 384c—d)

. Radical conventionalism: speakers use any name they individually like

to signify their referent. According to this theory, meaning is a relation
that holds between things and a non-agreed usage of arbitrary names.
To know what a name means, you need to know what the individual
speaker, who may be using a purely private language, is referring to.
(Hermogenes 11, referring to Cra. 385d—e)

. Formal naturalism: a speaker uses names that pick out and communi-

cate the form of the thing named. No rules are given for the phonetic
requirements that such names must meet, but they will be correct ‘in
whatever syllables” they are expressed ‘as long as they render the form of
the name appropriate to each thing’. (Socrates 1, referring to Cra. 388b—

390a; 393d)"

. Etymological naturalism: the intended correspondence of at least some

names in current usage to features of the world can be ascertained by
etymological analysis. Such names are phonetically derived from other
words of known meaning. (Socrates 11, referring to 397a ff.)

. Phonetic naturalism: a speaker uses names whose constituent letters and

syllables represent the properties of the thing named. (Socrates 111, refer-
ring to 421d—426b)
Setting the two conventionalist theses on one side, I want to focus

on their three successors. The chief interpretive problem about formal

18

I do not mean to imply that each of these five positions could or should be read as mutually exclusive
or as alternatives to each one of the others. Some take what I call Hermogenes 11 to be simply an
extension of Hermogenes 1, although I find that hard to square with the absence of any reference to
agreement or social convention when Hermogenes states it at 385d 7—9. As for what I call Socrates
1111, the question of their consistency with one another is not my concern, but rather the fact that
they each focus upon a distinct claim about what makes a name naturally correct.

For my purpose here, I trust it is not necessary to discuss the notorious difficulties of these passages.
What chiefly matters for my topic is the fact that, as Kretzmann 1971: 129, puts it, the ‘model correct
names’ are each ‘a translinguistic entity which cannot be identified with any sound or marks’. There
is much to be said for the suggestions of Silverman 1992: 37—41, that a proper understanding of the
meaning of such names presupposes or is a definition of the Forms that they name.
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naturalism — rendering in the name the form of the name naturally appro-
priate to each thing (390a) — is that no rules are given for how actual words
are to be constructed accordingly, i.e. what letters and syllables to use.
The theory is strong in its suggestion that meaning transcends its phonetic
representation: the same meaning or form can be expressed in different
languages or perhaps in different words of the same language. But the the-
ory gives us no clue about how to construct actual names that will meet its
semantic requirements of separating and communicating things and doing
so in ways that take account of such problems as homonymy and ambiguity.
Socrates’ formal naturalism has nothing specific to say about phonetics.

Etymological naturalism uses phonetics to align one or more words of
known meaning with the word whose original significance is under inves-
tigation. Phonetics is here a recognitional guide to semantics, but meaning
is not treated as a function of alphabetic properties. It is simply assumed
that some words are self-evidently meaningful — e.g. zén = to live — and
that these words will explain the meaning of phonetically similar words.
We are not told why or how zén signifies to live.

Phonetic naturalism seeks to repair this gap by its account of the natu-
rally representative features of individual letters. It seeks, unsuccessfully of
course, to achieve a one to one correspondence between a verbal sound and
its significate.

Socrates in the Cratylus, then, makes three contributions to language
theory that leave unresolved the relation between semantics and phonetics.
In particular, formal naturalism is cavalier about phonetics, while pho-
netic naturalism is cavalier about semantics. Hence the dialogue’s aporetic
conclusion: nature and convention are both admitted their role, but the
relation between them is left unclear (435a—c). The problem about pho-
netic naturalism points in the direction of conventionalism. Yet radical
conventionalism (to which Socrates had driven Hermogenes from his
more moderate starting-point, Cra. 385d—386a) seems to make meaning
and truth arbitrary, just the problem that formal naturalism seeks to
overcome.

Is it reasonable to suppose that the Stoics have directly reacted to these
theories and difficulties of the Crazylus? 1 see good reason to think so. For
the sake of brevity and clarity, I will restrict my observations about Stoic
linguistics to three crucial distinctions that they drew, between (1) signs
(semainonta) and significations (semainomena), or words and meanings;
(2) expressions (lexeis) and sentences (logoi); (3) word-meaning and speaker’s
meaning. After exemplifying these points, we shall see how they bear on

the Cratylus.
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Let us take the English locution, ‘It is light’, and use Stoic theory to
elucidate its linguistic and semantic components.”® The sounds or written
symbols have an alphabetic structure, which means that they could be
linguistic signs; their structure, moreover, is not arbitrary because they
correspond to the way speakers of English utter sounds in conversation
or symbolise these articulated sounds in writing. So we have an instance
of a particular language use — in Stoic terminology, a Jexis which is also
a dialektos, i.e. a form of discourse pertaining to a specific ethnic group
(D.L. 7.56). Not only does the sound or writing of ‘It is light' conform
to English, in its articulation of letters and syllables, it is also made up
of English words — i.e. sounds or written symbols that are standardly used
when English speakers or writers want to say something; and these words are
syntactically related, as can be ascertained from their order and inflections.
Given the fact that we have a string of sounds or written symbols that is
identifiable as a grammatical structure of actual words, we have what could
be a fully fledged sentence (/ogos). Can we, then, determine, whether this
is so, and if so, what this structure of words is a sign of? Can we identify it
as a meaningful set of sounds or written symbols and identify its meaning?

By recourse to a dictionary and a grammar book, we can determine that
English speakers might utter ‘It is light” when they wish to express one of
at least two different thoughts they might have — either a thought about
the time of day or a thought about something’s weight. This combination
of words, taken by itself, is significant in the sense that, irrespective of
context or a particular speech act, its phonetic properties and grammatical
configuration are signs of a meaning that users of English are competent
to express and understand. But it is not these properties and syntax as
such that confer meaning on the expression; what does so is the fact that
English speakers express their thoughts to one another by using such signs
and syntax as these. Independently of context, moreover, ‘It is light, is
completely ambiguous. In order to disambiguate these words, we need to
identify the speaker’s meaning.” Let’s say that he or she wishes to express
the thought that it is time to get up. They can do so by saying, ‘It is light’,
but they could also express this thought by saying, ‘Il est matin’ etc.

Speakers use their words as signs for what the Stoics called /ekza — sayables
or meanings or above all statements — which they could in principle express

?° For a fuller analysis of what immediately follows, see Long 1996¢: 120~7. The evidence I draw on is
entirely found in D.L. 7.55—9.

' T have no direct evidence to support this claim. However, I think it must be what the Stoic theory
implies. For although a speaker’s words may be ambiguous, the Stoics never seem to suggest that
ambiguity pertains to the semantic content or lekton a speaker intends to express; see next note.
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in any one of numerous languages. What they mean is what they say; and
these sayables, though expressible in this or that set of words and identifiable
accordingly, are not reducible to or simply identifiable with the linguistic
signs that they use. And, as we have seen, their words might be ambiguous,
a topic closely studied by the Stoics.”* Word-meaning can never, then, be
more than an approximate guide to speaker’s meaning.

According to the Stoics, meaning is primarily a relation between a speaker
or hearer and a lekton. The lekton is the meaning or fact or truth or false-
hood that we express or understand by means of spoken or written language.
Stoic lekta are neither words nor things nor thoughts in the sense of par-
ticular mental states: they are semantic and logical structures, thinkable
and expressible, but objective in their availability to anyone to think and
express and understand in any language.”

Consider the lekton now in relation to Socrates’ formal naturalism where
he invokes the Form of name as the basis for correct name-giving and name-
using (390a). There we are told that a name will be well constructed if it
meets the general conditions of naming (to discriminate between beings
and give instruction about how they really are) and represents the form of
the name natural to each being in ‘whatever’ syllables. Socrates” position
here is that the semantic value of well constructed names, though they have
to be formed out of appropriate material (just as a shuttle has to be), is
not primarily a function of their phonetic configuration. Of first concern
to the expert name-maker is the names’ formal properties — their capacity
to discriminate and communicate the nature of the thing that they name.

2 See Atherton 1993, especially 136—9. She is clearly right to emphasise the fact that what is ambiguous,
according to the Stoics, is lexis (in the Stoics’ terminology), i.e. a linguistic utterance as understood
by an audience irrespective of the speaker’s intentions. If, however, when she writes: ‘Signifying
is something utterances do, not speakers’ (162), she intends to withhold speaker’s meaning from
the Stoics, I disagree. (She seems to allow it on p. 467.) From D.L. 7.56 it is clear that a /ogos, an
utterance which is necessarily meaningful, derives part of its semantic status from ‘the thought of the
one who issues it’. The position of the Stoics, with respect to word-meaning and speaker’s meaning,
is well stated by Frede 1994a:111, where he writes: ‘A lekton not only is what gets said, but is also
(i) what is signified by the expression used to say something, and (ii) what the speaker has in mind,
what he thinks, when he utters the expression.” See Varro, De lingua latina 6.56 (probably reporting
Chrysippus, but omitted from SVF 2.143): Igitur is loquitur, qui suo loco quodgue verbum sciens ponit,
et is tum prolocutus, quom in animo quod habuit extulit loquendo. See further, pp. 523 below.

The bibliography on lekza is now extensive. For the basic evidence, see Long and Sedley 1987 ch. 33,
and for recent discussion, Brunschwig 1994 ch. 6 and Frede 1994a. Frede makes a very persuasive
case for the proposal that the primary notion of the lekton was ‘metaphysical’, having to do neither
‘with the meaning of expressions, or the intentional object or content of thoughts, but with facts’,
and that ‘on the standard notion of a lekton facts, true propositions, remain paradigms’ (115-16).
I agree, and I think that this strengthens the likelihood that, in developing the notion, they were
influenced by Socrates’ formal naturalism. For, however we interpret the idea that the purpose of
names is to render the forms of the things named, the upshot is a thesis connecting the correctness
of any name to its signification of facts. See my brief remarks in Brunschwig and Lloyd 1996: s59.

2
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Two or more phonetically distinct names can satisfy this condition. Ergo:
the truth-value of a name cannot be simply read off from its phonetic
configuration. Socrates’ formal naturalism is vague and embryonic, but it
incorporates two crucial insights: first, that a theory of meaning cannot
be given without taking account of truth; and second, that what speakers
mean, including the truths that they seek to express, is not simply reducible
to the phonetic features of the particular language they happen to use.

This theory surely points in the direction of Stoic lekza and their dis-
tinctness as semantic and logical items from the alphabetic constituents of
language.** Lekta, to be sure, are not names, but Socrates’ ‘names’, at this
part of the dialogue, resemble /ekza in being capable of being said ‘truly
or falsely’ (385¢).” The ‘forms’ that confer meaning, truth and falsechood
on these names (whatever may be their relation to the so-called Theory of
Forms) resemble lekza in being objective as distinct from psychological states
of affairs (unlike Aristotle’s ‘mental experiences’ (pathémata tes psychés, Int.
16a6)); and if we may think of them as ‘incorporeal’ (which seems reason-
able) their nature as such could have influenced the incorporeality assigned
to Stoic lekta.

The suggestion that the Stoics have reflected on Socrates” formal natu-
ralism seems to me to gain plausibility when we connect it with the fact
that Socrates’ other two proposals in the Crazylus, etymological naturalism
and phonetic naturalism, were undoubtedly influential on the Stoa in the
ways we have already seen. In particular, the Stoics give an account of pri-
mary word formation which echoes Socrates in its use of onomatopoeia,
but also resolves the ensuing difficulty of accounting for vocalised sounds
that are only proximately congruent with, or are even antithetical to, their
nominata. If I was right in my interpretation of Augustine’s evidence, the
Stoics, unlike Socrates, distinguish word-meaning from word formation:
the meaning of the word crux (cross) is not delivered or explained sim-
ply by its sound; rather, the word’s sound is appropriate to but not fully
constitutive of its significance.

In their logic the Stoics exhaustively studied the truth conditions and
formal properties of lekza. In their linguistic theory, they studied the struc-
ture of words and sentences. Did they succeed, where the Cratylus fails,

>4 T am not suggesting that the Stoics’ use of the term lekzon owes anything to the Cratylus. In that
dialogue, as distinct from the Sophist, Plato tends to use onoma as his term for any word or phrase,
even though Socrates can treat onomazein as only a part of legein (387¢; cf. 431b). The absence of
any strict use of onoma for name or noun as distinct from verb is indicated by the fact that at 421e
Socrates proposes to try to discover the rhémata ‘through which a name is said’.

5 This important claim will be immediately prior to the ‘shuttle’ passage if we follow Schofield 1972
in positioning 38sb2—dr immediately after 387cs.
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in finding a good balance between the formal or semantic constituents of
meaningful discourse, on the one hand, and the phonetic constituents on
the other hand? That is too large a question for me to answer properly here.
But my summary answer is yes, for the most part.

They recognised first, that languages are rule-governed systems, and not
merely conventional signs; and second, that every language incorporates a
lexicon (lexeis) — a set of phonetically and graphically articulated signs or
expressions of what we can call word-meanings.*® Third, they recognised
that every speech act involves an intentionality, with respect to its meaning,
that can never be simply read off from its constituent words and #heir
meanings. But words, according to the Stoics, are not arbitrarily chosen or
merely conventional signs. There is a system to the formation of words,
which has its roots, albeit only its roots, in the onomatopoetic capacity
of speech.”” In addition, and much more important, there is grammar.
What enables words to express lekta, according to the Stoics, has much
less to do with affinity between sound and sense than with grammatical
configuration. Plato’s findings in later dialogues, especially the Sophist, were
doubtless very useful to the Stoics here, but in the Crazylus, by focusing
only on names (albeit loosely construed), he could hardly come up with
anything resembling an adequate account of sentence meaning.**

At the end of the Cratylus (438d—439d) Socrates argues that study of
names is not the right route to knowledge of reality: we should try to study
things in themselves rather than names, whose inventors may well have
had erroneous conceptions that are reflected in their coinages of names.
How would the Stoics have reacted to this observation? Notwithstanding
their etymological practices, I think they would have agreed with what,
very likely, is Plato’s own point. Their dialectician treats studying what
something is as a question quite distinct from studying what it is called
(D.L. 7.83), and on one possible interpretation of that difficult text the
wise man will not bother himself about investigating the correctness of the
names customs have assigned to things.” The Stoics do not seem to make

26 Both of these points, especially the second, may be read as a direct retort to Diodorus Cronus, who
had identified all meaning with speaker’s meaning, and thus denied the possibility of ambiguity (see
Long and Sedley 1987: vol. 1, 227—30). However, if my general thesis about the Stoics’ close reading
of the Cratylus is right, the two points may also be treated as a rejection of Hermogenes 1 and 11.

*7 For convincing arguments concerning the limited role the Stoics assigned to onomatopoetics as a
principle of etymology, see Allen this volume.

% The imprint of the Sophist on the Stoics™ treatment of lekta as the meanings of declarative sentences
is excellently sketched by Sedley 1996: 97-8. Notice, however, that this dialogue, unlike the Crazylus,
has nothing to say about meaning transcending its linguistic expression.

* See Long and Sedley 1987: vol. 11, note on 31c.
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any extensive use of etymology in establishing the foundations of their
system, and, very strikingly, the topic is not even mentioned by Diogenes
Laertius in his treatment of their dialectic (7.43-83), which is our most
comprehensive treatment of this part of their philosophy. They operate,
rather, by invoking criteria of truth and by means of arguments, with a
view to establishing a coherent set of true lekza concerning the nature of
things. The Stoics were primarily interested in etymology as a back-up to
their theology, believing that their own scientific views about the gods were
adumbrated in the ancient names assigned to these beings.

For the sake of simplicity, I have spoken of the Stoics in this paper as
though they were a monolithic group. That, of course, was far from the
case. I do not think that the earliest Stoics sat down with the Crazylus,
and appropriated and modified it iz roro. What happened, I suggest, was
much more piecemeal. They were initially attracted to it by its etymol-
ogising and perhaps because of its focus on Heraclitus. They were also
stimulated, at an early stage, by Socrates’ formal naturalism, and its poten-
tiality for connecting meaning, in whatever language it is expressed, with
the signification of fact. Much later probably, as their grammatical interests
developed, they turned to the dialogue for its proposals about word for-
mation. Stoic evidence on that topic, as I have mentioned, is meagre, and
nothing again is said about it by Diogenes Laertius in his doxography of
their theories. Under the influence of Hellenistic grammarians, and possi-
bly challenged by the revival of interest in Plato’s doctrines, some Stoic or
Stoics, I conjecture, studied the dialogue as a whole, interpreting it without
irony as a serious pioneering venture in linguistics. The outcome, if this is
right, could explain the set of responses I have attempted to chart in this

paper.

AUGUSTINE DE DIALECTICA §

The Cratylus was a fruitful resource on language for Stoic philosophers to
think with, following, as they so often did, lines of inquiry pursued by
Plato’s Socrates. Augustine’s De dialectica offers us precious insights into
the afterlife of Stoic linguistics. In the final part of this paper I offer a
brief commentary on the fifth chapter of Augustine’s treatise where the
author presents a four-fold classification of the semantic items involved in
discourse.’®

3° My comments are based on the edition of the text made by J. Pinborg with translation, introduction

and notes by B. D. Jackson (Jackson and Pinborg 1975).
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Scholars differ widely in their analysis of this material, but whatever they
do with it they tend to agree on its partial novelty and sophistication.’ I too
find the passage fascinating, but I also find it, with one possible exception,
thoroughly Stoic or at least largely Stoic in ultimate inspiration. Apart
from wishing to show that, I also want to propose that Augustine helps to
consolidate the Stoic distinction I have drawn above (pp. 45-6) between
word-meaning and speaker’s meaning.

Not being an Augustine specialist, I can say nothing about how this
chapter bears on Augustine’s epistemology and linguistics in his other writ-
ings. Some of these writings, especially De magistro, are relevant, but my
presumption here is that the four-fold classification can be adequately dis-
cussed from within the confines of the chapter where it appears.’””

The context

The De dialectica is an incomplete treatise on basic grammatical and log-
ical features of discourse. If the work is an authentic composition by
Augustine, as modern scholars have convincingly argued it to be, it will
have been one of his earliest essays.”” It begins in a school-book man-
ner that has close affinities with the similarly entitled work of Martianus
Capella.’* In his first three chapters, which take up only a page and a half,
Augustine first distinguishes simple and combined terms; then, combined
terms that make statements and those not subject to truth or falsechood;
and third, simple and combined statements, exemplifed by ‘Every man
is walking’ and ‘If he is walking, he is moving. It is this third group,
the simple and combined statements, that forms his main topic in De
dialectica. The work so far already has strongly Stoic antecedents but the
diffused influence of Aristotle’s Categories and De interpretatione is also
evident.”

A fourth short chapter follows, which presumably determined the plan
of the largely unfinished parts of the book. Augustine sets out a two-part
division of his subject-matter:

1 De loquendo: on speaking simple terms.
2 The part dealing with combined terms that form sentences, which he
divides into three sub-divisions:

3t Selections of the voluminous bibliography may conveniently be found in Jackson and Pinborg 1975,
O’Daly 1987 and Stock 1996. For monographs on the text see Pépin 1976 and Ruef 1981.

3> For Augustine’s reflections of Stoicism in De magistro, see the outstanding article by Burnyeat 1977.

3 See Jackson and Pinborg 1975: 1—75, and Pépin 1976: 21-6o.

3 See Jackson and Pinborg 1975: 122. 3 See Jackson and Pinborg 1975: 121-s5.
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(@) De eloguendo: on sentences that do not express propositions.

(b) De proloquendo: on simple sentences that express propositions.

(c) De proloquiorum summa: on compound sentences that express com-

plete conditionals.

Assuming that Augustine intended to treat all four of these divisions, his
work breaks off at its tenth chapter where he discusses the ambiguity of sin-
gle terms. He did not complete even that part of De dialectica. Chapter five,
then, to which I now come, is his introduction to the first division of dialec-
tic concerned with simple terms. We shall find, however, that although
the semantic theory he sets out there is exemplified by simple terms the
concepts he deploys are also pertinent to a general theory of meaning.

Outline of chapter s

1 Definitions of verbum (word), res (thing), signum (sign), loqui (to speak)

and articulata vox (articulate utterance).

2 Every verbum is a sound. Therefore, written letters are not verba but signa

verborum (signs of words).

3 Verba concern dialectic not as sounds but as the discussible signs of things

when they refer to things.

4 (a) The status of verba as signa rerum (signs of things) is not affected by
the fact that verba themselves are 7es; for the mind recognises and
distinguishes their dual status.

(b) Ifawverbumis uttered propter se, i.e. with a view to some question being
asked about the verbum itself, it is the res subject to investigation; but
we call the res in this case a verbum.

s Whatever is perceived by the mind as distinct from the ears and is held

enclosed (inclusum) in the mind itself is called dicibile (sayable).

6 A verbum that is uttered not propter se but propter aliud aliquid signifi-

candum (for the sake of signifying something else) is called dictio.

7 The thing itself, as distinct from the verbum or the verbi in mente conceptio

(the conception of a word in the mind), is called res in the strict sense.

8 The items designated by 4—7 need to be kept distinct.

9 (a) Verbum is both a verbum and signifies a verbum.

(b) Dicibile is a verbum, yet it does not signify a verbum but what is
understood in the verbum and contained in the mind.

(c) Dictio is a verbum but it signifies both (a) and (b), meaning that
which takes place in the mind through the verbum.

(d) Res is a verbum which signifies whatever is left over from the signifi-
cance signified by 9 (a)—(c).
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10 Examples of 9 by means of arma (arms or weapons):

(a) In asking “What part of speech is arma ?’ the italicised verbum and it
alone is spoken for its own sake=4(b), whereas “What part of speech
is” is spoken for the sake of that verbum.

(b) Verba that are perceived in the mind prior to utterance are dicibilia =
s/9(b).

(c) When uttered these dicibilia become dictiones. Thus, when uttered
by Virgil, as distinct from the grammarian, arma was a dictio; it was
not said propter se but to signify the wars waged by Aeneas or the
hero’s weapons.

(d) These wars or weapons, which could be ostensively indicated or
touched, if they were now actual (irrespective of their being thought
about), are res in the strict sense.

Analysis and Stoic antecedents

1 Dicibile (sayable)

Unlike some commentators, I find dicibile the least problematic term in
Augustine’s four-fold classification. The word is not attested before him
and only a couple of times in neo-Latin;*® but I see no reason to doubt
that it refers to the Stoic lekton, and does so with a more accurate trans-
lation than all the more familiar Latin renderings of that term, including
Seneca’s string of versions: enuntiativum, effatum, enuntiatum and edictum
(Ep. 117.13). All of these renderings are appropriate to designate a complete
lekton, or an axioma which has been expressed; but they are ill suited to ren-
der the modality of lekton, as meaning ‘sayable’ or ‘what can be said’, or to
encompass ‘deficient lekta’ (predicates without a subject) or the significance
of expressions in general.’”

Augustine does not define dicibile by reference to its ‘subsistence in
accordance with a rational impression’, nor does he characterise it as
incorporeal.”® But the way he does define it, as ‘that which is perceived
by and contained in the mind and understood in the verbum’ (s/9(b)), cor-
responds very closely with the Stoic testimony given by Sextus Empiricus:
‘the actual thing revealed by the vocal sound and which we apprehend as

36 Dicibilis is not found in Lewis and Short or the Oxford Latin Dictionary. It is used to translate lekton
by William of Moerbeke according to Kretzmann 1970: 773 n. 7, and see Jackson and Pinborg 1975:
126-7.

37 In offering arma as an example of a dicibile, Augustine (like S.E. M. 8.12), ignores what I take to be
the strict Stoic doctrine, according to which the meaning of a single noun is not a lekzon but a prosis:
see Long 1971a: 104—6.

38 For this apparently standard definition, see D.L. 7.63 (LS 33F) and S.E. M. 8.70 (LS 330).
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it subsists in association with our thought’ (M. 8.12(LS 33B)). Augustine’s
language, it is true, may suggest that he takes the dicibile to be something
psychological rather than purely logical or semantic, but animo tenetur
inclusum/continetur (5/9(b)) is too vague to warrant a very precise interpre-
tation of his claim.’” Perhaps, like some moderns, he viewed the dicibile/
leketon as a mind-dependent entity, but what his language emphasises, in my
view, is the idea that the dicibile as distinct from the verbum is something
purely mental in its content and apprehension, irrespective of its metaphys-
ical status. I am inclined to interpret his description of the dicibile as ‘being
held in the mind enclosed’ (i7clusum) (s) as a mark of its privacy as distinct
from the publicly audible verbum.

2 Res
Augustine’s scheme is structured throughout by his distinction between
the shared status that all his four terms have as verbal sounds, and their
distinctive status as signifiers. We may, as some have done, see an anticipa-
tion here of the modern distinction between the ‘mention’ and the ‘use’ of
words; but what I take us to have historically is an application of the Stoic
distinction between the utterance of words (propheresthai or loqui) and the
use of words to signify something (legein or prologui).*°

Of particular interest in this regard is Augustine’s treatment of res. As
‘the thing itself’, i.e. the extra-linguistic referent, his res corresponds exactly
to the Stoic unchanon (S.E. M. 8.11-12 (LS 33B)). However, Augustine
(9(d)) also assigns 7es the intriguing status of a verbal signifier that does
not signify verbally (i.e. via the mind’s understanding of a meaning) but
by its capacity literally to point or touch. Here (following his examples
in 10(d)) we seem to have something very close to the celebrated passage
in the Confessions (1.8) with which Wittgenstein begins his Philosophical
Investigations. Augustine explains there that he first learnt the meaning of
words by observing the bodily movements and facial expressions of people
when they uttered sounds that indicated their intention to point to things.
I take it, then, that a res verbum could be exemplified by Wittgenstein’s
‘slab” accompanied by, or at least implying, direct touch of the slab or a
gesture of pointing at it.

Our evidence for the Stoics’ interest in deictic reference is confined to
their analysis of the truth-value of ‘definite” or ‘demonstrative’ propositions

3 See Atherton 1993: 294 n. 68, who says that ‘the claim that the dicibile is contained in the mind
gives it a different, psychological, status from that of the lekzon, which supervenes on certain sorts
of impressions’.

4% See D.L. 7.57 and my n. 23 above.
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in sentences introduced by a pronoun such as ‘this one’ (boutos).* They
would hardly have counted houtos as a res in Augustine’s sense, and we
would expect them to say that a word like ‘slab’ signifies verbally, in the
way that appellatives (prosegoriai) in general do. However, I suspect that his
res verbum is not about deictic reference as such; it concerns, as he says, the
significance ‘left over from the significance signified by verbum, dicibile,
and dictio’ (9(d)). After all, the res is strictly ‘the thing itself’. Presumably,
then, what the res as a word signifies ostensively or by touch is the external
thing in all its particularity and actual texture — something that language
can never completely signify or the mind take in.

The Stoics may lie behind this interesting thought, but the closest I
can find to their saying something like it is Zeno’s observation that even
a kataleptic impression does not grasp all of an object’s properties (Cicero,
Acad. 1.42).

3 Verbum

Augustine’s verbum taken generally is a word, i.e. an articulated sound that
is ‘the sign of a thing’ (4(a)). Assuming a Stoic background, how should
we identify his verbum when it appears within the four-fold distinctions of
my sections 9—10 above? Should we opt for /exis or for logos? The answer
surely is Jexis, defined in Stoicism as ‘articulate sound, such as hémera’ (day)
(D.L. 7.56).#* It is true, of course, that the scope of Stoic Jexis extends over
any articulate expression, including the paradigmatic meaningless sound
blituri (D.L. 7.57), and hence is not necessarily a verbal sign, as is Augustine’s
verbum. But a meaningless word is still a word. It is quite wrong to say that
‘Stoic lexis is an articulate but non-significant sound’;* rather, blituri reg-
isters the exceptional case. The Stoics plainly thought that /exess in general
are the meaningful words that form the lexicon of any language. However,
lexeis, taken by themselves, do not express someone’s particular thought. In
order to do that, they need to be made into a /ogos, defined as: ‘a signifying
sound issuing from thought, such as “It is day”” (D.L. 7.56).

In this paper I previously (p. 48) characterised Jexis as the Stoics’ term
to pick out words when we ask what a word, as distinct from a speaker,
means. We can also, of course, ask phonetic or grammatical questions about
a lexis, as Augustine does in his example of speaking a word ‘for its own
sake’ (10(a)). But I see no reason why ‘speaking a word for its own sake’
should not include such questions as “What does feline mean?’ or “What is

4 S.E. M. 8.98 (LS 34n), D.L. 7.70 (LS 34K). 4 As proposed by Haller 1962: 93.
4 So Jackson and Pinborg 1975: 125.
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the French word for car?” Augustine says that a verbum signifies a verbum
(9(a)), and an illustration of that claim (given his general definition of the
verbum as a sign of things, where things can include words) would be that
feline means ‘car’. 1 don’t think this suggestion breaches his distinction
between verbum and dictio (6) because, in my example, feline is not being
uttered in order to signify something else (i.e. something non-linguistic),
but ‘for its own sake’.

4 Dictio

If verbum in the four-fold scheme most closely corresponds to Stoic lexzs, the
obvious Stoic candidate for Augustine’s dictio is logos. We have just noted
the Stoic definition of /ogos as a meaningful speech act. I conjecture that
Augustine or his Roman source chose dictio because, as a nomen actionis, it
excellently conveys the import of speaking what is in one’s mind.

Augustine says that a dictio (9(c)) is a verbum that signifies both a verbum
(in the sense of 9(a)) and a dicibile (9(b)).** Given my previous translations
into Stoic terms, I interpret him to be saying that a speech act or /logos
signifies both (or better, signifies the conjunction of) a /exis in the sense
of a semantically charged expression(s) and the specific lekron which the
speaker has in mind and means to say. That, I submit, is precisely what
the Stoic terms and theory, or for that matter any good semantic theory,
should involve. The words that we use in order to converse and think
have meanings independently of our immediate thoughts and intentions;
otherwise they would not be available to us as our lexicon. But we use them
to express lekta that are not themselves reducible to words even though
words are the signs by which we express what we think.

I conclude, then, by admiring Augustine for a highly intelligent (albeit
compressed) rendition of Stoic semantics. Given the paucity of our Stoic
sources, I would favour including De dialectica chapter s as well as chapter 6
(on the origin of words) in a future collection of Stoic material on language.

4 Hence I don’t quite agree with Burnyeat 1977: 11, that Augustine uses dictio for ‘the word considered
along with its meaning . . . in contrast to verbum or the word as sound’. For while the verbum (and
the dictio too) are sounds, Augustine is explicitly not concerned with words as sounds at the point
(9(a)—(c)) where he distinguishes verbum from dictio.



CHAPTER 3

Epicurus and his predecessors on
the origin of language*
Alexander Verlinsky

Epicurus’ theory of the origin of language has been investigated many
times, both in the context of his general theory of the origin of culture
and in its own right. Among the various aspects of his theory that have
attracted attention, the epistemological has played the most important
role. What I try to provide here is not a complete account of the successes
and limitations of previous studies, but an outline of Epicurus’ theory
about the development of language as it can be reconstructed from his own
writings and from other relevant texts. In trying to elucidate the details,
I will concentrate on some which are controversial and others which have
gone altogether unnoticed by scholars. It is, of course, possible that some
of the texts I shall use to throw light on the less clear aspects of Epicurus’
theory may reflect nothing more direct than the influence of Epicurean
ideas. I hope I shall manage to use such evidence with suitable caution.
As the title of this chapter suggests, my subject includes the relation of
Epicurus to his predecessors. I will discuss this mainly from the point of
view just mentioned, by asking what is known of the stages of development
of human language discerned by thinkers before Epicurus.

I EVIDENCE

Our main evidence for Epicurus’ theory of the origin of language is the
passage of his Letter to Herodotus 75—6, which represents a concise version

* This is a revised and expanded version of the paper presented at the Ninth Symposium Hellenisticum.
I am grateful to participants for their helpful comments in discussion and afterwards. Versions of
one or another parts of this paper were read on various occasions in St Petersburg, and the comments
of my colleagues there have been helpful in refining my argument on a number of specific points. I
am grateful to Stephen Wheeler for his assistance with my English expression in the first draft, and
to Alastair Blanshard who helped to overcome some linguistic difficulties in the final stage. I owe
a special debt to David Sedley, both for his valuable comments and for correcting of my English
in the revised version. It goes without saying that all remaining mistakes are mine. The Alexander
von Humboldt foundation generously supported my stay in Berlin in Summer 2001, when I worked
on this paper. It was completed in the extremely congenial environment of the Center for Hellenic

Studies (Washington, D.C.).
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of the relevant section of book 12 of his On Nature;' this text discusses the
natural origin of names in relation to a two-stage theory of the develop-
ment of civilisation, their further development at the rational stage, and
the origin and development of the words for ‘things not [previously] taken
into consideration’” (0¥ ouvoppeva TTpdy uata). Lucretius’ account of the
natural origin of names (De rerum natura 5.1028—90), which, like Epicurus’
own, forms a part of the history of civilisation, does not include the sec-
ond, rational stage of the development of language and does not mention
‘things not previously taken into consideration’. Nevertheless, this passage
of Lucretius, which like the philosophical contents of De rerum natura
generally, has roots in Epicurus’ On Nature,” supplies confirmation for
the idea of the natural connection between words and objects, which is
only implicit in the Letter to Herodotus. 1 shall try to show that Lucretius
5.1028—9 refers to the development of human sounds from their sponta-
neous utterance into conscious use for the designation of things, and that
another passage (5.1019—23) confirms this interpretation and also hints at
the historical development of the articulation of sounds; the latter passage
has no analogue in the mainstream Epicurean tradition, but finds a striking
parallel in the treatise of Agatharchides, who presumably used an Epicurean
source. A short account in Diogenes of Oenoanda’s epitome of Epicurean
physics (fr. 12 Smith 1993) also omits the second stage, but contains some
arguments against the hypothesis of the invention of language which are
missing in Lucretius. Special attention is due to the account of the two-stage
development of language in Prolemy’s On the Criterion (4.2—6), which in
spite of some reservations can be used as evidence for the Epicurean the-
ory, and is especially important for the second stage, neglected by other
sources.

2 THE EVOLUTIONIST PREDECESSORS OF EPICURUS

Atleast one element of the theory of the spontaneous origin of language was
well known long before Epicurus. From the middle of the fifth century Bc,

' On the composition of Epicurus’ magnum apus and its relation to the two epitomes of this treatise,
the Lester to Herodotus and The Letter ro Pythocles, see Sedley 1984: 381—7, at 387, and his recent book,
cited in the next note; cf. the table of content of the On Nature in Erler 1994: 96; 98.

* This was argued persuasively by David Sedley in Sedley 1998a. More specifically, it is plausible that
Lucretius’ and Diogenes of Oenoanda’s polemics against the theory of the invention of language,
as well as very similar arguments against the theories of the invention of religion used by Sextus
Empiricus in M. 9.30-3, go back to book 12 of On Nature, in which Epicurus argued, in connection
with his theory of the origin of culture, both against the idea that language arose due to zhesis
(Ep. Hdt. 75) and against the idea of Critias that the gods were invented (Philod. De piet 1.8.225-31;
19.519—41 Obbink 1996 = [27.1, 2] Arrighetti 1973), see Kleve 1963: 104—7, and Verlinsky 1998.
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or perhaps somewhat earlier, an idea began to prevail that the first stage
of the human language was characterised by animal-like sounds, which
were gradually articulated and assigned to things. This idea is represented
in explicit form in the Protagorean theory of Plato’s Protagoras (322a).
Man ‘quickly articulated voice and names with skill” (paovnv kad dvépara
TayUdinpbpooaToTfi Téxvn).}

The emergence of human language is mentioned in Sophocles’ Antigone
(staged in the 440s): ‘[man] has taught himself speech, thought swift as
the wind and practices designed to protect the state’ (ki ¢Béyua kad
&uepdev/ppdvnua Kai &oTuvdpous/dpyds EB18&EaTo, 354—6). It is prob-
able that ¢8¢ypa means specifically the phonetic aspect of developed
human language, thus implying evolution from unarticulated to articu-
lated sounds.*

To turn to theistically coloured theories, Theseus in Euripides’ Suppliant
Women (420s) while attributing to an unnamed god various gifts which
helped human beings to rise from their animal-like state also mentions the
predisposition to articulated speech (201—4):

aivdd & 65 Huiv PloTov &k Trepupuévou

kad Onpiodous Bedov SieoTabunoaTo,

Tp&TOV PEV Evbels oUveoty, giTa & &yyehov
YAGoooaw Adywv doUs, GOoTe Y1y VWoKeLy OTTa.

I praise the god who created an ordered life out of a chaotic and brutish one, by
endowing us, first, with reason, and by giving us, then, a tongue, a messenger of
words, so that we are able to distinguish sounds.

Euripides, on the one hand, considers the primitive stage to be chaotic
and brutal; on the other hand, it is evident that the tongue as the
physiological instrument of speech could only be given simultaneously

3 Tsuppose that Siap8pdew normally going with puovriv here forms some sort of zeugma with dvopata.
The sense is that man articulated sounds and thus created words, rather than that two different kinds
of articulation are implied (it may be, as André Laks suggested to me, that dvéuara SinpbpdoaTo
means specifically the process assigning words to things, but I see it rather as implied than as
expressed explicitly). The authenticity of Plato’s representation of Protagoras’” doctrine has been
often questioned (e.g. by Cherniss 1977: 269; Friedlinder 1964: 1, 378 n. 7; Dodds 1973: 9), but for a
defence of the Protagorean character of the ideas and even of the form of the fable see: Miiller 1967
(1999): 253—77 (esp. 254-8); B. Manuwald 1996: 102—31. For my present purpose it is sufficient that
the idea of the evolution of human sounds was known in Plato’s time, but one can see an indication of
Protagorean authorship in the evident lack of interest in this idea in Plato’s writings (it is significantly
absent from the Cratylus).

B¢y pa is an unusual designation of the human language, but Euripides refers to animal nature as
&pBoyyov (E. i 671), implying unarticulated sounds (cf. the analogous usage of musum in Latin).
Probably, it was the same contrast between unarticulated sounds of animals and articulated words of
human beings that made Sophocles use this expression.

IS
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with man’s creation.” Hence, it can be inferred that the inborn ability to
articulate sounds, which was granted to human beings as a part of prov-
idential care, only later developed into speech. The ability to distinguish
spoken sounds (and, hence, to understand others) turns out, according to
Euripides, to be a consequence of the fortunate construction of man’s speech
organs (in this theory man’s inborn intelligence might also be considered
as a feature helping man to distinguish sounds, i.e. to hold in memory
multiple variations of sounds and their meaning).

These concise narratives make it clear that the difference between animal
sounds and human language, and, analogously, between the primitive and
the developed stages of human speech, was understood on the one hand
in terms of articulation, that is distinctness of sounds, and on the other in
terms of semantic value: the unarticulated sounds of animals and primitive
human beings were not related to objects, whereas in developed human
language articulated sounds are assigned to things and refer to them. Only
Aristotle specifically emphasises the difference between the emotive char-
acter of animal sounds and the conceptual character of human language
(Pol. 125329~15). It is, however, probable that this difference, perhaps in a
vaguer form, had been recognised already in earlier speculations, for unar-
ticulated sounds can evidently have only an emotional value. (Of course,
the unarticulated sounds of primitive man could be considered to have
not only an expressive, but also a communicative character, for it is easy
to imagine that animals can communicate with each other. Such was for
example the opinion of Aristotle at Pol. 1253a12—14, who opposed the emo-
tive sounds of animals to the conceptual language of humans, but at the
same time recognised that there is communication among animals on an
emotional level, that is about pleasure and pain.)

It is not easy to decide exactly how the development of language in these
theories was viewed. We know of no suggestions about what motivated the
first people to articulate sounds and then to attach them to objects. This
process might be simply understood as the fulfilment of a social need
that emerged from the growing complexity of human relations. But the
condensed versions of the theories available to us stress only the starting
and finishing points of the development.

5 Another possibility is that man possessed developed speech from the beginning, and that due to
this divine gift he could attain the other goods of civilisation. This is possible, but the description
of primitive human life as 8np1co&ns suggests rather the absence of articulated speech. yAdooa
evidently means tongue and not language, as the majority of scholars rightly assume: it has the latter
meaning only when it designates a specific language, not linguistic ability as such. Hence, it seems
that Euripides means a predisposition to articulate sounds, for which process the tongue was usually
considered the main instrument, and not their actual articulation.
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We also possess three later narratives depicting the origin of human
culture (from Diodorus Siculus, Vitruvius and Lactantius), for which
some scholars, notably T. Cole,® suggested a Democritean provenance.
Lactantius’ passage differs from Diodorus and Vitruvius in that he rep-
resents an immediate beginning of both society and linguistic communi-
cation, whereas Diodorus and Vitruvius presuppose the existence of (at
least rudimentary) social bonds. Lactantius’ narrative, which comes from
a source inimical to utilitarian explanations of the origin of language and
society, looks like a schematic condensation of the original doctrine.” What,
however, unites all three narratives, is that they represent a non-teleological
and non-theological vein of explanation of language. At the same time they
describe the origin of language by the imposition of names, and in Diodorus
and Vitruvius the relationship between words and objects is stated explicitly
to be accidental. In this they differ importantly from Epicurus’ theory, the
most notable representative of non-teleological and non-theological expla-
nations of culture in the Hellenistic period. This general consideration is,
for me, an important argument in favour of the Reinhardt—Cole hypothesis
of the Democritean provenance of the doctrines in Diodorus and Vitruvius
(Lactantius is more problematic), however modified they might be due to
the intermediate sources.® But it is important for present purposes only
that these narratives follow the pattern known from the evidence of fifth-
century theories: human language develops from unarticulated sounds,
through articulation, into words assigned to things.

Tis poovis & Ao Pou Kad cUyKeXUPEVT)s oUons ék ToUkaT dAlyov Siapbpolvras
A€€ets, kol TTpoOs &AANAoUS TIBEVTaS cUPBoAa Trepl EKAGTOU TV UTTOKELUEVLOV
YVQpPIHoV o@ioty aUTols TToifjoat THY Tepl ATAVTWY Eppnveiav. ToloUTwY B¢
CUOTNUATWY Yivopévwy kal &raoav Thv olikoupévny, oUy Spdpuvoy TavTas
Exelv TNV S1&AEKTOV, EKAOTWY WS ETUXE ouvTaEdvTwy TAS AéCels” 810 kol

6 Cole 1990: 60—9. His main predecessor was Reinhardt 1912, whose arguments Cole tries to maintain
and expand against the criticism of Spoerri 1959; the main predecessor of Spoerri in this criticism
was Dahlmann 1928.

According to Brandt 1890 ad loc. and Brandt 1891: 243—4, Lactantius borrowed this utilitarian theory
from Lucretius, whose poem was certainly known to him, and modified it freely; see also Heck 1966:
92. But the differences between the two theories are significant, and as far as concerns the origin
of language it is improbable that development from gestures to signifying sounds, only implicit in
Lucretius, could have impelled Lactantius to invent the whole explanatory episode. That Lactantius
followed a theory close to the one used by Diodorus was already, before Cole, claimed by Westphalen
1957: 36—48 (who argues in favour of the Democritean provenance of these ideas) and by Spoerri
1959: 156—8 (who argues against this provenance).

It is perhaps better to speak about one tradition according to which language arose gradually due to
cooperation of people in their everyday activities rather than to try to restore the doctrine as it was
represented in the original source of this view.

~
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TavToious Te UTdpEal YopakTHpas SIOAEKTWY KXl T& TPOTX YEVOUEVX
ouoTAPaTA TV &Trdvtav E8vidv &pyéyova yevésbal. (D.S. 1.8.3—4)

While the sounds [of the first people] were indistinct and confused, they began
gradually to make, by the way of articulation, words, and by imposing for each
other designations for each object before them, they thus discovered expressions
for everything. And, since such tribes were dispersed over all the inhabited world
and each of them imposed the words at random, they had not one and the same
language. This is the origin of the various kinds of articulated languages, the
groupings which emerged originally having become ancestors of all nations.

in eo hominum congressu cum profundebantur aliter” spiritu voces, cotidiana
consuetudine vocabula ut obtigerant constituerunt, deinde significando res saepius
in usu ex eventu fari fortuito coeperunt et ita sermones inter se procreaverunt. (Vitr.

De arch. 2.1.1.)

When in this band of [primitive] men meaningless sounds were uttered through
grunts, they began to impose words at random in their everyday associations, and
then, by signifying things [by words] more and more frequently, they due to chance
event began to speak and thus created conversation amongst themselves.

Vitruvius thus represents the initial stage of unarticulated sounds, the
subsequent arbitrary (cf. Diodorus) assignment of them to things (with
their articulation implied), and the unusual progression from signifying
single objects to continuous speech.”® When describing the discovery of
fire just before the passage cited, Vitruvius also mentions the use of ges-
tures before the stage of articulated semantic sounds: cum animadvertissent
commoditatem esse magnam corporibus, ad ignis teporem . . . alios adducebant
et nutu monstrantes ostendebant quas haberent ex eo utilitates ("When they
perceived that the advantage was great from the heat of the fire . . . they
brought others and pointing it out by signs they showed what advantages
they had from it’)."

9 The reading aliter is doubtful and has been variously emended, see Spoerri 1959: 141 n. 31; Cole
1990: 33 n. 10. It may, however, reflect &\Acos of the Greek original (‘without purpose, ‘in vain’), as
was suggested to me by Alexander Gavrilov, and, if so, mean the purely emotive using of sounds,
without any intention to designate things, cf. the single a/iter in Goetz and Gundermann 1888: 11,
394.9: aliter video = TropaPAéme (see TLL 1, 1654.4—5); Tryph. Dig. 41.1.63.3: nihil agens, sed aliter
ambulans (it is supposed that aliter in this passage translates the Greek &Awos, TLL 1, 1653.78). For
voces profundere as an expression for uttering of inarticulate sounds cf. Cic. ND 2.149, cited by Cole:
lingua . . . vocem immoderate profusam fingit et terminat.

I disagree with the attempt of Cole 1990: 60 n. 1 to harmonise the last stage of evolution represented
in Vitruvius with Diodorus.

Gestures are not mentioned in the episode, which is narrated by Diodorus (1.3.3) in the Egyptian
part of his book closely resembling Vitruvius (see Cole 1990: 183f.), for the surrounding context
is modified (by Diodorus himself rather than by his source, as Cole assumes), and the Egyptian
Hephaestus is represented as an inventor of fire, instead of an anonymous member of the speechless
human herd as in Vitruvius.
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alii eos homines, qui sint ex terra primitus nati, cum per silvas et campos erraticam
degerentvitam nec ullo inter se sermonis aut iuris vinculo cohaererent, sed.. . . bestiis
et fortioribus animalibus praedae fuisse commemorant, tum eos, qui aut laniati
effugerant, aut laniari proximos viderant, admonitos periculi sui ad alios homines
decucurrisse, praesidium implorasse et primo nutibus voluntatem suam signifi-
casse, deinde sermonis initia temptasse ac singulis quibusque rebus nomina impri-
mendo paulatim loquendi perfecisse rationem. (Lact. fust. Div. 6.10.13-14)

The supporters of one doctrine of the origin of human society assume that the
humans, who in the beginning were born from the soil, led a wandering life, and
were not connected by bonds either of language or of justice, but . . . served as
food for the wild animals, who overpowered them. [These writers suppose] that
further some humans, who either, wounded themselves, managed to escape [from
the beasts], or who saw the beasts lacerate their relatives, having become apprised
of their danger, ran to some other people and asked for help. At first, they signified
their wish by gestures, but then tried to begin speaking and by imposing names
on each particular thing they gradually created the art of speech.

One important element, not attested before Plato’s Crazylus (385d—e), is
the explanation in Diodorus of the multiplicity of languages by referring
to the arbitrary character of the imposition of names in primitive commu-
nities. It must be noted, however, that the arbitrary relation of words to
objects is attested for Democritus, although not directly in the context of
the origin of language (Procl. /n Crat. 16. p. 6.20—7.16 Pasquali = DK68
B26 = fr. 563 Luria).

It is interesting, further, that two of the narratives, namely those of
Vitruvius and Lactantius, accept gestures as a primitive kind of commu-
nication, implying evidently that sounds, which were not yet articulated
and not assigned to objects, had a primarily or even exclusively expressive
function. As mentioned earlier, such a strict distinction is not attested for
the earliest speculation on the subject. Perhaps, the greater attention to ges-
tures as a specifically human means of communication suggested a contrast
between the emotive function of primitive unarticulated sounds and the
designating function of articulated words."”

> As far as | know the earliest passage describing the language of gestures as a natural way of com-
munication, that might have been used if people had not had spoken language, is Cra. 422e—423b.
Plato does not have in view the evolution from gesture to sound, but stresses that gesture is the only
way to communicate for those whose organs of speech are damaged. It is easy to see that the use of
gestures by the dumb could (a) suggest the role of gestures in an evolutionary account, for those who
think that the speech organs of the first humans were not adequately developed, as in the Epicurean
theory (see below), and (b) minimise their importance for those theories which take for granted that
the organ of articulation of the first human beings was sufficiently developed from the beginning.
It is also worth noting — bearing in mind the Epicurean theory — that gestures for Plato are mimetic
(= descriptive) designations of unseen objects, while Lucretius means that gestures naturally refer
to observed objects without being descriptions of them.
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Another remarkable feature of these later narratives is the attempt to
represent the gradual development of language and to explain it by spe-
cific accidental situations which first suggested to people a new means of
communication.” Lactantius depicts the situation when humans began for
the first time to use sounds to designate objects instead of relying only on
gestures. Vitruvius, further, seems to explain the development from pre-
viously posited, isolated designations of things to connected speech. The
dependence of these rather unusual evolutionary elements on theories that
existed before the time of Epicurus cannot be proved, although some details
of his own theory look like an accommodation to or reaction against these
explanations of language evolution (see below). If we take into account
how little we know about theories of the development of culture in the
fifth and fourth centuries Bc, the possibility that Epicurus was acquainted
with some earlier attempts to investigate the causes of the development of
language cannot be neglected.

3 THE MOTIVATION OF EPICURUS NATURALISTIC THEORY
OF THE ORIGIN OF LANGUAGE

Two main reasons for assuming the spontaneous origin of words have
usually been suggested. First, that it was important for Epicurus to maintain
the non-subjective, constant relation of words to objects, thereby making
the word an immediate tool of research, without searching for definitions
as a prerequisite of an investigation."* Second, that the thesis of the natural
origin of language, as well as of other aspects of civilisation, excluded divine
intervention in the development of civilisation and thus helped us to attain
ataraxia.” Both explanations are plausible, and do not exclude each other.
It must, however, be considered in addition that, although the absurdity
of the idea of the divine inventor is mentioned by Diogenes of Oenoanda,
the argumentation used by both him and Lucretius is directed against the
hypothesis of a human inventor. The main epistemological foundation of
this polemic is that nothing can be invented as such without an analogy in
our experience. Invention as a rational act can thus only be possible as an
improvement on something that previously existed.” The development of

B Cole 1990: 62; 67 rightly emphasises this tendency of the discussed theories, as far as it concerns
the factors of development, and contrasts it with the naturalistic automatism of the development
according to Epicurus’ theory. He does, however, underestimate the gradualist character of the
development of language in the latter theory; see below.

4 Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 101. 5 B. Manuwald 1980: 5-6; Hossenfelder 1996: 218.

16 This epistemological aspect becomes especially clear if one compares the polemics in Lucretius
against the invention of language, and Sextus’ polemics against the invention of religion (M. 9.30—
3), probably going back to Epicurus’ On Nature, see above n. 2.
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language was regarded by Epicurus (Ep. Hdk. 75) as a paradigm case for the
general evolution of culture. Hence, it is possible that one of the reasons
for his naturalism in the theory of language was his attempt to explain,
evidently for the first time, all peculiar human features which could not be
explained as imitation of animal behaviour and of natural processes, as the
development and combination of inborn abilities, not controlled by the
activities of the intellect.

4 EPICURUS, EPISTULA AD HERODOTUM 75—6 (= LS 19A)

AMG prv UmroAnTrTéoy Kal THV QUOY TOAAX Kai TavToia UTd auTdv
TpoypdTwv S18aydfjval Te kad &vaykaobfjvar: TOV 8 Aoy1opdy T& UTTO TaUTNS
TapeyyunfévTta UoTepov éraxpiPolv kai Tpooeseupiokelv &v pév Tiol 6&TTOV,
v 8¢ Tiol BpadUTepov Kal &V pEv Tiol Treplddols kad Xpdvols [&Trd TédV &Tro
ToU &Treipou] <koTd peifous EmiSdoels>, év 8¢ Tiol kT EA&TTOUS. ‘0fev kad T&
dvopaTa €6 &pxfis bt Déoel yeveobar, AN alTds Tas guoels TéOV &vbpootrwy
ko’ EkaoTa €0vn 181a TTaoyoUoas Edn kai 181a AapPavolcas pavTaopaT
idicos TOV &épar EkTrEPTTEIV OTEAASUEVOY U’ EKAOTWY TGV TToBdY Kol TGV
PAVTOAOPATWY, (S &V TTOTE Kl 1) TTap& Tous TOTTOUS TG 0vddy Siagopd 7
UoTtepov 8¢ kolvddskal EkaoTa E0vnTa IB1ax TeBfvan Trpds TO Tas SnAcdoels ATTOV
&ugiBoArous yevéohon SAAHAXLS Kol CUVTOUWTEPWS SNAOUNEVAS” TIVY 8¢ Kol
OU OUVOPWHEVA TTPAY PATX EICPEPOVTAS TOUS OUVEISOTAS TTapey yuTioal Tivas
@By yous Tous &vaykaoBévTas dvagwvioal, Tous 8& TG Aoy1oUEd EAopEVOUs
KoT& THY TAgioTny odTiav oUTws épunveloar.’”

(75) We must take it that even nature was educated and constrained in many
different ways by actual states of affairs, and that its lessons were made later more
accurate, and augmented with new discoveries by reason faster among some people,
slower among others, and in some ages and eras <by greater leaps>, in others by
smaller leaps. Thus names too did not originally come into being by imposition,
but men’s own natures underwent feelings and received impressions which varied
peculiarly from tribe to tribe, and each of the individual feelings and impressions
caused them to exhale breath peculiarly, in accordance with the different location
of each tribe. (76) Later, particular coinings were imposed within the individual
races, so as to make the designations less ambiguous and more concisely expressed.
And those people who comprehended the things which previously were not taken
into consideration, introduced words which they were constrained to utter, while
other people, having chosen among these words with the help of reason, thus
created usage that corresponded to the main cause of the uttering of such words.
(tr. Long and Sedley with considerable changes)

7 On the whole I follow the version of the text in Von der Miihll 1922. I retain, however, SAAf\Acus of
BP and F (corr.; &AAfiAous F) after &ugipoious yevéaba, following in this Long and Sedley 1987:
11, 98 (most editors including Von der Miihll accept Meibom’s emendation &GAAfAo1s).
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This passage is the only remnant of Epicurus’ theory of the origin
of culture, otherwise known to us through extracts from his successor
Hermarchus in Porphyry’s On Abstinence, some passages in the treatises
of Philodemus, and above all the detailed narrative in Lucretius, which
may be treated as a reliable representation of Epicurus’ ideas on this subject
(see above n. 2). Epicurus starts by formulating the general principle of
the two-stage development of culture, and exemplifies it further with the
help of his doctrine of the origin of language. According to this two-stage
pattern, which also dominates other Epicurean discussions concerning the
beginning of culture,” all attainments represent at first the simple reac-
tions of human nature to external influences, or the imitation of what
humans find in their environment. In the later stage these acquisitions are
supplemented by rational refinement and additional discoveries (Epicurus
obviously avoids calling the achievements of the earlier stage ‘discoveries’).
I shall assume in what follows that Epicurus treated the natural and ratio-
nal stages as two successive chronological phases,” and not that he simply
assumed two phases for any human achievement no matter when it takes
place. I suppose, in other words, that the Epicureans postulated some sort
of development of human rationality in the course of cultural progress,
which can be compared with the development of an individual from birth
to maturity.

§ THE NATURAL STAGE

Presumably Epicurus adduces the two-stage development of language as
the most striking example of the development of culture. It is beyond
doubt that certain combinations of sound are necessitated in the natural
stage by certain emotions and certain visual representations. What is, on the
contrary, controversial is the relation of these vocal combinations to objects
themselves. Some scholars have suggested that the first natural utterances
were influenced by certain emotions, but were not related directly to objects,
and that it was only at the later, rational stage that the connection between
words and objects was established in purely conventional form.** The main
arguments in favour of such an interpretation have been (1) Lucretius’
formulation at 5.1028—9 (‘It was nature that compelled the utterance of the
various noises, and usefulness forced the pronunciation of the names of

8 For Lucretius see B. Manuwald 1980. 9 See B. Manuwald 1980: 18—21.

2% Giussani 1896: 1, 280~2; De Lacy 1939: 87-8; E. and Ph. De Lacy 1941: 140 (this view is not reflected
in E. and Ph. De Lacy 1978; Wigodsky 1995: 62 n. 22 reports that De Lacy did not hold this opinion
later); Bailey 1947: 111, 1487; 14905 Schrijvers 1974: 338—9.
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things’: ar varios linguae sonitus natura subegit | mittere et utilitas expressit
nomina rerum), which taken in isolation from its immediate context seems
to imply this understanding of two stages; (2) the alleged similarity of the
theory at Diodorus Siculus 1.8.3, which has for a long time been taken as
Epicurean;™ (3) the ambiguity of the initial sounds.*

None of these arguments is persuasive. (1) Lucretius’ words surely have
nothing to do with the two-stage development described by Epicurus, and
they can be plausibly interpreted as pointing to another aspect of evolution
not mentioned in Ep. Hdt. 756 (see below). (2) Diodorus’ theory cannot
be taken as evidence for Epicurean views;” more specifically, the account of
the development of language here is inconsistent with Ep. Hdt. 75-6. (The
cause of the differences between languages in Diodorus is the accidental
character of the imposition of words, which were artificially articulated
during this process; Epicurus, on the contrary, explains these differences
by the influence of local peculiarities upon the initial utterances, which
otherwise would have had to be the same for the same objects.) (3) Although
the ambiguity of the natural utterances does suggest that the relation of
words to objects in Epicurean theory must not be conceived in the terms of
strong one-to-one connection, the attempt in the second stage to eliminate
ambiguities presupposes that words were related to objects already at the
previous stage.

Various scholars have argued in favour of the view that Epicurus regarded
the first natural sounds as closely corresponding not only to emotions that
provoked the specific sounds, but also to the objects that were in each case
the cause of these emotions.** This interpretation certainly prevails today,
and I summarise the main arguments, partially adduced already in previous
studies. (1) As is mentioned in Ep. Hdt. 75, the first sounds were provoked
not only by &8n, ‘affections’, but also by pavtdopara, ‘representations’,
and that implies the relevance of the objects themselves to the utterance
of specific combinations of sounds.” (2) Epicurus explains the differences

' In Diodorus the first sounds are represented as unarticulated and meaningless, and the further stage
as their articulation and assignment to things. Bailey 1947: 111, 1488 did not address the arguments
in Reinhardt 1912 against the Epicurean provenance of Diodorus’ theory and for Democritean
influence upon it; Dahlmann’s dissertation (1928), which was directed against both these claims,
probably remained unknown to Bailey.

2 Schrijvers 1974: 338.

2 It was stressed by Reinhardt and Cole, who defended its dependence from Democritus, as well as
by Dahlmann 1928 and Spoerri 1959, who rejected this idea (see above n. 7).

4 Dahlmann 1928: 16-17; Vlastos 1946: s2—4; Cole 1990: 62 n. s5; Sedley 1973: 18 n. 91; Konstan 1973:
46-8; Wigodsky 1995: 61-2.

5 Lucretius describes (5.1056-8) the utterance of spontaneous sounds, analogous to those that are
uttered by animals, as pro vario sensu varia res voce noare.
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between languages by the variability of spontaneous utterances from one
territory to another, suggesting thus that at least the initial stock of word
forms and their references in each language goes back to this primitive
stage. (3) Epicurus does not mention the assignment of words to things as a
process separate from emotive utterance, and the second stage in Ep. Hdt. 76
is characterised as an improvement in the means of communication, which
suggests that words were already related to objects at a previous stage.*
(4) Demetrius of Laconia (PHerc. 1012, 1Lx1v Puglia 1988) says ‘the first
utterances of names came about by nature’: gUoel 8¢ T&s TTpTAS TGOV
dvoudTwy dvaguvnoels yeyovévai. (5) Diogenes of Oenoanda (fr. 12 11-1v
Smith 1993) characterises the first sounds of the earth-born men as ol
TPOTX &va@beyEels . . . TV Te dvopdTwV Kal TV PNu&Twv.””

The two last testimonies do not preclude a further improvement of nat-
ural sounds,”® but imply that there were initial differences between these
utterances relative to the objects which provoked them, and, moreover, some
sort of rudimentary morphological differences, which made it possible to
develop from them a real vocabulary. Further, the polemics of Lucretius and
Diogenes against the idea of an inventor of language imply that their alter-
native explanation — that words emerged naturally — involves the origin of
words which were sufficiently articulated and related to objects: otherwise,
if they had in view only the spontaneous origin of combinations of sounds
which needed further articulation and assignment to objects, it could not
serve as the refutation of the idea of the name-giver or onomatothetés, whose
primary task had to be the accomplishment of these processes. As for the idea
of the spontaneous origin of unarticulated sounds, it was already by the time
of Epicurus relatively trivial in this evolutionary context, and could not have
earned his theory the special place it attained among ancient accounts.

If natural sounds were related from the beginning to specific objects,
it means that Epicurus regarded these emotionally reactive utterances as

26 This consideration cannot, however, be regarded as a conclusive argument in favour of the initial
relation of words to things, for Epicurus could have omitted the intermediate stage of such assign-
ments. It will be argued below that Epicurus omits, whereas Lucretius mentions, the beginning stage
of the use of words for communication. The initial connection of words and things must be assumed
in the other arguments just mentioned.

In view of this Epicurean evidence it is reasonable to give credence to such extra-school testimonies,
as Sextus (M. 1.143), who presumably here uses an Epicurean argument, and Proclus’ doxographical
note (/n Crat. 17. p. 7.22 Pasquali = fr. 335 Us.), pace Fehling 1965: 227-8, who argues for the
deformation of Epicurus’ idea in the later tradition. Both passages represent in a more definite form
the idea of the spontaneous origin of onomata, which were reactions to objects and hence related
closely to them. It must be noted that Sextus stresses specifically the spontaneous origin of the
phonetic form of the word.

28 See Konstan 1973: 47 n. 30.
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having been spontaneously articulated at least to some degree to correspond
to objects considered generally. Epicurean theory, as far as I can see, keeps
silent about the process of original articulation,” but the evidence cited
above, especially the passages from Demetrius of Laconia and Diogenes
of Oenoanda, implies that the first sound combinations were definite and
constant enough to be regarded as the foundation of a primitive vocabulary,
and even that at least crude differences between the grammatical forms go
back to this spontaneous stage.

It is also significant that Lucretius compares the prolific variability of
human language with spontaneous sounds of animals, varying in accor-
dance with various emotions (5.1056—61, cf. 1087—90 = LS 198B):

Postremo quid in hac mirabile tantoperest re,

si genus humanum, cui vox et lingua vigeret,

pro vario sensu varia’® res voce notaret?

cum pecudes mutae, cum denique saecla ferarum
dissimilis soleant voces variaeque ciere,

cum metus aut dolor est et cum jam gaudia gliscunt.

Lastly, why is it so surprising that the human race, with its powers of voice and
tongue, should have indicated each thing with a different sound to correspond to
a different sensation? After all, dumb animals, tame and wild alike, regularly emit
different sounds when afraid, when in pain, and when happiness comes over them.

(tr. Long and Sedley)

The evident meaning of this comparison is that the variability of human
vocabulary differs only in degree from the variability among the sounds
of animals of the same species.”’ The superiority of humans consists in
the higher quality of their organ of voice and tongue (vox et lingua),”* and

?» There are some interesting polemical passages on articulation in Philodemus, On Poems, but as far as
I can see they do not imply a definite understanding of how the articulation developed historically.
I accept, as most scholars do, Bentley’s correction of the manuscript varias, relying on the similar
verse 5.1090, pace Brunschwig 1977: 164 n. 15, who follows A. Ernout in retaining the manuscript
reading.

It is difficult to decide whether Lucretius, by saying not only variae but also dissimilis, implies an
explanation of the differences between human languages, namely an analogy between differences of
the physiology of the speech organs of animal kinds, and the comparable differences of human races
(see below).

I understand these words as the explanation of humans’ superiority over animals at the starting
point of the evolution of mankind. It is evident both from the expression Lucretius uses and from
the comparison with the sounds of animals, that he has in view the unconscious utterance of
sounds as reaction to an object, and not the intentional designation of it (see below contra scholars’
attempts to conflate these two processes). Things are thus automatically ‘marked’ by the prolific
human sounds, but it does not follow that the humans at this earliest stage realise that relation and
deliberately use it (cf. below n. 78). The alternative interpretation of the phrase cui vox et lingua
vigeret, which was suggested to me by André Laks, is that Lucretius means the more advanced
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we may infer, first, that articulation plays an important role even in the
process of spontaneous formation of words, and, second, that the ability
of animals and human beings to articulate differs only in degree.”” The
third inference might be that the crucial difference between animal and
human sounds consists in the fact that the former express only emotions
by their sounds, while the latter from the very beginning also ‘mark’ certain
things in accordance with specific emotions. If one takes this comparison
literally, it would mean that the cause of human superiority in verbalisation
is not intellect, but simply a stronger predisposition to form phonetic
compounds.’*

Hence, these words about the superiority of the human organs of speech
seem to suggest that Lucretius does not have in view man’s stronger predis-
position to articulate in a conscious and deliberate way that is realised later
in the course of his gradual cultural development. Rather he is assuming
that already in the spontaneous phase human beings have an immediate
superiority of articulation.”

In comparison with previous attempts to explain the emergence of
human language and its distinctive features, Epicurean theory at first sight
looks simplistic. It tries to avoid the gap between unarticulated sounds and
the words of a developed language, by assuming that the emotive sounds
of the first men are reasonably articulated and already related to certain

stage, when the articulating abilities of humans have already been developed. In the latter case it is
possible to understand 7ozare in the sense of ‘designate’. I see no decisive argument against such an
understanding (it corresponds better to the fact that Lucretius uses the similar phraseology cuncra
notare vocibus, 5.1043—4 when characterising the activity of a hypothetical onomatothetes). However,
the human ability, which is called notare res, is compared with purely emotive sounds of animals,
not with, e.g. their signals to each other, and this spontaneous character of animal sounds is stressed
by Lucretius at 5.1087-90. So I prefer to understand notare res as the spontaneous emotive reaction
of the first human beings to objects rather than their later attempts to designate things, on which

see sections 8 and 9.

Both the picturesque representation of the animal sounds and the character of Lucretius’ argument

prove that the designation of animals as pecudes mutae can be taken as conventional and as having

only relative force.

34 Whether it was really Lucretius’ idea is difficult to decide. He stresses only the emotive side of animal
sounds, and we do not know whether the Epicureans thought that it might be useful also for animals
to designate specific objects and situations. We may suppose that Lucretius took for granted the
higher complication of the human mental processes in comparison with that of animals, such as
man’s ability to form prolépseis, cf. Polystratus, De contemptu, 1-1v Indelli 1978, who probably has in
view this superiority of humans. It is important that the intellect seems to play no role, according
to this theory, in the formation of the crucial difference between the emotive animal language and
the human one which designates objects (contrary to the view of Aristotle, Po/. 1253a9-15, see above
section 2).

35 This does not preclude the idea of the further development of articulation, but as I try to prove
below (see section 8), even these improvements were represented by the Epicurean theory as the
consequence of the physical and emotional evolution of mankind, not as the result of deliberate
efforts.

w
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objects. The theory thus abolishes the process of artificial articulation and
the initial stage of positing names, for that process implies that the relation
of words to objects depends on the competence of the name-givers. At least
one aspect of this simplification could be explained by the fact that by the
time of Epicurus it had been recognised that the sounds of animals could
not be regarded as simply unarticulated, but that the degrees of articulation
varied greatly from species to species (considerations of this kind are known
from the treatises of Aristotle’). It is probable that Epicurus, who evidently
did not admit the possibility that animals could learn the articulation of
sounds, as Aristotle accepted for some cases (HA 536b11—20), found the
inference unavoidable that the high level of articulation, e.g. in birds, is
achieved spontaneously, as an automatic emotive reaction, due to the more
complicated structure of the organs of sound.

As regards the causes of language differentiation, it seems that the main
empbhasis is placed upon specific visual representations and emotions.
Hence I suppose that Epicurus meant specific features of objects which
acted upon men, and perhaps additional environmental factors which influ-
enced the utterances. The physiological differences between the races could
also play a role in the differentiation of languages, as some scholars have
suggested, but the concise text of Epicurus’ letter contains, in my view,
no reference to this factor.”” Epicurean narratives concerning the origin of
civilisation contain no evidence about the role of racial or ethnic differences
of physiology.

Sedley has suggested that Epicurus’ explanation of language differences
could be a polemical answer to Aristotle’s argument in favour of the conven-
tion theory (/nt. 16a3-8). According to Aristotle, the identity of Trp&ypaTa
among various peoples and the fact that different names correspond to these
TP&yUaTa can serve as a proof that the relation of words to objects relies
on a conventional agreement. Epicurus on the contrary, starting from the
premise of the spontaneous origin of words, argued that varieties of des-
ignations of the same objects in various races imply differences between
the objects (TpdyuaTta) influencing different peoples, which could be

36 See Ax 1978: 245—71(= Ax 2000: 19-39).

37 Pace Apelt 1955: 257; Bailey 1947: 111, 1487; Brunschwig 1977: 166. Like some other scholars (including
Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 98), I understand ¢os in the phrase dos &v ToTe Kai 1) Tap& TOUs TTTOUS
TGV £6vidv Siagopa ) (Usener; €in MSS) as having relative, not consecutive, value and take kai
as emphatic, not as introducing some additional cause. Although Tap& implies the causal relation
between locality and the sounds uttered in it, it does not follow necessarily that Epicurus has in view
physiological differences between people influenced by locality. He could assume the direct influence
of climatic and other environmental factors upon language, as e.g. the author of the Hippocratic
On Airs does, cf. also n. 31.
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explained by peculiarities of environment.?® If this is right, Epicurus had
to assume that minimal differences between similar objects caused con-
siderable variations in their naming. But it is also possible that Epicurus
could take into account some further differentiation of words in the course
of their usage. After all — or so I suspect — his primary concern was the
constancy of the relation of word to object, and not the preservation of the
initial form of the word.

6 THE RATIONAL STAGE (EP. HDT. 75) AND
THE EVIDENCE OF PTOLEMY

UoTtepov 8¢ Kowdds kab’ EkaoTa E0vn Ta 181 Tebfjvar Tpods TO TAs SnAwoEls
ATTOV &u1BoAous yevéohal SAANAXIS KXi CUVTOUWTEPLS ST)AOUUEVDS.

Later, particular coinings were imposed within the individual races, so as to make
the designations less ambiguous and more concisely expressed.

As was said earlier, it is improbable that Epicurus regarded the rational stage
as the initial assigning of words, previously associated only with emotions,
to objects by an arbitrary agreement. It is, however, still unclear what sort
of imposition of words Epicurus has in mind, when he says that its purpose
was to make references less ambiguous and more concise. Sedley originally
suggested that T& 181a are generic names, such as ‘tree’, introduced addi-
tionally to the names of species, such as ‘oak’, ‘fir’ and ‘alder’ which arose
spontaneously as reactions to the respective objects.”” But generic names
were of particular interest to Epicurus, and if the spontaneous origin of
words was important for his epistemology, as seems plausible, he certainly
would have regarded generic names as having arisen naturally, notat this sec-
ond stage. After all, if the names of species could arise as natural utterances,
why could not the names of genera? Later Long and Sedley interpreted the
second stage as a less important reform of language, namely as the introduc-
tion of inflections, linking words and prepositions.*® This is plausible in
itself, but the subject of Epicurus’ theory was onomara and not language as
awhole. Some scholars, relying on the correct observation that the rational
stage played a secondary role in the Epicurean theory, have supposed that
Epicurus means not the introduction of new elements of language, but the
improvement of those which arose naturally and their fixing in a corrected

38 Sedley 1973: 18; Hossenfelder 1996: 221—2 wrongly represents Sedley’s thought, taking it as if according
to Epicurus p&ypata themselves are different in various lands.
3 Sedley 1973: 19. 4° Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 100.
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form.* But the expression T& 1810 TeBfjvan implies rather the introduction
of some new names. This is powerful evidence in itself, but there is one
important piece of indirect evidence in favour of this interpretation which
has not been appreciated by scholars hitherto.

The rational stage of Epicurus’ theory can be compared with the second
stage of the doctrine related in TTepl kprTnpiou kai fyepovikoU (4.2—6) by
Ptolemy, who probably was influenced by the Epicureans, as the participants
of the Liverpool-Manchester seminar on this treatise noticed:**

(2) mp&Tov & émedn kai ToUTO aUTO BioAeydpevoi Trws TroloUuEV,
TpooTapapubnTéov 6T1 Tols pndémw dinpdpwkdoty THy TV TPy udTwY
QuUow, &AN ET1 {nToUow, ATTapamodloToTepoV &V YEvolTo TO TAS CUV-
nBelas kal Tols TAEloTOIS KABWUIANUEVAS KXTTYoplas ETIQEPELV EKATTW TGOV
UtroTiBepéveov: UoTepov 8 &v gin TO oikeldTepov alTddv EmiokoTeiv. (3) TéOV
Y&p 81& ToU Adyou onuacIGdY TAS HEV TTPAOTOS €ikOS UTTO TV undéTed
TAPABOTEWS TIVOS ETTITUXOVTWV PUSIKES AvaTTepuwviodal, TeTrolnuévas &to
Te TS TOV TPOCTITTOVTWY TTaBdY Kol &Tmd THis TV pwvddy i8loTpoTrias,
T&s & EeCtis &1 ékelvaov i8N KaTd TNV TTpods TO oikelov Epapuoyny ouvbéoedds
Twvos kal 7181 Tpoonyopias TUElY, (4) TGOV &vBpdTwy S1& TO KOWWVIKOY
TS PUOEWS Trelpopéveoy &el Slaonuaively GAANAOLS T& TTPOCTIITITOVTY, KN
TapOVTa povov GAAN Kol &TrovTa, Kal pf) aUTa pévov, EAAS Kol TaS EauT&dy
Tpos EkaoTa Siabéoers. (5) Ekeivols pev olv KXT& TO PUOIKWTEPOV TEAOS iV TTiS
XPNOEws TGV dvopdTwv TO Kai 81& TTis puoviis SUvaobal onuaivelv kal &’ dyiv
&yew T& P&y HaTa TOls TTANCiov, €iTe 81° €vos 1) TAeldVwY €10 6TTwodnToTe
&M TO TotoUToV awTols HBUvaTo Tpoywpeiv: (6) fdn 8¢ Tois épeEhs &l
TAgloTOV ETipeAnBeiot THS TGOV dvoudTwy TToAU wpias émfiAlev &k Treplouoiag
Kol Trepl ToUTWV alTwv &oTrep vouobeTeiv, kal ToUTo fyeiobar 1O uéyloTov
PrAocopias, s Pndevi &v ouyywphioxl UndSouds ETépws diaonuaively T
TPAY BT, K&V eU0US Go1v adiTois Tols dnAoupévols TrapnkoAoudnkdTes, OTrep
0Tl povov 1d1ov TéAos ToU TTpopopikol Adyou.

(2) But we are doing all this by spoken discourse, so we must first add a further word
of advice. Those who have not yet clearly articulated the structure of reality but are
still enquiring will find it presents fewer obstacles if they apply customary usages and
the most widely accepted terminology to all the subjects they discuss: examination

4 Cf., e.g.: Dahlmann 1928: 100; A. Manuwald 1972: 91—2; Brunschwig 1977: 169—70. I previously
held the same opinion in my Russian papers on Epicurus’ theory.

4 Long 1988: 195 n. 47 and Liverpool-Manchester seminar 1989: 221 on 4.1.1-6. For other probable
borrowings from and the reflections of the Epicurean theory see Liverpool-Manchester seminar
1989: 223 on 7.3.5 and Long 1988: 195 n. 47; 197 with n. 54. Prolemy’s view of language has not
undergone detailed scrutiny since Lammert 1920-1. But Lammert seriously misunderstands the
theory, does not take into account its resemblance to Epicurus’ views, and fails to find support for
his claim of a Stoic source for Ptolemy’s theory of the origin of language: neither the spontaneous
origin of words, nor the two-stage development of language is attested as Stoic doctrine. There is
a note on the language section in the Italian translation of Ptolemy’s treatise by Manuli 1981: 77-8
n. 8o.
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of more appropriate nomenclature may take place later. (3) Itis reasonable to assume
that the earliest verbal expressions were uttered naturally by people with no previous
traditional usage to follow: they must have been the product of the particular
features (a) of the experiences they had and (b) of the expressions themselves. The
next generation of verbal expressions probably was made from the previous ones by
the way of composition and the conscious naming, in accordance with features of
named things. (4) Because of their natural sociability human beings are always
trying to inform each other of the things that happen to them, not just the things
present to their experience but also things not present, and not just the occurrences
themselves but their own reactions to different kinds of situation. (5) Thus, to the
earlier people the purpose of the use of words was, as is most natural, to be able to
point things out to other people by means of speech and to bring them before their
sight. It didn’t matter whether they were able to achieve this purpose by one word or
several or by other means whatever. (6) But their successors after they have worked
hard to enrich linguistic usage, were led by the superfluity of names to lay down,
as it were, laws about the words themselves. They considered this the chief task of
philosophy. The result was that they would not permit anyone to describe things
in any other than the way they prescribed, even if they immediately understood
perfectly the meaning of what was being stated, which is the only proper purpose
of uttered /ogos. (text and translation according to Liverpool-Manchester seminar
1989; changes to the latter are discussed below)

As far as the first stage is concerned, this account implies that natural
utterances are caused by the emotions, which evoke variable phonetic com-
pounds, as is stated by the Epicurean theory.* Ptolemy’s account implies
also that these sounds are related from the beginning to certain objects
(they are called onuacial, 4.3).

The change introduced by the second stage of the development of lan-
guage, described in 2.3—s, is that words are now created purposefully.
The words coined at this stage are surely not the product of an arbi-
trary agreement.** On the contrary, it is assumed that they are created
in accordance with named objects, probably by establishing the relation
between the etymology of the word and the features of the nominatum
(T&s & EpeCiis & Ekelvoov AdN KaTd THV TTPOS TO olikelov Epapuoy v
ouvbéoes Tivos kal 7181 TTpoonyopias Tuxeiv®).

# Cf. Prol. 4.3: Temoinuévas &ré Te TS TGOV TPOoTITTOVTWY TaB@dY Kad &Tro THis TV puovéov
iidotpotrias and Lucr. 5.1058: pro vario sensu varia res voce notaret. The parallel suggests that Prolemy
has in mind the correlation of emotions and sounds rather than two independent factors of the
variability of language, as is implied by the Liverpool-Manchester translation.

4 Pace Lammert 1920-1: 36f., who wrongly represents the second stage as an arbitrary imposition of
names.

4 I cannot agree with the understanding of this sentence in Liverpool-Manchester seminar 1989: 191
(‘the next generation of verbal expressions probably arose out of the first through a general consensus
based on their suitability for their particular functions, and at this stage communication became
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The difference between these stages is explained further (4.5-6) in terms
of the univocity of linguistic expressions.‘“’ In the first stage, people tried
only to indicate things and their attitudes to them, and it didn’t mat-
ter whether they designated the same thing with one word or several.
In the second stage, on the contrary, restrictions concerning word usage
were introduced so as to exclude the naming of things otherwise than was
prescribed, i.e. to avoid the ambiguity of the previously existing usage. The
second stage is represented thus as the creation of new words, on the one
hand, which was presumably necessary to designate new concepts,*” and
as the establishing, on the other, of a univocal nomenclature in view of the
diversity of natural names used for the same things.

The second stage is in Ptolemy’s view a not altogether justified restriction
of the means of communication (4.6). The reason is that language at the pre-
vious stage was clear enough in spite of the variability of designations for the
same things (4.5), and the following linguistic legislation, apparently unsuc-
cessful as it could not suppress customary usage, initiated a dogmatic insis-
tence on a single mode of expression and, consequently, fruitless discussions
concerning the meaning of words as a preliminary to scientific research.

This scheme of the development of language serves in Prolemy as the
foundation for the difference between the usage of customary words and
more technical vocabulary in scientific discourse. He states that custom-
ary usage suits those who are still in the process of research and have not
achieved knowledge. The words which are more appropriate to objects

possible’). Although oUvBeois sometimes means ‘agreement’, the expression cuvBéoewms Tivos kai
718n TpocTyopias TUXEIV with onuacias as subject can hardly have the meaning that words have
been constituted in accordance with agreement and began to be used in communication. The
translation of Manuli 1981 is not correct either. I suspect that cuvBéoews Tuxeiv means that words
were made by artificial composition, probably from more simple ones produced previously as natural
utterances (compare for oUvBeois as formation of words from more elementary ones, Simpl. Car.
p. 186.37 Kalbfleisch, CAG vi1). As for the awkward expression (onpacias) Tpoonyopias Tuyeiv
(normally it is persons and things that can serve as a subject in this construction), its possible sense
here is that the words were formed by the voluntary act of naming (Trpoonyopix), by contrast with
previously spontancous utterance.

It seems preferable to understand éxefvois at 4.5 as pointing to the first stage mentioned above in 4.3,
and 781 8¢ Tois épe€fis in 4.6 as corresponding to the second stage in 4.3 (T&s 5¥@eSis & ékeiveov).
Another possibility is that éeivois refers both to these two stages, and that %81 8¢ Tols ée€fis
introduces the third, previously unmentioned stage (both the Liverpool-Manchester seminar 1989:
191 and Manuli 1981 are not clear on this point). From the linguistic point of view both variants are
possible, but the first harmonises better with Ptolemy’s general distinction between common usage
and technical vocabulary.

I take the words &mipeAneiot Tfjs TGV dvoudrwv ToAuxwpias as pointing at the further attempts
to enrich the vocabulary, rather than uneasiness concerning the multiplicity of words, as in the
Liverpool-Manchester translation. The latter is surely meant by the words émwfjA8ev ék Treproucias
Kol Trepl ToUTwV a¥Tédv SoTrep vopoBeTelv with Trept ToUTwv oy implying that people had
to lay restrictions upon the vocabulary which they themselves previously were at pains to enrich.
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must be examined later (4.2). At the beginning of his treatise Prolemy (2.6)
characterises these two cognitive states of internal Jogos (A&y o5 év81&0eTOS)
as ‘opinion and supposition” (86&a kai oinois) and ‘*knowledge and under-
standing’ (¢mioTrun Kai yvéddois) respectively. So customary usage corre-
sponds historically to the first, natural stage of word formation, while exact
terminology, which must be achieved at the end of an investigation, corre-
sponds to the more advanced stage.** In reality Ptolemy is at pains to prove
the applicability of common usage to scientific purposes.*’ As follows from
his reasoning in ch. 6 and from the example in 7.1-2, Ptolemy purports to
exclude debates concerning the meaning of words at the preliminary stage
of scientific investigation. It seems that the theory of the origin of lan-
guage which Ptolemy adopted attracted him primarily because it attributes
a natural character and hence unmediated comprehensibility to customary
usages (6.2). Although he proclaims the desirability of exact terminology,
he shows no interest in it. In other places he speaks as a conventionalist,
who is interested only in things (5.4), and is ready to accept any change to
their designations (7.2). Prolemy treats the differences between languages
as a conventionalist, seeing in them a proof that nomina have no objective
connections with their nominata (5.6), in contrast with his doctrine of the
origin of words.

This latter account has a remarkable resemblance to the Epicurean the-
ory. Ptolemy assumes the emotive origin of (presumably articulated) words
and their initial correspondence to certain objects (4.3). His narrative shares
with Epicurus the requirement to follow customary usage.’® Ptolemy’s neg-
ative attitude to technical definitions and his insistence on the clarity of the
meaning of words also resembles Epicurus’ position (cf. Ep. Hdt. 38; D.L.
10.31 = fr. 257 Us;; D.L. 10.33; fr. 925 258 Us.).”" In this respect Prolemy’s
account can serve as welcome confirmation of the hypothesis that the imme-
diate clarity of a word’s meaning was related to the natural origin of words
in Epicurus’ theory.

As far as I know Ptolemy is the only source for the second stage of
the development of language besides the Letter to Herodotus, 76. It is

48 Compare the development from T&s ouvnBeias kai Tols AeioTols KaBuwpiAnpévas KaTnyopias to
T oikeldTepov in scientific research (4.2) with the historical evolution from emotive utterances to
the creation of words katé THv TTpOS TO oikeiov épapuoynv (4.3).

4 The evaluation of spontaneous utterances, namely that they were understood immediately and served
successfully for communication, in spite of synonymies and other linguistic inexactness (4.5-6),
is the same as applied to contemporary ordinary usage (6.1-2). In the latter case Ptolemy admits that
in cases of homonymy an additional elucidation regarding the nominatum can be helpful (6.1), but
for the most part meaning can be grasped properly with the help of context (6.2).

5 See the evidence in Sedley 1973: 20-1. 5t Cf. Sedley 1973: 21.
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reasonable to ask whether it throws light on Epicurus’ opinion concerning
the character of this stage. Both Ptolemy and Epicurus assume that the pur-
pose was to make linguistic expressions less ambiguous (compare Epicurus’
UoTtepov 8¢ kowdds kaf ékaoTa E0vn T& i81a TeBfjvan TTpds TO Tas
dnAwoels ATTOV GuPLPOAoUs yevéoBar AAANAQLS KXl CUVTOPWTEPLS
dnAoupévas). We may even suggest that Epicurus’ words mrpos 16 Tds
dNAwoEIS . . . yevéshal . . . cuVTOpWTEPWS SnAoupévas imply the same
contrast as we see in Ptolemy between the first stage, when no attention was
paid to how things should be designated, by one word or many (4.5), and
the second stage, when a single and presumably more economical mode of
expression was established (4.6).

It can be seen from Prolemy’s account that this improvement was partly
the composition of new words with an etymology relating to the features
of the object, and partly the selection of one single variant among previous
designations of the same word. Epicurus mentions only one process, namely
the establishing of designations specific to every tribe, which was meant to
make communication more univocal and concise. It is possible, however,
that the second process, the selection of one single word among those which
existed previously, is alluded to by Epicurus in the ensuing part of the Lezzer
to Herodotus (ch. 76), when he describes the second, rational stage of the
development of designations for oU cuvopwpeva TpdyuaTa (see below).
The purpose of this improvement surely had to be also that of avoiding the
ambiguities of the previous stage.

If the theory of Ptolemy can be regarded as evidence for Epicurus’ theory,
it is tempting to understand the words T& 181a Teffjvan in the latter as the
introduction of the new words coined from already existing natural ones in
accordance with etymological correctness. In that case, Epicurus took into
account secondary word formation, which is in itself quite probable.’

It is interesting that Ptolemy represents the advanced stage of the devel-
opment of language not only as introducing exact terminology, but also
as initiating empty quarrels about the meanings of words and as insist-
ing on a single mode of expression. It doesn’t follow from the Lezter to
Herodotus that Epicurus treated the second stage in a negative manner.
There is, however, evidence that Epicurus on the whole regarded the ratio-
nal phase of the development of culture with ambivalence,” and, more

5> On the etymological implications of Epicurus’ theory see Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 101, who refer to
fr. 271 Us. = LS sp, and S.E. M. 9.47 = LS 23F.

53 See discussion in B. Manuwald 1980: 51-61; the best known example are the errors concerning the
nature of gods, which arose at the second stage of development (Lucr. 5.1183-1203); the ambiguity
of reason as being able to discover also T& xgipioTa is mentioned in relation to the origin of culture
by Philodemus (On Music 4.22, xxx1v 32—3 Neubecker 1986).
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specifically, Ptolemy’s evaluation of the second stage of the development
of language may reflect Epicurus’ negative attitude to theoretical grammar
with its attempts to prescribe the normative rules.’*

It must be added that Ptolemy assumes that, in spite of the attempt
to introduce unequivocal designations, language still preserves ambigu-
ous expressions. It follows that this rationalisation of language did not
remove the more primitive vocabulary and that on the whole common lan-
guage preserves its natural origin. This view would also be appropriate for
Epicurus.

7 THE WORDS FOR OU GUVOPQOUEVA TTP&YUXTX (EP. HDT. 76)

TIVA 3¢ Kal 0¥ GUVOPMWHEVA TIP&Y MATX EICPEPOVTAS TOUS GUVEIBOTAS TIAPEY -
yufjoan Twas ¢Bdyyous Tous dvaykaoBévTas dvaguwviioat, Tous 8& TG Aoy-
10PG EAopévous kaTa TNV TTAeioTnv aiTiaw oUTws épunveloal.

Giussani’s understanding of this passage has been influential. He con-
jectured that Epicurus was referring to the introduction by some people of
things which were previously unknown, and their creation by these people
of designations for them: some of these names, those for things coming
from abroad, were created instinctively; the other ones, for concepts which
were unattainable by most people, were selected rationally.” Thus, Giussani
and all those who followed him imply that Epicurus speaks about two inde-
pendent modes of word formation for ‘things not [previously] taken into
consideration’ (o cuvopwueva P&y PaTe), instinctive and rational.

The implausibility of this interpretation consists in making Epicurus
mention foreign objects, the origin of whose names could scarcely be a
difficulty, and this in such a condensed account as our section of the Lezter
to Herodotus.’° But the main argument against it is the close resemblance of

54 This attitude can be supposed if one compares Epicurus’ acceptance of the lower grammar attested
by Sextus (M. 1.49 = fr. 22 Us.) with Epicurus’ well-known denial of the utility of liberal arts for the
wise (fr. 117, 167, 227 Us.). Blank 1995: 17888, esp. 184—s5, adduces possible reasons for Epicurus to
attack the higher, more technical art of grammar (Blank, 180f. also plausibly connects the negative
attitude of the Epicureans to the more specialised level of technai in general with their evaluation of
the advanced stage of cultural development).

Giussani 1896: 1, 273; 276. Giussani added pév before &varykaotévtas: ToUs <pév> and ToUs 5¢ are
according to him two kinds of 86y yo1, while dvaykaobévtas dvaguwviioar and éNopévous are
related to one and the same category of people, ToUs cuveidéas. This variant of emendation and the
concomitant interpretation was accepted by Bailey 1926: 48-9; 1928: 268; 1947: 111, 1487—8; Arrighetti
1973: 66—7; Hossenfelder 1996: 223—4, and other scholars, see on the history of interpretation of this
passage Verlinsky 1994/5.

Giussani’s interpretation entails also a syntactical difficulty: it leaves the infinitive épunveloo hang-
ing. Giussani translated it as ‘e cosi riuscivano a far li (scil. soni) capire’, but there is no kai
before épunveUoat. The attempt of some scholars, e.g. Hicks 1925, Arrighetti 1973: 66 and Conche

M
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this passage to the formulation of universal principles of cultural devel-
opment at the beginning of Ep. Hdr. 75, as was noticed long ago by
Dahlmann.’” This parallelism indicates that as well as in his general formu-
lation Epicurus has in view two categories of people: (1) those personifying
nature, who are taught by objects and are compelled by them, this time to
utter sounds designating them; and (2) others, personifying reason, who
later accept rationally this experience of these objects and modify the pre-
vious, natural designations of them. In accordance with this parallelism,
the manuscript text should be retained,”® with the consequence that Tous
8¢ in the second half of the sentence should be understood’® as indicating
the other category of people, not as the other category of sounds.®® The
meaning of the whole passage, as I understand it, is as follows: ‘as for the
things that were not grasped (by all), some people who were conscious of
them taught the others, while introducing these things, those designations
of them which they were constrained to utter; while other people later,
who grasped these things with the help of reason, have chosen among
natural designations more exact ones in accordance with main reason which
evoked previously their utterance’.”’

According to such an interpretation the words for the things which
Epicurus characterises as ‘not [previously] taken into consideration’
(0¥ cuvopwpeva) were created, according to him, in the same two-stage
process of natural, compulsory utterances and subsequent rational modifi-
cation, as was manifested in the emergence of all other words; they do not
represent a separate, later process.

Two major linguistic objections have been either explicitly made or tacitly
assumed against this interpretation: that the characterisation of the persons

1987: 1201 to construct épunvedoan after adTiav is hardly tenable, for the infinitive of purpose is
construed for the most part after nouns with adverbial meaning, such as &v&ykn (Kiithner-Gerth
1898/1904: 11, 13-14); Bailey 1926: 249, having noticed that ‘this is doubtful Greek’, suggests accepting
the construction in spite of it, in view of ‘Epicurus’ laxness in these matters’, but Epicurus normally
in such cases uses the infinitive with the genitive of the article (Widmann 1935: 167-8).

57" Dahlmann 1928: 12. This correct observation was neglected by most scholars, but see Cole 1990: 62;

A. Manuwald 1972: 92 with n. 2.

Either retained with minimal emendation, suggested by Usener 1887: 27, who deleted ToUs before

&varykaoBévtas (it can be treated as a result of quasi-dittography), or retained exactly as transmitted,

as Von der Miihll 1922 did (ToUs dvaykao®évTas can be understood as standing in the attributive

position in relation to ToUs ouveiléTas notwithstanding a hyperbaton which is unusual but not
unparalleled in Attic prose).

59 See Usener 1977: 22.

60 This must be stressed against Hicks 1925, who follows Usener 1887 in deleting ToUs, and Conche
1987, who retains the manuscript text, but supposes that ToUs 8¢ relates to the other category of
sounds as Giussani did. On the difficulty of constructing épunveUoa after aiiaw in this case see
n. sé.

6 T take EAopévous in the sense of ‘choose’, not ‘accept’, and suppose that its object is ‘words’.

58
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who introduced unknown things as the people who comprehended things
(of ouvel8dTes) and of the things themselves as ‘not [previously] taken
into consideration’ imply a level of intellectual development incompatible
with the natural stage.®> Against these doubts it is necessary to recall that
Epicurean authors assign to the earlier, spontaneous phase of cultural devel-
opment not only the invention of fire, clothes and housing, but also the
first social contract (Lucr. 5.1019—27), and an empirical recognition by ‘finer
natures’ (xapiéoTarot) of the utility of mutual non-violence, a recognition
which is characterised as ‘non-rational memory’ (&\oyos pvfipn), and is
thus contrasted to the further understanding (¢miAoyiopds) of this util-
ity (Porph. De abstin. 1.10.2 = Hermarch. fr. 34 Longo Auricchio 1988 =
LS 22n2).% Moreover, the expression ‘the people who comprehended’ (of
ouveldoTes) itself does not suggest that any specific knowledge is involved
in the comprehension. The verb cUvoi8a usually has no theoretical impli-
cations, but designates (apart from its use in a moral context as the con-
sciousness of one’s own actions (more often bad than good), for the first
time attested in Democr. DK 68 B297) either understanding in a broad,
ordinary sense, or knowledge based on direct acquaintance with the eventin
question.®* As the data supplied by the 7ZG show (I checked all cases where

6 Hence Sedley 1973: 17-19 suggested placing a full stop after p8&yyous, and adding pév obv between
ToUs and &vaykacbévtas (cf. Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 97; 11, 98). Sedley supposes that Epicurus
points to the third stage in the development of language, namely the introduction of words for rational
concepts, especially for philosophical ones, by some experts (presumably not by the invention of
new words but by the reapplication in a metaphorical sense of those which previously existed), and
then sums up the whole process of creating the language: ‘hence some men gave utterance under
compulsion and others chose words rationally, and it is thus, as far as the principal cause is concerned,
that they came to use language’. This emendation entails some minor difficulties (the lack of a subject
for ¢ppnveboan and of an object both for this verb and for &vagvijoan and éAopévous makes the
sentence somewhat abrupt), but my major objection is that for reasons adduced further in the text,
the passage does not need any emendation.
It is true that the phrase o pévov {nuias ETagav of TpddTol ToUTO GUVEISSTES in Porph. De abstin.
1.9.4 = Hermarch. fr. 34 Longo Auricchio 1988 = LS 22m8) refers to the rational stage of development
(see Long and Sedley 1987: 11, 137), and points to the more complicated recognition than is available
at the earlier stage. However, it does not follow necessarily that cuveidévan in Hermarchus designates
the specific ability which appears only at this advanced stage and is summarised more definitely as
gmAoyioudy EAaPov 1ol ouugépovTos (Porph. De abst. 1.10.4 = LS 2283, cf. 1.8.2 = LS 22M3); see
the next note. T agree on this point with B. Manuwald 1980: 21 n. 82. Unlike him, I see no difficulty
in supposing that the first phase of the formation of words for the 0¥ cuvopcueva TpdyuaTa is
completed already at the first stage of the development of culture.

64 E.g. Th. 1.73.2; Aristoph. Eq. 595; Isocr. 6.83; 8.4; Demosth. Exord. 5.3; Pl. Theaet. 206a2 with acc.
(about something previously directly seen); cf. Pl. Phaedo. 92d3 (with the dative of the participle,
an understanding probably presupposing an experience). As far as I can see the verb is not used
in Epicurean texts in any technical philosophical sense. It does not occur in Epicurus, and in the
examples from the Epicurean authors known to me it is used in a manner not differing from its
usual semantics: (1) the general meaning ‘to be conscious of one’s own’, usually with the dative
and the accusative, as ‘to be conscious of one’s own (bad) deeds’, Philod. De piez. 1.71.2035 Obbink
1996 or ‘to be conscious of one’s own achievements’, Polystr. De contempt. xvit 6 Indelli; cf. Philod.

6
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a plural form of the participle is used), of cuvel8éTes may be used abso-
lutely, without a specification, only in the legal sense of ‘witnesses’. Hence,
in our passage this word must be connected closely with TpéypaTa: oi
ouvel8oTes are the men who have noticed or comprehended these things
and are not to be understood as special group of ‘experts’ or ‘sages’ in a
generic sense, as has been suggested by some scholars.

It is necessary, further, to take into account that the usual meaning of
ouvopdw is ‘to notice’, ‘to consider’ or ‘to comprehend’,”” not ‘to look
at’ or ‘to see’ in a literal sense. Epicurus consequently has in view neither
things which were not seen previously,°® nor things which are in principle
imperceptible,(’7 but rather those which could not be comprehended by
all members of the tribe as easily as ordinary physical objects could.®®
The persons who introduced them should have possessed some specific
experience unavailable for their comrades (they could also possess some
specific abilities of memorising it as Hermarchus’ story about pre-rational
‘fine natures’ presupposes).

There are things which, on Epicurus’ view, are comprehended by the
senses, but which at the same time can only be grasped with difficulty.
Examples of such things are ‘motion’, ‘rest’ and ‘time’ on the one hand
and ‘liberty’ and ‘slavery’ on the other. Epicurus and his followers treated
entities of this kind as T& cuptrT@paTa, accidental properties of physi-
cal bodies.”” Epicurus warns his pupils against treating these qualities as

Rbhet. vol. 1. p. 141.15 Sudhaus (1892) = Rbez. lib. 11, PHerc. 1672, XXxv 15 p. 263 Longo Auricchio
1977 (cuvoiBaciv auTtols uebddous); (2) the technical sense ‘to be a witness’ (Philod. Rbet. vol. 1.
p- 260.6 Sudhaus 1892); (3) it occurs in Hermarchus [see previous note], where it probably implies
direct acquaintance with the things in question, as in Plato’s passages cited above in this note.

E.g. Pl. Phaedr. 254d; Lg. 965b etc. Epicurus uses the present in the sense ‘to consider’ Ep. Hdk. 38.
p. 5.12 5 63. p. 19.15 Us.; the aorist has the meaning ‘to comprehend” or to ‘understand’, Ep. Pyzth.
99. p. 44.2 Us.; Naz. xxvii 8 v Sedley 1973; sometimes the present can also have the latter meaning
(Ep. Pyth. 116. p. 55.7 Us.; Nat. xxviut 13 111 inf.; x1 sup. Sedley 1973).

Giussani 1896: 1, 276 rightly translates ‘cose ignote, almeno da principio, alla generalita dei parlanti
quella lingua’, but then wrongly identifies them with imported things (these hardly could be called
in Greek o cuvopwpeva TPy paTa).

It was the opinion of Apelt 1955: 258 (‘manche nicht durch das Auge wahrgenommene Dinge’),
Dahlmann 1928: 11 (‘res quae non videntur, . . . abstracta’); Cole 1990: 62; A. Manuwald 1972: 92 .
2; Sedley 1973: 18. Philippson 1929: 6667, after having pointed out rightly that cuvopdw usually
denotes intellectual activity, then returns strangely to understanding these things as those which are
not perceived by senses, but can be comprehended only by reason, such as atoms and space. However,
the things which cannot be seen in principle are called &oparra, Ep. Hdt. 59. p. 17.20 Us. et al.
The only example I was able to find for the expression oU cuvopwpevos is Plut. Pyrrh. 28.4; its
meaning here is ‘being not noticed (at the given moment)’.

Accidental properties are discussed in Ep. Hdt. 70-1. Epicurus himself adduces only ‘time’ as an
example, which is a property of specific kind (ibid. 73). The other ones are known from Demetrius
of Laconia: ‘motion’, ‘rest’, ‘day’, and ‘night’ (S.E. M. 10.219—24), and Lucretius, 1.456: libertas,
bellum, concordia; on this doctrine see Sedley 1988.
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unseen and incorporeal (Ep. Hdt. 70), and, according to him, they are
comprehended primarily through the senses (ibid. 71. p. 24.10-11 Us.);
presumably, however, inductive reasoning had to play some role at the
stage in which the concepts of these qualities were formed. It is possible
that Epicureans regarded ‘justice’ as one such entity: it was not apprehended
from the beginning, buta rudimentary understanding of itappeared already
at the natural stage of human development, and the concept of justice
achieved its final formation in the following rational stage.” Epicurus could
suppose that the natural utterance for ‘justice’ appeared already at the pre-
rational stage and then was modified after the rational comprehension of
this concept.”

It is significant that just for grasping accidental properties Epicurus
stresses the relevance of the linguistic aspect: he recommends that one
follow common usage in order to understand the essence of them
(Ep. Hdr. 70). More specifically, in the case of ‘time’, which is obviously the
most complicated among them,”* he states (Ep. Hdt. 72—3 = LS 7B6), that
this concept cannot be inquired into by referring it to mentally observed
prolepseis (rpoAtpeis) like other concepts (namely by concentrating on the
‘first meaning’ of the relevant word, as is explained in Ep. Hdt. 37-8). Epi-
curus warns against attempts to find another, allegedly more appropriate
word for it, or to define it through some seemingly similar essence. It follows
that linguistic usage cannot be as helpful this time as it is in the cases when
the current word has, according to Epicurus, obvious reference. However,
once again Epicurus states that common usage is important, although in
a somewhat different way. Epicurus recommends analogical consideration
of the evident occurrences in accordance with which such expressions as

79 According to Hermarchus, the utility of mutual non-violence, which corresponds to the philosophical
concept of justice (Epicurus, Senz. 31-8), was noticed by of xapiéoTaTor as the result of the primitive
experience called oio@nois (Porph. De abst. 1.10.4 = LS 22N4) and was preserved by ‘irrational
memory’, &Aoyos pvrun (1.10.4 = LS 22N3). At the second stage outstanding people comprehend
justice rationally, and create laws, following the same principle of justice (Porph. ibid.). Long 1971:
120, relying on the fact that justice is according to Epicurus a prolepsis (Sent. 38) and as such must
have a sensory origin, suggests plausibly that it is comprehended ‘by repeated sense-experience of
certain kinds of acts’, which corresponds to the process as it is represented by Hermarchus.
This suggestion concerning the linguistic aspect of justice is no more than hypothesis. I can only
point out that the first compacts between primitive humans are accompanied by attempts to express
the concept of justice by gesture and emotive sounds (Lucr. 5.1019—23, see below section 8). Cole
1990: 73 n. 7 suggested that in Epicurus’ Senz. 31 oUpBoAov must be taken as ‘word’, not as ‘covenant’,
which could imply that 16 Tfis pUoews Sikatov is the rationally created designation for a concept
which has a natural origin, but his interpretation is far from certain.
7> “Time’ is called by Epicurus (Ep. Hdt. 73) 1816v 1 oUumrtoopa differing from such accidents as ‘day’
and ‘night’, and according to Demetrius of Laconia (S.E. M. 10.224-6), it is an accidental property
of accidental properties (such as ‘day’ and ‘night’) of physical bodies (such as ‘air’), cUpTTRP
oupTrTwpdTwy (ibid. 10.219).

R
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‘short time’, ‘long time’ are pronounced” and grasping by some sort of
induction (¢miAoy1ouds) what is referred to by the word ‘time’ itself:

AAAK pdvov @ oupTrAékopey TO I81ov ToUTO Kal TrapapeTpoUpey, HAAICTX
gmAoyloTéOV. Kal y&p ToUTo 0¥k &odeifews TpoodeiTan &GAXN EmiAoyiouoy,
OT1 TAds fuépats kad TAAS VUET CUUTIAEKOUEY Kad TOTS TOUTWV YEPETIV, COOXUTUS
8¢ kai Tols mdPeor kai Tals &mabeiacus, kai Kivosol kal oTdoeoty, 1816
TL oUpTTwpa Tepl TaiTa TéAY o¥T1dO ToUTO évvoolvTes, kad & xpdvov
dvopddouev.

... But we must merely work out empirically what we associate this peculiarity
with and tend to measure it again. After all, it requires no additional proof but
merely empirical reasoning, to see that with days, nights, and fractions thereof,
and likewise with the presence and absence of feelings, and with motions and rests,
we associate a certain peculiar accident, and that it is, conversely, as belonging to
these things that we conceive that entity itself, in virtue of which we use the word
‘time’. (tr. Long and Sedley)

It means that all people have a clear understanding of what the words
‘long time’ etc. refer to, but that the reference of the word ‘time’ can be
grasped only by some sort of induction and abstraction of some identical
content from various processes in which the entity ‘time’ is involved. Lan-
guage is an unerring guide in discovering such processes. This, I believe,
is a clue to what Epicurus means when describing the origin of words for
the entities called things not taken into consideration (oU cuvopwueva
Tp&yuaTa) and also to the reasons for including them in the epitomised
version of his teaching. The designations for such entities were formed
spontaneously as the people had experience of the processes such as change
of day and night in the case of time. Later on, the rational cognition of
these things was achieved by focusing on the constant content of related
impressions and by choosing the constant phonetic variants that accompa-
nied these impressions (cf. Ptolemy on choosing a single and more concise
expression at the rational stage, instead of the more chaotic way of desig-
nating typical of the natural one, above section 6). It is easy to see what the
motives were for the discussion of the origin of such a word: the absence of
a clear prolepsis of such an entity as time could provoke suspicion that its
designation is a conventional token which has no universally valid concept
underlying it.

73 a¥To TO Evdpynua, ka®’ S TOV TTOAUY ) TOV oAiyov ¥pdvov dvaguvoluey, oUyyevik@ds ToUTo
TepIpépovTes, dvahoyloTéov . . . My interpretation differs from one proposed in Long and Sedley
1987: 1, 34; 37 in taking atd TO évépynua. . . &vahoyioTéov as referring to accidents such as days,
nights and their parts on one hand, and to motions and rest on the other, which are named in the
following part of the passage, not to time itself (cf. Asmis 1984: 33 with n. 35).
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If this interpretation can be accepted, it means that Epicurus had in view
only two stages in the development of language, not three, as some schol-
ars have supposed (the third one being for the words, which designate o0
ouvopwueva TTpdyuaTa). It means also that Epicurus in accordance with
his general principle of cultural development assumed a natural, sponta-
neous origin for those words which have usually been regarded as having
purely rational notions as their reference, and consequently as having to be
situated as far as possible from emotive sounds.

8 BEGINNING OF VOCAL COMMUNICATION: LUCRETIUS
AND AGATHARCHIDES

In this section I shall try to show that the Epicurean theory of the origin
of language implies a more complicated process of evolution than most
scholars usually allow. As mentioned above (section 1, Evidence), Lucretius
devotes the majority of his discussion of the origin of language to the refu-
tation of the doctrine that it originated from a wise inventor (5.1041-90),
and concentrates consequently on the natural origin of words. He mentions
explicitly neither the deliberate improvement of language, which is known
to us from the Lester to Herodotus 76, nor the special category of names
for the ol ouvopdueva TpdypaTa, and at first sight seems to completely
ignore the evolution of language. However, in a passage, which precedes
the polemics just mentioned, Lucretius names two factors in the origin of
language, natura and wtilitas, in a manner that could imply an idea of its
historical development (5.1028-33 = LS 1981):

At varios linguae sonitus natura subegit

mittere et utilitas expressit nomina rerum

non alia longe ratione atque ipsa videtur
protrahere ad gestum pueros infantia linguae,

cum facit ut digito quae sint praesentia monstrent.
sentit enim vis quisque suas quod possit abuti.

It was nature that compelled the utterance of the various noises of tongue, and
usefulness forced the pronunciation of the names of things. It was rather in the
way that children’s inarticulacy itself seems to impel them to use gestures, when
it causes them to point out with a finger what things are present. For everyone
can feel the extent to which he can use his powers. (tr. Long and Sedley with
modifications)

It is prima facie tempting to identify the words varios linguae sonitus
natura subegit mittere with the first spontaneous stage of origin of words,
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and wtilitas expressit nomina rerum with the second, rational stage from
the Letter to Herodorus. This interpretation was attempted by Giussani. As
has been mentioned above, Giussani understood this second stage as the
assignment to objects, by way of conventional agreement, of sounds which
were previously related only to emotions. This interpretation of the rational
stage as conventional is wrong, but it is more important in the present
context that on this interpretation Giussani could refer the analogy to the
gestures of children only to the first part of the mysterious formulation,
varios linguae sonitus natura subegit mittere.”*

This interpretation entails at least two difficulties: first, why did Lucretius
illustrate the spontaneous sounds of the first people by children’s gestures,
not by their sounds? Giussani recognised this contradiction and tried to
explain it by another hypothesis: that Epicurus did not distinguish clearly
between the spontaneous emission of sounds and an instinctive intention
to signify. This might be true so far as concerns the theory of Epicurus,
but it does not explain why Lucretius chose gestures and did not mention
sounds, if the sounds had from the beginning not only emotive, but also
semantic value. The second difficulty of Giussani’s interpretation is that
there is nothing in Lucretius’ text which could be understood as related to
the second stage: neither the instinctive gestures of the child, nor the sounds
of animals (5.1056—90) can be taken as the explanation of the rational stage,
no matter how one interprets this latter.

Giussani’s attempt to find in Lucretius the rational stage of Epicurus’ the-
ory was refuted by Dahlmann, who at the same time argued convincingly
against the interpretation of this stage itself as a conventional imposition of
names (see above).”” Dahlmann related both parts of Lucretius’ formulation
to the natural stage: the spontaneous sounds of the earth-born men served
from the beginning not only as expression of emotions, but also as designa-
tions of objects. He rightly pointed out that the child’s gestures are not an
appropriate analogue for the natural origin of sounds, and inferred that the
analogy is related not to 5.1028, but to both verses 1028—9.7° Thus, under
the influence of both narura and utilitas the first, earth-born humans began
to use sounds for signifying things. This interpretation seems to be plausi-
ble, if we take into account Lucr. 5.1028—40 only. It is easy to imagine that,

74 Giussani 1896: 1, 280—2.

75 Dahlmann 1928: 16-17. Dahlmann’s dissertation apparently remained unknown to Bailey (see above
n. 21).

76 Dahlmann 1928: 17: ‘pueri gestu res praesentes significant utilitate ducti, sicut primi homines, quibus
Jacultas varios linguae sonitus emittends data erat, rves pro vario sensu varia voce notare impellebantur’.
Dahlmann’s interpretation was accepted by Spoerri 1959: 135—6; Offermann 1972: 153—4; R. Miiller
1974: 99 n. 228.
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according to Lucretius, the emotive sounds of every individual, improving
together with the development of his speech organ, take on naturally the
signifying function which was first performed by the human hand. It would
mean that Lucretius distinguishes, at least in individual development, the
emotive and signifying functions of sounds.

It must, however, be noted that the passage 5.1028—40, even taken by
itself, suggests a more definite distinction between two functions of human
sounds, expression and signifying, than Dahlmann admits.”” Even if we
accept the simultaneous origin of both functions, Lucretius’ formulation
still implies that there were two processes at work — spontaneous reaction
to objects, which cannot be called useful by itself, and the at least partially
intentional signifying of objects, which certainly fulfils human need, and
cannot be uncontrolled in the way that emotive sounds are.”

It seems further that Lucretius’ formulation and the following analo-
gies concern primarily not the development of sounds (e.g. their semantic
value or the level of their articulation), but rather the development of the
signifying function. For the human child is depicted not as screaming,
but as using gestures, in contrast to the young of animals in the ensuing
examples adduced by Lucretius, who use the same organs as the adults
of each species. In other words, Lucretius may imply a semantic and/or
articulatory difference between sonitus linguae and nomina rerum, but what
concerns him is the change from gesture to sound as means of signifying,
and he obviously admits that the sounds of a newborn child do not have
this signifying function.

These considerations could be harmonised with Dahlmann’s suggestion,
in the form that Lucretius drew the distinction between emotive and signi-
fying functions of human sounds, and assumed ontogenetic development
from spontaneous utterances into the conscious use of sounds for desig-
nating objects. In this case, the first generation of humans to appear on
the earth already went through the same development, which is typical for
contemporary individuals too.

77 It is not clear from Dahlmann’s argument against Giussani whether he admitted at least the onto-
genetic development from emotive to signifying sounds.

78 Tt can be seen both from the words of Dahlmann cited in n. 76, which paraphrase Lucr. 5.1058, and
from his preceding comments on this verse (p. 16), that he was misled by Lucretius’ expression pro
vario sensu varia res voce notarent (cf. 5.1090), which he understood as implying both the influence
of objects, causing emotions, and the simultaneous signifying of them. But nothing in the series
of analogies of animal cries implies that their sounds were provoked by wzilizas, and, accordingly,
Lucretius means that the emotive sounds of humans were uttered without any sense of utility, in
the same way as Epicurus represents the first stage in Ep. Hdt. 75. Hence, notare means here not ‘to
signify’, or ‘to designate’ things, but rather ‘to mark’ them, i.e. ‘to utter a certain combination of
sounds as a reaction to a certain object’, a process, which must be distinguished from the conscious
signifying of the same objects (cf. above n. 32).
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There are, however, important reasons to hold that both Giussani’s and
Dahlmann’s interpretations are wrong: Lucretius’ formulation does involve
an evolution of language, but a different aspect of this evolution in com-
parison with the two stages, natural and rational, mentioned by Epicurus.
Thus, according to Bailey, Lucretius refers in his words wzilitas expressit
nomina rerum not to the rational stage of Ep. Hdt. 76, when according to
Bailey purely emotive sounds were deliberately assigned to things, but to
some intermediate stage, not mentioned in Epicurus’ letter. Bailey repre-
sented this intermediate stage as ‘the forming and assigning of names to
things’. It was still a natural process, as the first reactions of voices were, ‘but
accompanied by a sense of the advantage (uzilitas) of such distinctions’.””
This interpretation was developed in the right direction by Cole, Sedley
and Schrijvers, who used the analogy of the child’s gestures as pointing
to the beginning of vocal communication, thus rightly supposing that the
main difference between the sonitus linguae and nomina rerum lies not in
their relation to objects, but in their func:tioning.80

The difficulties of interpreting how vocal communication was achieved
will be discussed later. It must first be stressed that another passage of
Lucretius supports the hypothesis that in 5.1028—9 the historical evolution
of the functions of human sounds is meant. It is the passage in which the
establishment of compacts between primitive people is represented (5.1019—
23 = LS 22K2):

tunc et amicitiem coeperunt iungere aventes
finitimi inter se nec laedere nec violari,

et pueros commendarunt muliebreque saeclum,
vocibus et gestu cum balbe significarent
imbecillorum esse aequum misererier omnis.

Then too neighbours began to form friendships, eager not to harm one another and
not to be harmed; and they gained protection for children and for the female sex,
when with babyish noises and gestures they indicated that it is right for everyone

to pity the weak. (tr. Long and Sedley)

79 Bailey 1947: 111, 1490, cf. 1491 ad 1028-9. I shall return later to Bailey’s explanation of how this
intermediate stage began. Bailey thought that Lucretius illustrates the spontaneous sounds of the
first humans by ‘the elementary cries of the baby’ (not mentioned by Lucretius), and the latter by the
attempts of animal young to use their limbs before they are completely developed; the intermediate
assignment of words to things is illustrated, in Bailey’s view, by the cries of animals (5.1056-90). It
was a residuum of Giussani’s interpretation, as well as his own understanding of the intermediate
stage as ‘forming of names’ (under the influence of Diodorus’ theory, which Bailey regarded as
Epicurean) that prevented Bailey from seeing that the analogies must work exactly the other way
round.

89 Cole 1990: 61 and n. 3; Sedley 1973: 18 with n. 91; Schrijvers 1974: esp. 3406 and 353-62.
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As this passage proves, while early men were establishing compacts
about ‘amicities’ and non-violation of each other’s wives and children®
they still used unarticulated sounds (balbe) and gestures. Attempts to
suppress the literal meaning of balbe or to make children the subject of
unarticulated speaking by some scholars have been unsatisfactory:** the
passage certainly demonstrates that the Epicurean theory acknowledges
a stage at which sounds were not sufficiently articulated, and gestures
were used if not as the sole, then as at least the most important means of
communication.®

It is less clear what the immediate cause of the following development
was. But, quite unexpectedly, we possess an interesting narrative of the
Alexandrian ethnographic writer Agatharchides (second century Bc), pre-
served in two versions (D.S. 3.18.6; Phot. Bibl. Cod. 250.450a41-b11 Henry),
which shows a remarkable similarity to Lucr. 5.1019-23. Agatharchides
describes the primitive people Iehthuophagoi, an example of extreme insen-
sibility, who unlike the first men described by Lucretius stay calm when
their wives and children are killed. Agatharchides emphasises in the same
context that due to their lack of passions, the Ichthuophagoi possess only
unarticulated sounds and gestures:

(Phot.)
BBev . . . &y vopilw pnde XapokThpa elyvwoTov Exelv auTous, é0ioudd &¢
[ked]®* veUport, fixols Te kad PPN TIKT) SNACEL S101KETY TTAvTa TTPOS TOV Biov.

81 The doctrinal implications of the causes of the first compacts as represented by Lucretius, who has
often been regarded by scholars as unorthodox in this passage, were discussed recently by Algra
1997.

I mean the strange idea of Giussani and Bailey in their commentaries ad loc. that the subject of
significarent is not finitimi, but pueri, as well as the proposal of G. Miiller 1975: 279 n. 2 to change
(following Sauppe) pueros to pueri and thus to transform pueri muliebreque saeclum into the subject
of commendarunt and significarent. But the transmitted text is in good order. For commendare
in the sense ‘to commend to the care of somebody’ see Lucr. 5.860-1. The doubts concerning
the picture of ordinary men using gestures and unarticulated sounds, which probably stimulated
these artificial interpretations of the passage, are unfounded; cf. also Konstan 1973: 44—5, who
rightly rejects the attempts of Spoerri 1959: 136f., 218 (“Zusitze zu S. 137 Anm. 17') to deny that the
Epicurean theory assumed the stage of unarticulated (or, more correctly, of insufficiently articulated)
sounds.

Philippson 1929: 675 probably had in view Lucr. 5.1022, when he assumed that the initial com-
binations of sounds were according to the Epicurean theory unarticulated and meaningless (as in
D.S. 1.8.3), and that at the later stage ‘they became sound-gestures (Lautgeberde), pointing together
with body-gestures (Kérpergeberde) to objects’. The Lucretius passage means, however, only that
insufficiently articulated sounds, which were, as I argued before, from the start related to objects,
accompanied the signifying gestures at the first stage. It is not clear, whether these sounds were used
already at this stage to signify objects together with gestures or were only an emotive concomitant
of them. I prefer the latter interpretation (see below).

84 It seems that kod must be deleted.

8
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I suppose that it is for this reason [i.e. due to their insensibility] they do not have
easily understandable speech, but in accordance with acquired habit they furnish
to themselves everything that is needful with the help of gestures of the head,
unarticulated sounds and imitative representation.

(Diod.)

810 ko ooy aTOUs S1aAEK T PV un) Xphiobat, piunTikf) 8¢ SnAcoel S1dTdY
XELPGOV Sloonuaively EkaoTa TV Tpos THvX peiav &unkovTwv.

They say that it is for this reason that they do not have articulated speech, but
point out each of the things they need by means of imitative representation with

the help of hands.

Agatharchides, as other passages of his testify, was well acquainted
with Epicurean doctrines,” although he surely cannot be considered an
Epicurean. The close resemblance of the passage to Lucr. 5.1019—23, which
as far as I know has not been noticed, suggests a common Epicurean prove-
nance for both pieces. The Agatharchides passage confirms, (a) thatin Lucr.
5.1022 balbe characterises ordinary men, not children; (b) that this word
implies poorly articulated sounds.

Hence, according to the doctrine which was known both to Lucretius
and to Agatharchides and was probably the doctrine of Epicurus him-
self, the sounds of primitive men were not sufficiently articulated.*® This
means, that, although the Epicurean theory assumes that from the begin-
ning the sounds corresponded to certain objects, and, hence, were partially
articulated (see section 5 above), they were nevertheless not articulated suf-
ficiently, and for this reason gestures were used for communication at that
stage.

The unarticulated sounds mentioned by Lucretiusand Agatharchides can
be interpreted either as an emotive concomitant of ‘gesture speech’, which
has no communicative function, or as a rudimentary means of communica-
tion, needing the help of gestures due to their insufficient articulation. The
first possibility implies that at some stage in the development of mankind

85 Compare the statement (D.S. 3.18.2) that the Iehthuophagoi like their severe mode of life, for they
regard the removal of pain as itself happiness, with Epicurus, Senz. 3. Also the formulation of the
wonderful compacts between another tribe of Ichthuophagoi and seals (Phot. Bibl. Cod. 250, 450b12—~
15), is close to Sent. 31, 33 and Lucr. 5.1020, but in contrast to Epicurus’ thought these compacts
are opposed to normal human relations. In this tribe the people and seals defend each other’s wives
and children (D.S. 3.18.7). According to Epicurus, such relations are limited to human beings,
and only to those who are able to maintain them (Sexz. 32); on this debatable point see Verlinsky
1996: esp. 134—s. I suppose that Agatharchides is parodying Epicurean ideas, presumably pointing to
occurrences which contradict the generalities of cultural development assumed by Epicurus, rather
than that we may call him an Epicurean with Leopoldi 1892: 58.

8 The unarticulated sounds of another tribe of Ichthuophagoi are mentioned by Agatharchides in
D.S. 3.17.1, 3.
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human sounds took over the signifying function accomplished previously
by gestures. The latter variant would mean that in the Epicurean theory
there was no sharp contrast between the emotive and signifying functions
of sounds, but that rather it was assumed that speech developed gradually
from the use of both sounds and gestures into the use of sounds as the main
means of communication. The former variant seems to be more plausible in
view of Lucretius 5.1028—9, where children’s gestures imply that the initial
sounds are not signifying (see above).

The Lucretius and Agatharchides passages may further imply that the
Epicureans did not represent the first humans as crying out constantly
by reacting to any object they saw. Rather, as can be inferred also from
the account of animals’ sounds in Lucr. 5.1056—90, it was specific situations
involving strong emotions that could stimulate the utterance of sounds des-
tined to enter the language.®” We have no evidence whether the Epicureans
took into account the difference between purely spontaneous utterance
and partially intentional sounds used, for example, to attract attention.
At least, none of the animal sounds adduced by Lucretius implies a signal
to members of the same species. Rather, the traditional contrast between
emotive sounds and sounds referring to things played the fundamental role.
The meaning of Lucr. 5.1019—23 could thus be that those emotive sounds
(related all along to objects, but still not used for signifying them) which
were insufficiently articulated, were used to accompany gestures, as is typ-
ical of the deaf, and that this, due to the initial correspondence of specific
sounds to specific objects, suggested to them the further use of sounds in
the same role as was already being served by gesture.

But — and this is especially important — the comparison of the passages
of Lucretius and Agatharchides suggests an answer to the question, of what
was according to Epicurus the main cause for the transformation of sounds
into the primary tool of signification. The contrast between the primitive
people of Lucretius and the Ichthuophagoi of Agatharchides shows that it
was emotional development that influenced the linguistic development of
the former and the linguistic backwardness of the latter. Hence, according
to the Epicureans it is the growth in the variability of emotions that is
the primary cause of the development of human language. Taking into
account Epicurus’ idea that there is a close relation between emotion and
sound, it is plausible to suppose that according to him the development
of emotions automatically causes the improvement of vocal articulation.

87 Otherwise it would be difficult for the Epicureans to explain why we do not observe humans at
every moment creating their vocabulary spontaneously, thanks to external influences, but instead
they have to learn the local language.
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It is also evident that the same lack of emotional development makes the
Ichthuophagoi indifferent to the fortunes of their wives and children.

On the other side, as we know from Lucretius, the softening of men
due to the growth of civilisation (Lucr. 5.1014) made them more emo-
tional and led to compacts protecting their wives and children. At the same
time Lucretius represents primitive people as still using both gestures and
sounds comparable to the Ichthuophagoi. We may suppose that in some
moment of subsequent development sounds, which had already become
finely articulated, were transformed into a means of reference to objects,
thus replacing gestures, which had previously been used for this purpose.
This development had to take place according to the Epicureans at the stage
following the compacts between the softened humans. Agatharchides may
in his usual manner be answering the Epicurean theory, with his paradox-
ical depiction of people whose arrested emotional development prevented
them from attaining normal speech.

9 THE MOVING FORCES OF ACQUIRING SPEECH:
INSTINCT OR EXPERIENCE?

It is time to return to Lucr. 5.1028—40. We have seen that Dahlmann’s sug-
gestion, that the first humans from the beginning possessed the developed
ability both to utter emotive sounds and to use them as names for signify-
ing things, is wrong.gx It is necessary to assume that, contrary to its prima
facie significance, the child’s gesture somehow explains not the ontogenetic
development of human functions, but the transformation from signifying
gesture to signifying sound in the course of mankind’s historical devel-
opment. It can be explicated (in combination with Lucr. 5.1019—23 and
Agatharchides’ passage) as follows: when the sounds of humans became,
due to the softening of their nature, articulated enough, it was the inborn
ability to signify things which made it possible to use sounds instead of
gestures for signifying.*” It is also clear now that the sonitus linguae and the

88 Of course, even in this case one could suspect that the analogy to children points only to the inborn
ability of humans to signify in general, both by gesture and sounds, and not to the evolution of
language, implied in Lucr. 5.1019—23. But in this case the analogy leaves unexplained how the decisive
point in the development took place, namely how the sonitus became nomina rerum, although the
manner of expression Lucretius uses (utilitas expressit nomina) implies such an explanation.

8 There has been discussion among scholars as to whether the analogy to children’s gestures refers
to 5.1028, or to 5.1029, or to both. It is evident that it does not elucidate the spontaneous origin
of sounds, but it can be taken as explaining how the designation of things could begin if these
spontaneous sounds are developed enough (the variability of the sounds of animals represented at
5.1056—90 illustrates directly the higher degree of variability of human sounds, which makes them
appropriate to designate objects, see above). In the programme of book 5 the beginning of language
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nomina rerum differ not only in respect of their functions, but also in respect
of their degree of articulation, although the development of articulation is
not the aspect Lucretius tries to explain by the analogies.

Now let us return to a difficulty already mentioned above: how is it pos-
sible to harmonise the idea of the evolution, in which the factor of utilitas
played the decisive role, with the instinctive gestures of the child, which are
used as an analogue of this development? Scholars have assumed that the
expression wutilitas expressit implies some sort of experience, more precisely
an observation that sounds possess features which could be useful, and
the ensuing conscious use of sounds for communication.”® Such an inter-
pretation, however, contradicts the analogy with the gestures of the child,
which implies that the emergence of the signifying function of sounds can
be explained not by observation and experience, even of the most primi-
tive kind, but rather by instinct and external compulsion. Both expressions
protrabere ad gestum and facit ut digito monstrent with infantia linguae as
subject are in favour of such an understanding. Moreover, in view of these
reasons the sentence utilitas expressit nomina rerum can be interpreted also
as characterising a process of compulsion:”" it is the instinctive feeling of
utility, or, in other words, the need to communicate that compelled them
to use sounds for designating things, as it compels the child to designate
things with his gestures.”*

is described in a formulation close to 5.1028-9 as follows (5.71-2): quove modo genus humanum
variante loquella | coeperit inter se vesci per nomina rerum. The subject is thus the explanation of how
verbal communication started, which is the same as the beginning of designating things explained
at 5.1028—9.
Bailey 1947: 111, 1491, ad 5.1029: ‘people noticed the similarity of involuntary utterances in similar
situations, and having realised the utility of this constant relation began to assign definite sounds
to definite objects’. Cole 1990: 61 with n. 3: ‘whereas nature compelled men to associate certain
sounds with certain objects, the idea of using these sounds for communication came only when men
perceived that their sounds were understood by others, i.e. useful’. Sedley 1973: 18 with n. 91: ‘Men
utter sounds instinctively in reaction to objects and feelings, and, noticing that they have one sound
to correspond with each object or feeling, they find it useful to employ the sounds as labels.’

Contrary to the neutral understanding of exprimo in this passage in the sense ‘express’, ‘create’,

typical of Giussani, Bailey and many other scholars, it is preferable to understand the verb here

nearer to its literal sense ‘to squeeze out’ (H. Oellacher so cites this passage in TLL, s.v. exprimo,

col. 1786; for ‘compulsory’ meaning of exprimo in Lucretius cf. 5.487, 1098). In Lucr. 4.549-50

voces . . . exprimimus is the physiological process of ‘pressing out’ the sounds (cf. other examples of

exprimo for forcible uttering TLL, s.v. exprimo, col. 178s), cf. Schrijvers 1974: 354, who rightly stresses
the coercive connotations of protrahere and exprimere, but attempts to accommodate these notions
to the trial-and-error process of acquiring language which he supposes (see below).

92 Schrijvers 1974: 342—4 argues that uilitas usually does not mean ‘need’, but only ‘usefulness’, which
is right, and infers that it must point to some sort of empirical process, which he tries to harmonise
with the notion of instinctiveness implied by exprimere. 1 suspect that the inference is incorrect.
It seems rather that wzilitas as subject implies no definite cognitive process of recognising what is
useful, but only the utilitarian character of action itself (cf. Cic. Fam. 1.8.2: ut me pietas utilitasque
cogit).

o
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As far as I can see there is no evidence that the mentioning of wzilitas
implies necessarily for Epicureans recognition of the usefulness of something,.
Thus Bailey, arguing that ‘uzilitas in Lucretius always has the sense of a
recognised adaptation to an end, not however, in a teleological sense’,”?
refers to two passages, 4.853 and 5.1047. It is convenient to start from the
latter. The passage is a part of the argument against the thesis that there
was an inventor of language (5.1046—9 = LS 19B4):

praeterea si non alii quoque vocibus usi

inter se fuerant, unde insita notities est
utilitatis et unde data est huic prima potestas,
quid vellet facere ut sciret animoque videret?

Besides, if others had not already used sounds to each other, how did he get the
preconception of their usefulness implanted in him? How did he get the initial
capacity to know and see with his mind what he wanted to do? (tr. Long and

Sedley)

It was thus impossible according to Lucretius to foresee this usefulness
before verbal communication existed. It follows that either this communi-
cation existed from the beginning, or it appeared at some stage of develop-
ment without an empirical recognition of its usefulness. It has been argued
above that the Epicureans did not accept the former possibility, and it is
reasonable to assume that they preferred the latter. But, in any case, the
argument concerns only notities utilitatis, and the passage does not prove
that uzilitas itself points necessarily to the recognising of something as useful
a posteriori.

The second passage comes from Lucretius’ polemic against the idea that
limbs and organs were created (by an alleged creator of the world) for the
sake of the functions they perform. He argues from the non-existence of
the function before the organ existed, and from the standard Epicurean
argument of the impossibility of foreseeing the usefulness of something
which does not yet exist (4.853—5 = LS 13E4):

illa quidem seorsum sunt omnia quae prius ipsa
nata dedere suae post notitiam utilitatis.
quo genere in primis sensus et membra videmus.

Quite different from these [i.e. from the artefacts that were devised for the sake of
their use] are all the things which were first actually engendered and gave rise to
the preconception of their usefulness subsequently. Primary in this class are, as we
can see, the senses and the limbs. (tr. Long and Sedley)

93 Bailey 1947: 111, 1491.
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Lucretius certainly means that the appearance of function precedes the
recognition of its usefulness. But again it is notities utilitatis, not utilitas
itself, thatis involved in the polemic. It is an argument against the possibility
of creating an organ before it has been used, parallel to the argument against
an inventor of language. It does not explain what the phrase uzilitas expressit
nomina rerum could properly mean, and does not preclude coercion by this
force, as implied by the analogies I have adduced.

But even the scholars who accept the compulsory character of the action
of utilitas in this passage and who assume at the same time the interpretation
of 5.1029 as referring to the second stage of the evolution of language try to
weaken this coercive sense in their interpretation of the process implied by
the phrase utilitas expressit nomina rerum. Thus, G. Pfligersdorffer suggested
that the compulsory action of utility influences the process of naming in a
general sense, and that naming itself is an empirical ‘sorting’ of appropriate
and inappropriate words.”* This is easily refuted by the fact that neither the
gestures of the human child, nor the activities of young animals compared
with gestures, can serve as even a remote analogue to this hypothetical
process, not to mention that selection itself is hardly compatible with the
Epicurean principle of the natural relation of words to objects.

More interesting is the attempt of Schrijvers, who examines in detail
the analogies Lucretius uses, and warns especially against their possible
teleological interpretation. Agreeing with him in some points,” I disagree,
however, as far as it concerns his interpretation of Lucretius™ analogies as
pointing to an empirical process of acquiring abilities. Schrijvers supposes
that Lucretius has in view an empirical realisation by the first humans of the
utility of their vocal organs, and a resulting development from involuntary
vocal reflexes to the conscious use of the organs of speech for signifying
objects.”® One of the crucial problems is the meaning of sentit. Schrijvers
argues that the only possibility for saving the doctrine which underlies
Lucretius’ reasoning from the taint of teleology is to take it not as the
immediate feeling of how organs and limbs function, but as the gradual
recognition of this by trial and error. It must be conceded that the word
sensus is ambiguous, and that it can designate not only instinctive feeling

94 Pfligersdorffer 1988: 140-3.

95 Schrijvers 1974: 343—6: it is plausible to interpret with him the action of u#ilitas as referring to the
previous episode of the formation of compact (it was the useful purpose of communicating with each
other that impelled humans to develop their speech faculty), not as a hint at some observation of
correlation between sounds and things, which is not mentioned in Lucretius. It is right, furthermore,
that the development of young animals, as represented by Lucretius, implies the acquisition of usefi/
reactions, presumably under the influence of some challenge, and thus throws light both on the action
of utilitas on the gesture of a human child in its ontogenetic development and on the attempts of
humans to communicate by sounds in the course of historical evolution.

96 Schrijvers 1974: 347; 354-9.
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but also consciousness of empirical fact — for example, in Hermarchus, con-
sciousness of the usefulness of mutual violence at the primitive, ‘natural’
stage of the development of culture (see above). It is doubtful, however,
whether sentit is an appropriate verb for the gradual process of recognition.
Further, it must be stressed again that neither the gestures of a child nor
the activities of young animals imply the use of trial and error in the acqui-
sition of these abilities, as Schrijvers suggested. Lucretius on the contrary
insists that understanding of how to use the organ appropriate for a specific
function arises without any cognitive process, even before the organ itself
has been developed completely.

We possess a very close parallel to Lucretius’ reasoning in the passage
from Galen’s De usu partium (1.3, m1. 6 K. = 1. p. 4.13—5.5 Helmreich),
in the context of a teleological argument for the doctrine that the soul
determines the functioning of the parts of the body, not vice versa. Galen
adduces examples of the development of functions in animal kids, almost
identical to Lucretius’, and even his phraseology coincides sometimes with
that of Lucretius. He concludes this section with a formulation virtually
identical to the verse of Lucretius, sentir enim vis quisque suas quod possit
abuti (5.1033).”7 Galen apparently has in view the inborn ability to use the
organs. It is reasonable to suggest that Galen is adapting the Epicurean
doctrine to the needs of the teleological camp. It does not follow, however,
as Schrijvers assumes, that Lucretius uses sensus otherwise than Galen uses
adofnots, implying gradual recognition by trial and error of how to use
these organs.”® The development of abilities in animals was both before and

97 odobnot yap mév (édov &diSaxTov Exel TGOV Te Tfis fauTol Wuyfis Suvduewy kad &V év Tols
uopiots Utrepox v (p. 4.23—5 Helmreich). The parallel supports the reading vis (QO vim AB) . . .
suas (L. Miiller; suam MSS) and the dependence of vis on sentit, as Bailey holds, not on abuti. In
accordance with the restrictive meaning of quoad (Hofmann, Szantyr 1965: 654, cf. Lucr. 5.1213),
accepted after Lambinus by many scholars, as well as its contracted form guod, retained by Diels and
J. Martin (cf. Lucr. 2.248; 850), it is possible to understand this verse as follows: ‘every being feels
how far its powers can be used’, i.e. how far they have been developed. If this is right, the formulation
can throw light on the development of language: the animal young feel that they can already use
the organs and limbs they have, the human child feels that he can use his hand for gestures (but not
his tongue for signifying things), and, last of all, the early humans felt that they could use sounds
for designating objects, as soon as owing to their emotional development their speech organ became
appropriate for this function.

Schrijvers 1974: 361. Even if it is true that Galen’s words Téds o0v éoT1 Suvartov dvan Té& {épa Tpos
TV popiwv S18ax8fjvar T&s X prioels alTédv, dTaw Kai Trpiv EKETVa OXETV, paivn TAL Y1y VEOKOV TS
(p. 5.2—5 Helmreich) imply a polemic against the Epicureans, it would be rash to infer that he found
in the Epicurean texts a direct statement that animals learn their functions from trial-and-error
attempts to use their organs. The Epicurean doctrine of the pre-existence of organs in relation to
their function (see below) would be enough to provoke his objection. It must be noted that X. Cyr.
2.3.9, which is adduced as the locus classicus for the idea of acquisition by both humans and animals
of their proper functions without any teacher, was not teleological reasoning. Pace Schrijvers I see no
difference in emphasis between Lucretius and Galen as regards the development of organs in animal
young. Both point out that they are only beginning to develop.

%
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after Lucretius the standard example of inborn behaviour, and if Lucretius
thought otherwise we would expect him to say so. I suppose rather that
the teleological implications of the immediate recognition by human and
animal young of their functions were not clear for Epicurus, whose doctrine
Lucretius is presumably following.

In the anti-teleological polemics of Lucretius already mentioned (4.823—
42) there are no traces of the idea of the function of organs being gradually
recognised. It is stated there that the functioning of organs and limbs must
pre-exist the grasping of their usefulness, notities utilitatis, by the alleged
creator of the human body, which makes his existence impossible (quae
prius ipsa | nata dedere suae post notitiam wutilitatis, 853—4). It does not,
however, follow, from the sentence just adduced, as Schrijvers admits,”
that the realisation of the usefulness of the organ must also precede its
use. It is extremely unlikely that the Epicureans assumed a period in which
living beings gradually adapted their organs to their uses. The extinction of
those species whose organs were not appropriate to secure survival (Lucr.
5.837—56, 871—7) suggests rather that those beings which were felicitously
constituted were able to use their organs immediately: otherwise they could
not have survived."*

But whereas the evidence for trial-and-error acquisition of functions
in the Epicurean doctrine is weak, we find there instead an indication of
reactions which are acquired without experience and at the same time are
immediately useful, this being the appropriate answer to external challenges
to the Epicurean doctrine. In the same section (4.822—57), Lucretius, while
refuting the idea that the organs and functions of the human body were
created for the purpose of their usefulness, implicitly rejects the analogy

99 Schrijvers 1974: 355; 361.

19° Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 64— suggest that the instinctive awareness of their functions by animals
and children in Lucr. 5.1033—40 can be made compatible with the idea of the pre-existence of the
organ to its function in Lucr. 4.823—57, if we suppose that according to Epicurus ‘the original
members of each species . . . had to learn to use their bodily equipment from scratch, but that
what they learnt was inherited by their descendants, thus becoming part of each species’ nature’. 1
suggest instead that Epicurus tacitly assumes that the awareness of the usefulness of an organ follows
immediately upon the appearance of the animal (after many unfortunate creations) with the organ
that is crucial for surviving: the story about the survival of the fittest animals in Lucr. 5.837-54 might
suggest that Epicurus was not explicit on Aow exactly the first members of each species have learnt
their functions. The significantly later beginning of language and hearing in comparison with the
existence of tongue and ears, 5.838—40 (Lucretius presumably means specifically the hearing and
understanding of language, cf. for a similar idea 5.1055) is presumably a specific case (the verses
imply that vocal communication is a relatively late process). It is admittedly not a statement of the
significant temporal space between the origin of an organ and its functioning in principle, but a
way of arguing, in favour of the pre-existence of the organ in comparison with its function, from
the more obvious case (when the temporal distance between the appearance of the organ and the
start of its functioning is large) to the more problematic, such as seeing and other functions (when
this distance is unnoticeable).
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with technical tools which supporters of teleology could use: namely, that
the organs of the body like instruments produced by craftsmen are created
with a view to their usefulness. Lucretius here draws a distinction between
the functions of organs, which cannot exist before the organs are created,
and thus cannot have been foreseen by their hypothetical creator, and
the functions of tools, which existed long before tools are invented. The
important thing here is that Lucretius admits the existence of many skills
which appear without experience and recognition of their usefulness: only
the corresponding products of art can be considered to have been created
for the sake of their use, just because the relevant functions appeared earlier
than these artefacts (4.843—52 = LS 13E3):

At contra conferre manu certamina pugnae
et lacerare artus foedareque membra cruore
ante fuit multo quam lucida tela volarent,

et volnus vitare prius natura coegit

quam daret obiectum parmai laeva per artem.
Scilicet et fessum corpus mandare quieti
multo antiquius est quam lecti mollia strata
et sedare sitim prius est quam pocula natum.
Haec igitur possunt utendi cognita causa
credier, ex usu quae sunt vitaque reperta.

By contrast, fighting our battles with bare hands, mutilating limbs, and staining
bodies with blood, existed long before shining weapons began to fly. Nature com-
pelled men to avoid wounds before the time when, thanks to craftsmanship, the
left arm held up the obstructing shield. Presumably too the practice of resting the
tired body is much more ancient than the spreading of soft beds; and the quenching
of thirst came into being before cups. Hence it is credible that these were devised
for the sake of their use, for they were invented as a result of life’s experiences.
(tr. Long and Sedley)

It is remarkable, and probably no accident, that many of the habits and
skills mentioned here reappear in book s of Lucretius, in the description
of the natural condition of humans which is close to the animal state.”
Hence I suppose that the action of w#ilitas in Lucr. 5.1029 does not differ
greatly from the action of narura in 4.843—s2. It is, however, clear that

U Cf. lacerare artus foederaque membra cruore (4.844) with arma antiqua manus ungues dentesque
Suerunt (5.1283, cf. 5.966—9); fessum corpus mandare quieti (4.848) with saetigerisque pares subus
silvestria membra | nuda dabant terrae nocturno tempore capti,| circum se foliis ac frondibus involventes
(4.970-2); sedare sitim prius est quam pocula natum (4.850) with at sedare sitim fluvii fontesque
vocaban, | ut nunc montibus e magnis decurrus aquai | claricitat late sitientia saecla ferarum (5.945—7).
Contrary to the famous motif of animals as teachers of the first humans (Democr. DK 68 B1s4 =
fr. 559 Luria), which is also known to Lucretius (5.1379-81), here instinctive reactions are implied,
emerging independently in man and animal.
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both processes are different from the action of nature when it compels the
utterance of emotive sounds in 5.1028 (varios linguae sonitus natura subegit
mittere). If we take the gesture of a child as an analogue for the development
of mankind from signifying gesture to signifying sound, this process can
be understood as the obtaining of a new skill prepared by the previous
improvement of articulation, but needing no experience or observation, as
these are not necessary for the pre-technical skills represented in the anti-
teleological passage of Lucretius (4.843—52). It is possible that Epicurus in
his formulation of the principles of cultural evolution (&AA& UTTOANTTTéOV
Kol TV UOTY TTOAAN Kol TTavTola UTTO o TGV TPy M&Twv S18ay bfjvai
Te ki qvaykaobfival, Ep. Hdt. 75) means not only simple compulsory
reactions, such as spontaneous utterances, but also the faculties acquired
due to functions proper to the human physical constitution as responses to
external challenges. These might include the primitive skills mentioned in
the passage just cited, and also the origin of the later and more complicated
ability to signify by sounds.

Consequently, combining Lucr. 5.1028—40 with 5.1019—23, we can under-
stand the evolution of language in Epicurean theory as (1) development of
articulation due to softening of men in the course of cultural growth, and
(2) the transition from gestures to sounds as the means of designating
objects, of which the latter took place at a later stage, but instinctively, as
a realisation of the inborn faculty to signify objects.

It is probable, although not certain, in view of the passages of Agath-
archides and Lucretius, that it was exactly in the forming of compacts for
the security of the weaker that sounds began to be used to signify objects.
In the Lactantius passage (cited in section 2), which represents another
direction of thought according to which the relation of words to objects
had been established only through the act of positing names, a critical sit-
uation is depicted, in which humans, having previously used gestures to
express their thoughts, suddenly found in sounds a new means to fulfil their
needs. If the Epicurean tradition also acknowledged the decisive situation
in which the change took place, it is possible that the further constant
use of sounds for reference was viewed as some sort of social invention.
But it is equally probable that the Epicureans limited themselves to point-
ing out the general conditions, namely the emotional ‘softening’ of early
humans and development in articulation as its consequence, and regarded
the change of the main means of communication as their necessary and
universal consequence.

I mentioned at the beginning those theories that assume the development
of the functions of human sounds, and the role of gestures as predecessors of
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sounds in their signifying function. As Cole rightly emphasised, the typical
explanation of changes in the theories of Diodorus, Vitruvius and Lactan-
tius was a representation of the situation in which an unusual coincidence
of circumstances suggests to people a new skill."* It is, however, impor-
tant, that only in Lucretius do we find an attempt to reflect upon gesture
as an inborn faculty of man, anticipating the special function of sounds
for referring to objects, thus stressing more the general preconditions of
development rather than occasional situations which help to realise latent
abilities.

It may be asked what made Epicurus propose such a complicated devel-
opment of vocal communication. I guess that he wanted to avoid, on the one
hand, assuming that primitive man, solitary as he was,'® already possessed
linguistic communication, and, on the other hand, assigning this ability to
divine or human inventiveness. His decision, as he spells it out, seems to
be in accordance with the general tendency of his theory of cultural devel-
opment to represent the initial phase of development as consisting from as
simple achievements as possible and, consequently, to multiply constitutive
parts of these achievements so as to make the whole process plausible.

IO CONCLUSION

Epicurus’ theory has sometimes been treated as initiating speculation about
the origin of language. According to these scholars, earlier speculation
concerned the relation of names to things, not the origin of words. But in
fact Epicurus develops and elaborates an evolutionist approach to the origin
of language which arose long before him, at least from the middle of the
fifth century Bc. Of course, there was also another tradition of speculating
about the origins of language which began before Epicurus: starting from
the earliest etymological analysis of words, this other approach culminates in
Socrates’ attempt in the Crazylus to represent the development of language
from the sounds which imitate the physical features of the world into
the simplest words, the ezyma of all the other ones, and to the additional
words which could be etymologised. It was often said that the Crazylus is
not about the origin of language. In reality Socrates derives a very specific
theory of its origin from the simplest elements, starting from the premiss of

192 Cole 1990: 60-9.

193 T assume that the primitive phase which precedes cultural development in Lucretius (5.925-1010)
goes back to Epicurus himself. It is the sole stage of stagnation in ancient evolutionary theories, as
far as I know: man is represented as lacking all needs except those which are satisfied by instinctive,
animal-kind reactions, and, consequently, as lacking any need of cultural advantages.
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the existence of extraordinary, philosophically wise name-givers, who have
created language from the beginning with a penetrating view about the
nature of things."”* Understandably, this theory pays no attention to such
questions as what predisposition for language man had or how the ability
of articulation and communication developed. This approach, analytical
with respect to the structure of language and intellectualist with respect to
the moving forces of development, was taken over in the Hellenistic age by
the Stoics.'”

It is evident that Epicurus, inimical to the acceptance of any non-natural
rational agency, human or divine, as a moving force in the development of
civilisation attempted to develop a theory which would have relied more
on inborn abilities and allegedly primitive discoveries.* Consequently, his
theory of the origin of language abandons the analytical approach: language
develops not from its simplest phonetic elements, but immediately from
pre-words, which are further improved as far as concerns their articulation,
exactness of reference, and so on.

It is more difficult to interpret Epicurus’ relation to previous evolutionist
doctrines. T. Cole, to whose penetrating observations I owe much, regards
Epicurus’ theory as an attempt to modify a Democritean conception of the
partially accidental development of culture through trial and error, in which
specific situations which caused inventions played an important role.””
According to Cole, Epicurus transforms the teaching of his predecessor into
a theory of progress necessitated mainly by the features of human nature
itself and by its environment. Epicurus’ theory of the origin of language,
as an important part of his general theory of cultural evolution, turns out
also, according to Cole, to be more mechanistic and less gradualist than
the theory of his predecessor.

It is right that Epicurus assigns more importance than his predecessors
to the general factors in the development of language, such as human
nature and environment. Moreover, it is probable that he was the first to
elaborate them thoroughly. I may add that Epicurus’ account of the first,

104 Tt is irrelevant in this context how seriously this picture is meant as a historical account. See in
favour of Plato’s personal commitment to this hypothesis Sedley 2003 and contra Verlinsky 2003.
195 See Long and Allen in this volume.
196 The fact that Epicurus was more concerned to confront doctrines about wise culture-bringers than
teleological doctrines asserting that man has a fortunate but natural predisposition for cultural
development, would explain, in my view, why his theory contains a latent internal danger — there
is little to prevent someone (as can be seen from the case of Galen) from re-interpreting the inborn
abilities postulated by his doctrine in a teleological vein.
Cole 1990: chs. 4 and 5. Cole relies partially on the fragments of Democritus, but more significantly
on such evidence as doctrines adduced by Diodorus, Vitruvius and Lactantius, which only plausibly
reflect the Democritean tradition.
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natural stage of development only includes successful human reactions
and discoveries, the ones which go on to form the foundations of culture.
This stage lacks any unsuccessful attempts and mistakes, as represented in
Diodorus. This too (see note 106) gives Epicurus’ theory of human nature
a hint of teleology; one could interpret it more teleologically than Epicurus
ever intended. But the analysis in this paper proves that in working out the
different functions of language, in following stages of their development
and in explaining the contemporary level of communication Epicurus’
theory certainly surpasses, from the point of view of gradualism, the entire
preceding evolutionist tradition. There was a general tendency in Epicurus’
theory of the origin of culture to rework the previous tradition about
inventions with a tendency to reduce them to minimal discoveries and
to trace them back to such elementary factors as instinctive reactions and
the simplest possible observations. The origin of language, being the most
difficult case to be accounted for by this theory occupied a place of honour
in Epicurus’ representation of his doctrine.



CHAPTER 4

Lucretius on what language is not

Catherine Atherton

In his Lezter to Herodotus (75f.)," Epicurus offers a strikingly non-teleological
theory of the origin of (spoken) names, the first phase of which (75) is
emphatically and explicitly naturalistic:

In consequence [one must suppose] that names too did not come into being at the
start by imposition, but that the very natures of men, people by people, undergoing
particular experiences and getting particular impressions, expelled in a particular
way the air which was moulded by each experience and impression, according too
to the variation between the peoples produced by the places [they lived in].*

The details are much contested, but the general picture seems to be the
following: in early humans, involuntary vocal responses were produced
indirectly by the external environment, directly by internal psychophysi-
cal states themselves caused by external objects. These vocalisations were
shaped both by the different objects which came to be named by these
vocalisations, and by the physiological and psychophysical idiosyncrasies
of the populations of different regions.” The notion that people may be
differently constituted not only physiologically, but also psychologically,
according to their physical environment, was, of course, a fairly common

The modern literature on this passage is vast, and, as this paper will be concerned rather with
Lucretius’ (version of the) theory than with the (version of the) theory in the Letter or with the
relation between the two, reference will be made as needed to the discussions which have done most
to shape the interpretation offered here, without the usual preliminary summary of the scholarship
as a whole. The summary of Epicurus’ theory in the main text is particularly indebted to Sedley 1973:
18, and to Brunschwig’s ‘Epicurus and the problem of private language’ (Brunschwig 1994: 21-38),
esp. 26-31; (all references are to this paper); cf. also Giussani 1896: 1, 277.

8Bev kol T& dvduaTa £§ &pxTis UM Béoel yevéoban [UroAnTrTéov, supplied from start of 7s; see
n. 8], &AX aUTds Tas PpUoels TGOV dvBpdotrwy Kaf EkaoTa E6vn 181a TaoyoUoas Tén kol 1d1a
AapBavoUcas avTaouaTa idiws TOV &épa EKTTEPTTELY OTEAAOUEVOV U EKAOTWY TEOV TTaddV Kol
TGOV AVTATUATWY, (s &V TTOTE Kai 1) TTap& Tous TOTToUs TV EBvv Siapopd €irn.

That environmental differences are in play is clear from the — much-disputed — clause beginning
‘according too to . . ., the ‘oo (kai)’ being the real bone of contention. It may have genuine
supplementary force; I have assumed it does, following Brunschwig 1994: 27—9, 32, Long and Sedley
1987:11, 98 ad loc., on the grounds that differentiation of intentional states according to differentiation
of their objects, and not just of their owners’ ethnicity, should find a place in the theory. It may,
however, be redundant (as at Ep. Hdk. 72; so Usener 1977: s.v.).

N
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one in antiquity, and not at all a ‘curious idea’, as Bailey describes it (1926:
248, ad Ep. Hdr. 75.8).* In brief, that different things have different names
within languages, and that the same things have different names in differ-
ent languages, are alike explained by differences in both the constitutions
and the environments of different peoples, who come to make up different
language communities.

Epicurus does not say so, but the failure of his account — and of all
other extant Epicurean sources, Lucretius included — to make provision
for any other linguistic features and properties, suggests that what was
intended by the Epicurean theory was an explanation of the origins of
language in general, not of names alone, even though it is names alone
which the evidence explicitly concerns. Only Diogenes of Oenoanda’s
report tells us (probably) that nouns and verbs are included in its scope
(10.3.1f. Smith), and even he does not mention other sorts of word, or even
other sorts of referring expression, and does not explain how syntactic or
grammatical differences, whether formal or functional, came into being.
In what follows I shall accordingly speak indifferently of ‘the origins of
names’ or ‘the origins of language’.’

Lucretius’ account of the origin of names in Book s of the De rerum natura
(1028—90) ought to conform to some Greek original, and David Sedley has
indeed argued (1998a) that, although it is not a model Lucretius follows slav-
ishly, the structure and the contents of the DRN do to a considerable extent
reproduce those of the first fifteen books of Epicurus’ On Nature, this being
the ‘precedent’ for ‘such a combination of cosmology and anthropology

4 The locus classicus is of course the Hippocratic Airs, Waters, Places (Trept &époov U8&Twv TOTWY)
(CMG 1.1, ed. Diller 1934: e.g. c. 4, people who live in cities exposed to cold northerly winds will
have ‘characters more savage than gentle’ (T& Te fifear &y picoTepa 1) iuepcdTePa), while inhabitants
of cities exposed to easterlies will ‘be better in both temperament and intelligence’ (dpy7v Te koi
oUveotv PeATious) (c. 5); c. 24, wherever the land is soft and well watered, in summer the water hot
and in winter cold, there the inhabitants will be ‘slow to take up crafts, and not subtle or sharp’ (¢
Te TAS TEXVas Trayées Kai oU AetrTol oU8 dGtes). See also [Aristotle] Problems 14.1, 14.7fF., 9o9biff.,
esp. 15, 910a26ff. (people who live in hot climates are cleverer (co¢pcotepor)); Polybius 4.20f., and
21.2 for the general principle that climate is the chief cause of ethnic differences in character as well
as in body shape and pigmentation.

5 The interpretation of Diogenes’ onomata and rhemata has been disputed, as has the force of the
expressions ‘sounds’ (¢86yyo1) and ‘soundings out’ (&vadéyEeis) used of them by Diogenes. In
the first pair, some (e.g. Spoerri 1959: 137; Brunschwig 1994: 34) see ‘articulated sounds’ and ‘nouns
and verbs’; others (e.g. Smith 1993: 373) see ‘words and phrases’. In the second, some see (vocal)
sounds (e.g. Chilton 1962: 161, Smith 1993: 373); others (e.g. Casanova 1984) see words (‘parole’).
Interestingly, a later argument in this same passage — that there could not have been kings (?) or
written letters (ypdupara) when there were not even ‘sounds’ (12.4.6-14) — also apparently puts
spoken sounds centre-stage. The parallel passage at 40.1.2 Smith, which Milanese cites (1996: 275),
actually puts a phthongos on the very cusp between a mere cry of pain and a word, for this particular
‘sound’ is the conventional exclamation ofpot, ‘alas’. Such ‘interjections’ are notoriously difficult to
categorise in grammatical and semantic terms: see n. iii. These passages, and their implications for
the limits of Epicurean glossogenesis, will be discussed in Atherton (forthcoming).
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on such a scale’ that Kenney suspects Lucretius never had (1977: 20).
Unfortunately, all that survives of Epicurus’ account of the origins of
names is the summary thereof in the Letter, where Epicurus also discusses
other worlds — known from fr. 82 Usener (= scholiast ad Ep. Hdt. 74)
to have been another topic in book 12. If it did appear in Epicurus’ mag-
num opus, as is plausible, nothing of it is known to survive (cf. Sedley 1998a:
1212, Morford 2002: 122).

Scholarly debate about the extent of Lucretius’ ‘orthodoxy’, in this as
in so many other areas, has long been more lively than conclusive; and as
this paper will not be greatly concerned with identifying either Lucretius’
sources, or his opponents, it will not much worry us if all that can safely
be said is that Lucretius’ account has as its context, as does the Letter, the
story of the emergence of civilisation; and that — again as in Epicurus — its
emphasis is on the naturalness of names to humans, with marked opposition
to the notion of divine or heroic name-givers devising names for language-
less humans in the original stages of linguistic development. The gift of
naming, or of language in general, has to be seen as something at once
unique to us — and ultimately as what makes possible the expression and
transmission of Epicurus’ divine wisdom (e.g. 3.12)° — while nonetheless
failing to constitute a mark of our special status in the overall scheme, or
rather non-scheme, of things.

Whatever book 12 of On Nature may have looked like — and perhaps
greater similarities would have been visible between it and our text — in
comparison with the Letter Lucretius’ account is a very odd fish indeed.
On the one hand, it does not contain a general programmatic statement of
the principle of development which opens Epicurus” anthropology, subse-
quently applied to the emergence of language (cf. Garbo 1936: 248; Bollack
et al. 1971: 236, Brunschwig 1994: 22):

One must, moreover, suppose that nature” too was both instructed and constrained
in many different ways by circumstances/things themselves; and that reason later
elaborated, and added further discoveries/inventions to, what had been passed on

6 Perhaps the repeated allusions to words as the medium for Epicurus’ message are also significant: 5.50,
53, 54 (Epicurus’ sayings/writings; cf. 6.24); 57, 99, 272 (Lucretius’ task); 113 (Lucretius’ ‘oracles’: 110f.,
121). As Taylor 1947: 185 observes, Epicurus’ ‘great truths’ could not have been discovered without
the ‘rise from savagery’ of which the invention of language is so prominent a part. The puzzle is that
Lucretius nowhere says as much.

7 The personification of natura at DRN s5.1028, which continues with wtilitas in 1029 and infantia
linguae in 1031 (cf. Offermann 1972: 153, 155, who also observes the shift to personal subjects in
5.1041ff.), is a feature shared with the Lezter. Lucretius’ preference for the personified zatura more
usually contrasts strikingly with Epicurus’ standard choice of less vivid locutions such as ‘by nature’
(puoer) and ‘it is naturally (the case)’ (répuxe); cf. Sallmann 1962: 281, 232, Manuwald 1980: 29.
Note also Lucretius’ characterisation of nature as ‘maker of things’ (rerum . . . creatrix) (5.1362), itself
of methodological importance: see n. 16 of this chapter.
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to it by [nature], more quickly in some cases [o7: amongst some peoples], in others
more slowly, and in some periods and times . . .*

Nor does it mention — at least explicitly and beyond reasonable doubt —
the later stages of linguistic development, which Epicurus clearly goes on
to describe: a phase when names ‘were imposed communally, people by
people, with a view to their indicatings becoming less ambiguous for each
other, and indicated more concisely’;” and a phase when, it seems (this
portion of the text is uncertain), new terms were introduced for items not
apparent to sense.'® Neither stage appears in Lucretius’ version (cf. e.g.
Bailey 1947: 1488, ad 5.1028—90: Lucretius ‘entirely neglects the later stages
in which words were invented 9éoe1, unless, indeed, we can see a trace of
this idea, as Giussani does (= 1896: 1, 280), in the use of the word utilitas
(“usefulness”) in 5.1029 and 1048’)."

Again, it is true that Lucretius repeatedly uses words connoting variation
(cf. Pigeaud 1984: 131—2), thus applying the familiar Epicurean model of
variation within fixed parameters; similarly, the impossibility of human
name-givers is not (pace Bailey 1947: 111, 1489, ad 5.1028—90) a mere appeal
to ‘common-sense’, but rests implicitly on the principle that no atomic
complex can be unique (2.1070—91).” Yet Lucretius does not expressly
distinguish variation berween human languages from variety within them

8 AN uhv UToAnTrTéov kad THY ¢pUo TOM& Kad TavTola Umd alTév TV Tpaty METev
B18ayffjval Te kad &varykaobijvar: Tov 8¢ Aoylopdy T& U TauTns Tapeyyunbévta UoTepov
g€axp1Polv kai Trpooefeupiokel év pgv Tiol 6&TTOV, v B¢ Tiol PpadUTepov Kol &v Tiol TepLddois
Kad xpoévors . . . The text then becomes uncertain, but it does not affect our discussion.

UoTepov 8t Kowdds kab’ EkaoTa E8vn T& id1a Tebfjvan Tpds TO Tas dnAdoels ATTOV dudiPdAous
yevéoBou dAAHACLS Kol ouvTopoTEPwS SNAoULEVas . . . I read Meibom’s dAAfAoIs (referring to
users) for the &AAAaus (referring to the indications) of most MSS. Some wish to retain d&AAAcus:
pro, Bollack et al. 1971: ad loc., p. 150, cf. p. 237 (arguing that each of the original systems of names
would be ambiguous only for users of the other systems), Pigeaud 1984: 124; con, Brunschwig 1994:
30 n. 16. See also n. 16 this chapter.

0 The Greek text runs: . . . TIv& 8¢ Kai OU CUVOPLMEVA TTP&Y UXTX EloPEPOVTAS TOUS OUVEISOTAS
Tapeyyvfioal TIvas $8dyyous Tous dvaykaobévtas dvapuwviioal, Tous 8 TG Aoy 1oudd EAouévas
Kot T AeloTnV odTiaw oUTws épunveloat. The interpretation of the last clause is fraught with
controversy. Various texts and interpretations can be found in e.g. Usener 1887: 27; Giussani 1896:
1, 276—7; Bailey 1926: 48, 248—9; Dahlmann 1928: 10-11; 183; Bollack et al., 1971: 150-1, 238; Long
and Sedley 1987: 1, 97, ad 19445, 100; 11, 98; Cole 1990: 62; Verlinsky, this volume, pp. 0oo—ooo.
But again, fortunately, this does not bear much on our topic.

Also Dahlmann 1928: 15; Bailey 1926: 247; Spoerri 1959: 136; Chilton 1962: 161—2; Boyancé 1963: 247;
Nichols 1976: 132. Total neglect is rejected by Offermann 1972: 155, 156 (Who stresses inter alia ‘began’
(coeperit) in 5.72), and by Manuwald 1980: 41. I will address Giussani’s caveat below (pp. 135-7).
The number of kinds of vocalisations, being themselves atomic (4.536ff.), must be restricted
(cf. e.g. De Lacy 1957, Vlastos 1965). Presumably we humans are sufficiently alike in our cogni-
tive and psychological endowment to make it impossible for any one of us alone to form the
preconception of names without experience thereof (cf. 5.1043—45). See further, pp. 129-37, on this
aspect of Lucretius’ argumentation.

©
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(cf. Dahlmann 1928: 15, 21; Bailey 1947: 111, 1488, ad 5.1028—90; Pigeaud
1984: 132), although the allusion in the programmatic statement at 5.71 to
‘differing talk’ (wariante loquella) may hint at the former. Certainly there is
no sign of recognition that the kinds of differentiation within and between
languages are radically different (although this is not to be expected in an
ancient text).

Variety and richness within a single language are conveyed by Lucretius’
vivid representation cum description of vocalisations in dogs, horses and
birds, a passage which takes up over a third of the whole treatment of
language (24 lines (5.1063-86) out of 63 (1028—90)). This, it has often
been observed (e.g. Bailey 1947: 111, 1494, ad 1063—72), is a tour de force of
observation and mimeésis; it also, as we shall see, plays an important role in
the argumentation of the whole. This sort of variety is probably illustrated
by the use of Greek words” in 5.1036 (cf. Sedley 1998a: 56). But as for
the principle that local variation is partially responsible for the variety of
tongues, it is nowhere visible: Lucretius does perhaps allow a restricted
medical application of the theory of environmental influences on different
human constitutions at 6.1119f. and 1136f., while 3.741ff. emphasises the
shared birth of soul and body; but book 5 does not allude to this point
of theory, nor, a fortiori, does it raise the possibility that soul, body, and
vocalisation alike may all be affected by an organism’s environment. That
the vocalising birds of 5.1078 are called ‘various’ (variaeque) may well bring
out both the variety and the stability of their differentiation by species
(cf. 2.146) in respect of vocal display and physical appearance alike (1.590):
but humans, of course, belong to a single species, and speak a multitude of
tongues no less for that. In short, there is no sign of Epicurus’ attempt to
transfer natural variation amongst human populations to their languages.

Even so crucial a step in Lucretius’ story of the rise of civilisation as the
reason for the ‘usefulness’ (uzilitas)'* of having phonetic labels for things
is left unstated: instead, the merest hint is given, at s.71f. (. . . how the
human race began to use different talk amongst themselves by way of names
for things’) and at 5.1046f. (. . . if others too had not used vocalisations
amongst themselves . . .”), that it enables, or facilitates, communication

3 Scymni is actually a hapax in Latin literature. The translation of the Greek epithet rTepopdpos
‘wing-bearing’ as pinnigerus (s.1075, with Robin ad loc., 1962: 111.147) is perhaps a similar, albeit
significantly different, example: calques show the power of different languages to capture the same
semantic content in different phonologies. Alternatively, shared forms may link meanings across
languages: see Friedlinder 1941: 20—1 on 6.93 (callida Musa | Calliope, ‘cunning Muse, | Calliope’).

4 That utilitas does not mean ‘need, necessity’, as had often been assumed by interpreters (e.g. Boyancé
1963: 244, Salem 1990: 192), but ‘usefulness’, and that usus here means ‘use, experience’, not ‘need’,
has been amply demonstrated by Schrijvers 1974: 342-3, 1999: 60-1.
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between individuals within human populations. Epicurus’ account too does
not specifically state that names were used for purposes of communication.
This point has to be inferred from the fact that at the second stage of
language development, as we saw, efforts are made to make acts of indi-
cating more effective both semantically and pragmatically (Ep. Hdr. 76).
Names thus seem to be a way of meeting the need for the sort of reciprocal
comprehension which is required for anything but the most basic mutual
cooperation, which in turn has to be present if stable human societies are to
thrive (cf. Schrijvers 1999: 41, 103). But — supposing this to be on the right
track — it still remains to show why communication should itself be useful.
Of course, a plausible story can be told on the matter (see e.g. Cole 1990:
67, 70; Brunschwig 1994: 24; Schrijvers 1999: 41, 612, 103). The point to
be noted here is that Lucretius, like his master, does seem to be leaving us,
his readers, very much to our own devices.

For one omission Lucretius’ account can perhaps be excused: it does not
so much as hint at the methodological importance of Epicurus’ linguistic
naturalism.” For this aspect of Epicurean theory is treated separately in
the Letter (371.), and its absence from the DRN is entirely consistent with
Lucretius’ general tendency to neglect methodology, at least explicitly.”

Another, much larger, lacuna in Lucretius’ account cannot be overlooked,
however: its failure to spell out the causal mechanism'” by which the same,
as well as different, external objects could have differentimpacts on different
human subjects (cf. Schrijvers 1974: 338). Indeed, given that the whole thesis
that different sensations and emotions caused by different objects naturally
and reliably give rise to different vocalisations is in effect compressed into
a single line — 5.1058 — it is very much to be doubted whether Lucretius’
explanation of the origin of language would be intelligible without prior
knowledge of Epicurus’ account of the causal mechanisms underpinning
the varied vocalisations on the description of which Lucretius lavishes so
much care. It is an important structural feature of the passage that illus-
trations of the variety of non-human vocalisation, both across species, and
by members of the same species when exposed to different states of affairs,
or in different emotional states, or both, are sandwiched between what

'S The nature, and the source, of the primacy which privileges certain meanings of words (D.L. 10.33,
Ep. Hdt. 37) have been much debated, and I do not propose to pursue it much further here; but see
nn. 39, 54.

16 Explicit methodology is not entirely absent (5.526-33, 6.703-11), of course, but there is no exact
parallel to the opening paragraphs of the Lezter. It is impossible to analyse Lucretius’ methods of
argument in this paper, a topic also reserved for Atherton (forthcoming); but see main text, below,
pp. 111-14.

17 On the causal story, see esp. Sedley 1973: 18; Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 100-1; Brunschwig 199.4: 22—9.
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amount to two assertions of the general claim that humans are naturally
much better vocalisers than the other animals (1057; 1090, with 1088), a
theme also touched on in the opening argument against a single human
name-giver (1044). (On the relation between the arguments, see further
below, pp. 108-9.) It is from these main components that the core of
the Epicurean theory has to be put together, and its construction makes
considerable demands on Lucretius’ readers.

First, the description just alluded to, of the various noises that non-
human animals make in response to the feelings they undergo in the course
of exposure to a variety of emotionally or physiologically charged situ-
ations, must be combined with Lucretius’ earlier observation (1031f.) of
pre-linguistic gesturing in children. This yields a scenario in which
externals — and here external particulars must be prominent amongst the
items in view — give rise in humans to ‘varying sensation’ (uario sensu)
(1058) which ‘correspond to’ (pro) (ibid.) the wide ‘variety of vocal noises’
(uaria . . . uoce) (ibid.) uttered by humans, much as they are by non-humans.
The translation ‘sensation’ is intended to cover both sense perceptions and
feelings (especially ones of pleasure and pain), which I take to be the exten-
sion of the Latin term here, and to correspond to the ‘impressions’ and
‘experiences’ of Ep. Hdt. 75."

At some point, however, there was a new development, apparently not
observed in any other animal species: human vocalisations became ways
of marking or labelling (cf. notaret, 5.1058; notare, 1043, 1090) different
‘objects’ (7es), a novelty possible only because of the innate, untaught,
human semiotic disposition for which Lucretius adduces evidence in 1031f.
The outcome was the creation of the nomina rerum of 1029, although the
role of wtilitas still stands in need of clarification.” What is more, the
vocalisations became signs, not for the sensations which are the proximate
causes of those vocalisations, nor for the complexes, or Gestalten, of objects

8 Lucretius’ own usage runs the gamut from ‘organs of sense’ (3.550, 5.570, possibly 1.303, 3.661), via
‘sense perception’ (e.g. 1.422, 693, 750; 2.432; 3.238, 361), a combination of this with ‘sensation’
more generally, especially feelings of pleasure and pain (e.g. 2.435, 652, 8805 3.238, 685, 768; 5.125; at
2.403 and 422 the senses are capable of pleasurable sensation), and hence ‘awareness’ of any kind,
the witalis sensus (e.g. 2.890, 916; 3.527, 615), to the special case of ‘mental awareness’ (1.460, of past,
present and future; cf. sensus animi, 3.98, 216, 578). Solmsen 1961 does not, I think, take into account
the fact that for Epicureans the sensations of pleasure and pain have an aitiology like that of sense
perceptions (cf. D.L. 10.32), so that there is nothing odd in sensus (like ocdo®nois) applying to both.
However, Lucretius does not distinguish between intentional and non-intentional states (as might
be the case with Epicurus’ distinction between impressions and feelings), and so « fortiori does not
single out those states which are associated with reference to features of the environment, still less
those associated with deliberate reference. See further, pp. 130—s.

19 1 deal with this briefly below (pp. 135—7) and at length in Atherton (forthcoming).
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and events in which subjects found themselves, but for individual items,
whether or not assigned to a type, or as tokens of the type of object which
causes those internal states, or for the types themselves. The text does not
distinguish between these possibilities, nor does it make allowance explicitly
for the fact that some vocalisations did in fact become signs for subjects’
internal states.

This process of (re)construction is, surely, a fairly tall order for a non-
philosophical reader; and it would still only yield the bare bones of the
theory. Crucially, Lucretius does not even say in so many words that the use
of vocal noises as labels for objects is the outcome of combining these two
natural human capacities-cum-dispositions, the tendency to vocalise and
the tendency to use signs. In fact nature is linked explicitly only with the
former, at 1028.

On the other hand, and much to its credit, Lucretius’ account makes
explicit, or at least comes close to making explicit, as Epicurus in the
Letter certainly does not, the two natural endowments — for vocalisation
of unparalleled variety and richness, and for the use of signs or labels for
things in communication with others of our kind — which combined to
make language itself an unremarkable development. In contrast, Epicurus
implies merely that ‘indicatings’” of things are being made at the first stage
of development, without explaining what is being indicated, or how it was
that humans were able to produce them.*

Further, like Diogenes of Oenoanda, but unlike the Epicurus of the Lezzer
(cf. Kleve 1978: 67), Lucretius engages in polemic both entertaining and
persuasive against the sustainers (unnamed)™ of the theory that there was a
single name-giver (for each language?). Four arguments are on offer (1041—
90), in what is in effect a series of concessions — reminiscent of Gorgias’ Oz
what is not, as observed by Giussani (1896: 1, 283) — to his opponent: no one
person could have been privileged as the sole labeller and vocaliser; but (sup-
posing that he could) where would the idea of phonetic markers (names)

2% A comparable appeal to the use of ‘symbols’ for objects is made in Diodorus Siculus’ narrative of
early human prehistory (1.8.3), but his terminology may well argue against a naturalistic approach,
even if Diodorus was influenced by Epicurean ideas in this area — as claimed by Bailey 1947: 111,
1490f., who puts Diodorus in Democritus’ (via Hecateus of Abdera) and Epicurus’ camp. (More
plausible is a parting of the ways between the two atomists: cf. e.g. Dahlmann 1928: 40-1; Vlastos
1946: 53—s; Spoerri 1959: 134—41, esp. 135 and n. 1; Cole 1990: 67.) Further, Diodorus does not attempt
to justify his introduction of such signs by appeal to the natural behaviour of human infants. On
this aspect of Lucretius’ argument, see pp. 132, 134, 136.

The identity of this putative name-giver is disputed: the usual suspects (cf. e.g. Robin 1962: 111, 144,
ad 5.1041; Bailey 1947: 111, 1489, ad 5.1028-90; 1493, ad 5.1041-3) are the vopo®étns ‘rule-giver’ of
Plato’s Cratylus, Democritus, sundry rhetoricians, and Pythagoras (suggested by Boyancé 1963: 245).
One point in this debate has relevance for us: see n. 42, and pp. 124—5 below.

2]
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have come from?; and (supposing that it did come from somewhere) how
could one person have forced others to follow and listen to him? (For a
similar concessional strategy, cf. 2.541ff., 4.473fF.; also 1.603ff., 897ff.) The
third of these moves is found in Diogenes’ text as well (12.4.3ff.).> The
first two (5.1043—5, 1045—9) appeal, implicitly, to Epicurean metaphysics
(see p. 104 above) and epistemology (pp. 133—7 below) respectively. The last
(1056—90), when combined with the thesis of an innate human propen-
sity for using signs (1030—2; cf. 1043), turns out actually to be positive and
explanatory (cf. Boyancé 1963: 246): name-givers are not only impossible,
they are also, fortunately, unnecessary, because between them nature and
utility can do all the work. Ordinary humans came to language unaided
except by the examples set by nature herself (1372) and by the promptings
of wutilitas, just as was the case with all the other discoveries which made
civilisation possible (cf. Frédouille 1972: 14; Boyancé 1963: 242).

The overall impression given by Lucretius’ account is thus a curious com-
bination of striking insight, remarkably vivid description, and tantalis-
ing obscurity. Perhaps the difference in purpose between the Letzer and
On the Nature of Things — one a workman-like aide mémoire for adepts
(Ep. Hdk. 36f.), the other a work of persuasion aimed, ostensibly at least, at
the uninitiated (4.18f.) — are at the heart of their differences in their treat-
ment of glossogenesis (so Dahlmann 1928: 15). But we must not go too far,
and expect nothing of real philosophical sophistication from Lucretius — a
misprision long since exploded. In what follows I propose to treat Lucretius’
account of the origins of language as a serious contribution to the tradi-
tion of speculation on this thorny topic, one worthy of detailed analysis
and judicious appraisal. Its defects, as much as its merits, will, I believe,
prove illuminating: and that is because many of them point precisely to the
difficulties faced by today’s versions of the kind of naturalistic glossogenesis
which Epicurus and Lucretius championed so brilliantly.

It is the coupling of our capacities for vocalisation and for using signs
for objects in such a way as to yield a viable Epicurean theory of the origins
of language that poses the first of the two objections I shall be raising
to Lucretius’ account, objections which I take to be the most serious of

> Tassume Chilton 1962: 164f. is right in taking 12.11.9f. as referring, like DRN s.1050f., to the amassing
of people, not of words. Bailey (1947: 111, 1489, ad 5.1028—90) thinks it highly probable that Lucretius’
arguments must go back to Epicurus’ attack on the Craylus, given their similarity to Diogenes’.
But Diogenes has nothing corresponding to Lucretius’ first two considerations, at least in the extant
text; and ‘ideas’ (étrivolan) (not ‘preconceptions’ (TTpoAf|\els, notities)) are mentioned at 10.2.1, but
in the context of technical, not linguistic, innovation.
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the numerous difficulties it poses. My second objection, which will be set
out more briefly, takes its start, as noted, from the principles of Epicurean
psychology and epistemology, and indeed suggests that those principles
themselves pose one of the gravest threats to the whole Epicurean case for
a natural origin for language.

CAUSES AND COMMUNICATIONS

If all that Lucretius had on offer were samples of the expressiveness of
non-human vocalisations, with the implicit message that human voces are
yet more varied and expressive, all might be well logically. This sort of
interpretation of his argument has often found favour (see already Whit-
ney 1875: 236, 244). The unwelcome consequence would be, however, that
this part of his account would have nothing to say about the emergence
of names. Lucretius would be presenting us with a class of phenomena
into which human vocalisations evidently fall, albeit at the alpha-plus end
of a spectrum of distinctness and variety. The argument, typically” char-
acterised in the literature as analogical** or as a fortiori,” would run as
follows: since non-humans express, or communicate, each of their feelings
and sensations so well, even though they are inarticulate, then it is all ‘the
more fair/reasonable’ (magis . . . aequumst) (5.1089) that humans, who are
capable of articulate utterance, should be able to express, or communicate,
each of their feelings and sensations by means of a variety of vocalisations.
The channel of communication would be the same (i.e. auditory) for both
human and non-human animals, while the means of production of the
sound, and perhaps too its mode of reception,*® will be merely similar, not
identical, since the human tongue introduces a new creative factor.

As we ponder this difference, several other hidden assumptions come to

light.

» An exception is Annas 1993: 69 with n. 57, who claims that in DRN 5.1056-90 ‘human language use
is seen as a development of the ways that animals make different sounds in different circumstances’.
Yet neither Epicurus nor Lucretius makes an explicit case that our primitive ancestors first vocalised
as animals, and later began to vocalise, articulately, as humans. Annas’ suggestion also raises the
problem of how crucial features of human language (intentionality zmprimis) could have come into
being. Both of these difficulties will be explored in Atherton (forthcoming).

Thus Bailey 1947: 111, 1490, ad 5.1028—90; cf. 1926: 248, ad Ep. Hdt. 75.7ff.; Giussani 1896: 1, 274,
284; Boyancé 1963: 246; Janson 1979: 152; Schrijvers 1974: 363; Costa 1984: 118, ad 1028—90; Schiesaro
1990: 158.

Cf. Brunschwig 1994: 34; Sluiter 1990: 205. A parallel to the form of Lucretius’ argument, thus
interpreted, can be found in Cicero Acad. 2.121.

I will not enter into the related problems of whether non-human animals are capable of categorical
perception, and whether such perception is always associated with speech. For a helpful discussion,
see Hauser 1996: 534ff.
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(1) Our ancestors vocalised. The grounds for this assumption are presum-
ably that we moderns do so too — which opens the way to the potentially
devastating objection that, since our spontaneous cries of pain, delight or
surprise show no sign of developing into language(s), and in fact pose a
categorisation problem for the language specialist (see Sluiter 1990: 173ff.),
there is no reason to believe theirs did either.

(2) Non-human animals’ ‘sensations’ or psychophysical states, such as
fear, pain or joy (5.1061), which are of necessity hidden from perception,
can be inferred from, or otherwise identified on the basis of, their (vocal)
behaviour, and hence can safely be appealed to in theory construction — in
this case, in an account of the origin of names.

(3) Such states and such vocal behaviours are sufficiently like ours for
some sufficiently broad description of the causal mechanism which binds
them to apply and have applied to humans too. The similarity between
human and non-human emotion is close enough for Lucretius to assume
both here and elsewhere that non-humans may be subject to the same
emotions as ourselves, ones with at least comparable physiological and psy-
chological components: cf. 3.296f. with 288f., 294f., on anger and ‘hotness’
of temperament (emotional states being conceived of as at once physio-
logical and psychological); 4.1192fF., 986ft., on sexual desire and dreaming
(with Annas 1993: 69). Lucretius may be assigning to primitive human and
contemporary non-human cries either the same or similar causes. If the
former, then this passage will in effect be a comparison between two kinds
of vocalisation distinguished, most likely, by the presence or absence of
articulacy. If the latter, it would constitute an analogy, with non-human
vocalisations standing to non-human inner states as human ones do to
human inner states.

(4) Articulacy of vocalisation makes expression of a given emotion or
sensation easier, richer, or in some other way more successful; or makes
possible expression of an otherwise inexpressible emotion or sensation; or
both of these.

What is needed here is to test the fit of the theory to the general pattern
of Lucretian (and of Epicurean) methods. In particular, it needs to be
established what the exact relation is between the four comparanda (past
human vocalisation and its causes; present-day non-human vocalisation and
its causes), and what cognitive status is to be assigned to the presumption
that some of these causes (sc. non-human psychological states) are accessible
to us on the basis of animal behaviour. The first of these points is what is
going to occupy us in the main part of this chapter. I will say a little here
about the second question: how we get access to non-human psychological
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states (I am assuming Epicureans were not troubled by the problem of
other human minds). This difficulty could, clearly, be resolved only (if
then) on the basis of a complete study of what Epicurean epistemology
and methodology has to say about the nature and scope of ‘evidence’; so I
offer just a couple of observations, reserving fuller investigation for another
occasion.

First, Lucretius probably alludes to a process of inference from behaviour
to inner states at 5.1062: we can ‘come to know’ (cognoscere) from ‘things
which are evident (rebus . . . apertis) the variation in non-human cries asso-
ciated with different emotions; since non-humans’ emotions and sensations
can hardly count as ‘evident’ to the senses,”” they must be inferred from
vocalisations (and perhaps from other behaviour too). Thus, even if the
relevant non-human behaviour is itself self-evident, the causal mechanism
governing it involves reference to psychophysical states the epistemological
status of which is itself obscure. (A helpful contrast can be had from what
I take to be an argument for the existence of a psychological capacity, that
for volition, in non-humans, at 2.257ff. See further, pp. 127-8 below.) Fur-
ther, if non-humans’ inner states are hidden from us, or are assigned only
by analogy with our own, it is hard to see how they could be legitimately
appealed to in turn in order to explain human behaviour. The compari-
son with modern-day children’s instinctive signalling behaviour at 5.1030—2
(manual gestures are to them as articulate utterances were to their primitive
ancestors) may escape this objection — assuming, of course, the constancy
of human nature.

Second, another opening for methodological analysis of Lucretius’ argu-
mentation is afforded by his offering, on the one hand, a positive causal
account of glossogenesis, and, on the other, cumulative negative arguments
that to maintain a rival thesis ‘is madness’ (desiperest) (5.1043). One possi-
bility here is to begin by assuming that Lucretius’ explanation of the origin
of language is on a par with his explanations of meteorological and seis-
mic phenomena. The fundamental questions will therefore be: whether
the inaccessibility of the distant past is sufficiently like that of current phe-
nomena whose causes are inaccessible to us for Epicurean methodological
constraints appropriate to explanations of the latter to apply to the for-
mer — that is, whether the origins of language could even at the time have
counted as something ‘evident’; and whether Lucretius’ explanation itself
even counts as a ‘theory’, given that it purports to account for a single

*7 Lucretius typically uses apertus to mean ‘visible” or generally ‘perceptible’: see 1.297, 915; 4.54, 5963
and cf. aperte, 2.141. At 4.467 ‘evident matters’ (res apertae) are contrasted with the ‘unclear matters’
(dubiae res) the mind adds thereto, and presumably also means ‘things (clearly) perceived’.
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historical event or type of event, not for recurring natural phenomena such
as volcanic eruptions or the phases of the moon.

The first question has already been touched on (above, pp. 111-12).
To answer the second would (again) require a far fuller investigation of
Lucretius’ historiographical method. But if Lucretius proceeds along the
lines laid down by Epicurean methodology for theoretical explanations,
then the minimum to be expected is an argument that the explanation’s
theoretical rival(s) is/are incompatible with certain relevant phenomena,
the implication being that the Epicurean story, free of such damaging con-
sequences, is not incompatible with them,* and some positive argument or
evidence that the explanation offered is in fact explanatory — whatever that
might mean. One problem will therefore be that Lucretius’ arguments may
be resistant to final analysis: for example, the proof that the sun is roughly
as large as it appears (5.564ff.) may be forged from positive evidence (that
of analogy with terrestrial fires) or from negative evidence against its rivals,
all other theories conflicting with the phenomena (viz., that of terrestrial
fires). Epicurean methodology appears to require the latter; but Lucretius’
fourth, positive, argument against the name-giver perhaps falls within the
range of what might be called ‘probative analogies’, identified by Allen 1998:
308-16 as essential to Epicurus’ own scientific method; and we have seen
that that analogy threatens to collapse in on itself (p. 112 above).

Lucretius’ practice, in any case, does not match this hypothetical pro-
gramme. He considers only one possible rival to the Epicurean theory, that
of the single name-giver (or more likely one for each natural language).
His first move is to demonstrate the rival theory’s incompatibility with Epi-
curean psychology and epistemology (1043—9), a consideration which will
occupy us below (pp. 133—4). Only then is incompatibility with phenom-
ena, in the counterfactual scenario occupying 1050—s, brought into play:
but that scenario does its job by analogy, rather than by bearing the bur-
den of proof directly. Lucretius’ chief consideration — implicit, but fairly
plain to see nonetheless — is that the theory to be discredited implies a
proposition about present-day phenomena which is incompatible with a
crucial presupposition made by his opponents and temporarily granted by
Lucretius: viz., that all ozher humans besides the name-giver lacked language
at that time. The only rival theory to which Lucretius gives house-room can
thus be safely dismissed as internally incoherent. If Lucretius’ theory does

% On compatibility with the phenomena as a condition for theoretical truth, see esp. Epicurus Ep. Ha.
79f., Ep. Pyth. 86f.; Diogenes of Oenoanda 8.3; DRN 5.526—33, 70311, 6.703—11; S.E. M. 7.211-16;
D.L. 10.34; and cf. Asmis 1984: 321-30; Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 94—6; Schiesaro 1990: 66ff. See also
nn. 27, 29.
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not make such an assumption, to that extent it will be internally coher-
ent, and will not be incompatible with this evidence. Whether it does, in
fact, escape the trap it lays for its rival remains to be seen (see further,
pp- 134-7).

What of the explanatory power of Lucretius’ theory? This is its capacity
to account for the origins of human naming practices in terms of the crucial
concepts invoked at 1028f.: ‘nature’ and ‘usefulness’. Here a main role is
played by the long comparison at 5.1056ff. between human and non-human
vocalisations. It is not clear how far utility plays a role in this analogy or
comparison. Given that what we do with our vocalisations is name things,
then presumably the usefulness of having names for things played some
part in the emergence of names. I will touch on this aspect of the argument
later (pp. 135—6). The importance of nature to Lucretius’ theory is nearer to
hand: it would not be aeguum for us to have as a gift of nature such vigorous
tongues (1057) and yet to keep silent, when animals bark, whimper, growl,
neigh, crow, shriek, and so on to their hearts’ content.

The difficulty I wish to stress here is not that human speech is seman-
tically loaded, and internally structured, in radically different ways from
non-human vocalisation.” Rather, it is this: its not being surprising that
humans use a variety of vocalisations as labels or names for a variety of
things, because non-humans too make all sorts of vocalisations in response
to their sensations, even though they are not even capable of articulate
vocalisation, is, as it stands, a non sequitur of the first order. Articulacy
does not afford a more efficient way of doing what non-humans are already
doing. Lucretius is evidently aware of some such difference, since he never
uses terms which credit non-humans with naming, or even with commu-
nication. But what has labelling things with #oces to do with whimpering,
howling and cawing?

Now it is common in the literature on this passage’ for non-human cries
to be described as ‘emotional’ or as ‘expressive’ of inner states, and fairly
common too not to see difficulties in a theory that makes vocal responses
to sensations or emotions the origin of names. It is indeed reasonable to
suppose that such vocalisations are expressive of some inner state, and hence
significant in some sense: the difficulty rather stems from the fact that they

9 These points will be fully investigated in Atherton (forthcoming). See also pp. 133—4.

39 Cf. Giussani 1896: 1, 271-8, 281; Dahlmann 1928: 8; De Lacy 1939: 87—-8; De Lacy and De Lacy 1978:
140; Bailey 1947: 111, 1490, ad 5.1028; Robin 1962: 111, 146, ad 5.1056ff.; Boyancé 1963: 247; Pellicer
1966: 2773, 285—7; Arrighetti 1973: 183, ad Ep. Hdt. 75; Miiller 1970: 308-9, 1972: 44, 95 with n. 217;
Long 1971b: 122; Konstan 1973: 45; Sedley 1973: 18; Schrijvers 1974: 340-1, 341 n. 11, 347, 363, 1999:
58; Kleve 1978: 57; Bertoli 1980: 225 Costa 1984: 118, a4 1028—90; Pigeaud 1984: 126; Long and Sedley
1987: 1, 100 (more circumspectly); Salem 1990: 214~15; Sluiter 1990: 20.
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are described by Lucretius, as by Epicurus, in terms which threaten to make
these vocalisations uncontrollable. Further, no explicit distinction is drawn
by Lucretius, or by Epicurus, between non-humans’ expression of their
feelings, on the one hand, and their communication thereof to their fellows,
on the other. For example, the horse’s whinnying may serve to call the mares’
attention to his physiological readiness to mate, but this does not imply
that he is communicating his state to the mares, if by ‘communicating’ is
meant something like the deliberate passing on of information (more on
this point shortly); still less does it constitute an indication to the mares
of amorous intentions. Likewise, the bullock’s aggressive behaviour may
inform us about his angry state (cf. Pigeaud 1984: 130), but in itself this
gives us no reason to believe that the animal is trying to tell us something
about itself. (A helpful contrast here is Lactantius” description of animals
greeting one another (De ira 7.7f.).) Giussani, for one, glosses over this
distinction when he remarks that ‘gli animali e quegli uomini per naturale
necessita esprimono, comunicano agli altri que’ loro sentimenti e pensieri’ —
a fact which, it is assumed, makes their vocalisations into a language (1896:
275.)>" It is not that a distinction between expression and communication
of feelings or other inner states cannot be read into Lucretius’ examples
(or into Epicurus’ historical sequence): the difficulty is that neither author
draws our attention to it as an important feature of the theory, so that it
cannot be assumed without more ado that it is at work there.

The question, then, is whether sufficient provision is made in Epicurean
glossogenesis for the need that language users have of controlled, voluntary
or intentional vocalisation. For the unwelcome consequence of the sort of
interpretation summarised above will be (as I hope to show) that, whatever
Epicurus says on the matter, names must have appeared affer the first stage,
when all that humans could make were automatic responses to stimuli, but
before the second stage, that of improvement by consensus, in an inter-
mediate stage that is never even mentioned.”” The critique I shall use is
based on the work of Lyons (1977: 4, 33—4), who in turn uses and adapts
some of the basic concepts of modern information or communication the-
ory (as described in e.g. Cherry (1978: 169ff.; a summary in Lyons 1977:
41—50) and some older work in semantics (e.g. Gardiner 1932, Morris 1946,

3 Giussani comments ironically on 5.1085—8 ‘Come se tutto stesse nella varieta di suoni che si possono
emettere!’ (1896: 1, 138; empbhasis in original). This seems, however (cf. 1896: 1, 282), to be meant as a
criticism of what Giussani takes to be Lucretius’ almost total neglect of the second stage of language
creation, that of #hesis (1892: 280) — which is supposedly compressed into one line (5.1029) — rather
than of Lucretius’ failure to explain how involuntary expressive vocalisations could become names.
On thesis, see p. 104 above, p. 122 below.

3 Cf. Brunschwig’s doubts about when nouns appeared, on Epicurus’ account (1994: 25 n. 9).
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Stevenson 1944) which asserts the fundamental importance to meaning and
communication of the psychological states of the users of a language.

In ‘information theory’ the fundamental concept, ‘information’, is
defined formally, with regard to signals, in terms of the statistical prob-
ability of a signal’s occurrence within a system. In this technical sense of
‘information’, the more probable the occurrence of a signal in a system,
the less information it carries. Lyons, however, distinguishes between the
meaningfulness of a signal to its sender, what he calls its ‘communicative-
ness’, and its meaningfulness to a recipient of a signal, its ‘informativeness’,
along the following lines: in any system of ‘communication’, in this sense,
signals (or, more loosely, the messages which they encode) must be free, that
is, not determined by context or generally by factors beyond the sender’s
control. In particular, if the sender has no choice but to send a signal, that
signal cannot be communicative, only informative, to the extent that ‘it
makes him [i.e., the recipient] aware of something of which he was not
previously aware’.

Acts of communication, in the sense expounded by Lyons (and there are,
of course, many other senses besides this one), are thus impossible where
the informant has no choice about passing on the information (of course,
the meaning of ‘choice’ here will stand some refinement). If the sender of
a signal cannot help but pass on the information that p, then an audience
can find out that p from the signal’s source, but cannot find out that the
signaller intended to pass on the information that p, even if the signaller did
so intend, but her intention to do so was not what determined the emission
of the signal. This nice distinction may explain why yawning is considered
so impolite in Western societies: it is on the awkward cusp between the
informative and the communicative. Ironically, yawning is of course one
of the most ‘catching’ of behaviours: see Provine 1983, 1989.

Lyons observes of his principle that it ‘is frequently expressed in terms
of the slogan: meaning, or meaningfulness, implies choice’. We might add
that if the recipient of a message or signal has no choice but to respond in
a certain way (that is, cannot select amongst responsive behaviours), then
that response signal itself cannot be communicative. The analysis yields the
insight that linguistic signs are typically informative, but that typically they
are far more than that besides, because speakers typically are in control of
their utterances, and recipients of utterances typically in control of their
responses, even if both the probability, and the expectation, of the issuing
of a given signal in a given context are very high. (A very simple example:
your saying ‘Good morning’ on first meeting a colleague early in the day,
and then her saying ‘Good morning’ back.)
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So here, briefly, are three very simple scenarios. They are simplistic, too,
in a number of ways, but they will help make clear the principles needed in
order to see what is wrong with the Epicurean account, and the analysis can
be made less schematic, and more sensitive to the realities of communicative
situations, as required.

First, a breeding queen cat can be said to ‘call’ when in oestrus. (Anyone
who has heard this noise can only agree on the suitability of the word.)
The cat’s cries are superbly informative about her readiness to mate —
informative, that s, given the sensory equipment and behavioural responses
which all normal mature toms possess, and informative to us too, with our
more theoretical understanding of feline sexual behaviour. The toms now
possess the information, which they did not have before, and perhaps could
not have acquired in any other way, that Puss is ready and willing to mate,
or at least is approachable on the subject. Thus Puss’s cries, her ‘calling’,
will evoke a response, if there are toms in the neighbourhood, and a further
response if they can get to her and she is agreeable. This sort of ‘calling’ is
clearly not something controllable, the female having no say over whether
she ‘calls’ or not: her hormones compel her to it.

The second scenario is a typical episode of human/non-human inter-
action mediated by vocalisation, where the animal has acquired a learned
stimulus-response pattern of the kind basic to animal training. When its
trainer ‘calls’ a dog by its name (‘Spot!’), she calls it voluntarily; when she
issues a command (‘Sit!’), she has the intention that the dog should hear
and obey. If it is well trained, it does obey — better, it will have no choice
in the matter, its response being now (at least in behaviouralist theory) as
automatic as its unlearned reflexes.

The third and final scenario is a case of human/human interaction medi-
ated by vocalisation. Let us suppose the trainer proudly calls the owner’s
attention to the dog’s well-drilled response (‘Look at Spot!’).

Certainly, effects are or can be elicited by vocalisation in all these cases,
under appropriate conditions, but in only two of these scenarios is it abso-
lutely clear that something more is going on than the passing on of informa-
tion — that communication is being achieved; and on a somewhat stronger,
more controversial sense of ‘communication’, only one, in fact, will pass
muster. In the first scenario, the cat cannot control the issuing of the
signal that she is ready to mate. However informative it is to toms or to
us, the signal cannot be reckoned meaningful from the sender’s point of
view, since the issuing of the signal has not been selected by the cat from
amongst possible behaviours. In simple terms, her vocal activity is caused
by a physiological state over which she has no control. That production of
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the vocalisations is not, however, causally independent of internal physi-
ological (or psychological) states at the time signals are issued will prove
important later (pp. 128-9).

In the second and third scenarios, in contrast, Spot’s trainer does in some
intuitively obvious sense control the issuing of the linguistic signals that
she uses in dealing with both Spot and Spot’s owner. We would not hesitate
to say that she has chosen to issue the signals from a range open to her in
that situation. Further, we would also be willing to say that she intends the
dog to pay attention to her, and the owner to pay attention to Spot. In
the second scenario, the trainer’s saying the dog’s name is informative to
the animal that he is the object of her attention. (In fact, it might be claimed
that the dog cannot in principle distinguish when someone is talking about
him, from when she is talking 70 him.) But the dog’s response is, though
learned, more comparable to the cat’s response to its hormonal surge than
it is to the dog owner’s response to the trainer’s utterance: the dog cannot
(at least in theory) but respond, unlike the owner, who has the option of
taking no notice of the call on his attention. If we impose the additional
requirement that for communication to take place an audience’s response
to an utterance must be controlled by the audience, then only the third
scenario will clearly qualify as a case of communication. There is the same
result if we prefer the even stronger condition that the response be in part
motivated by recognition that that utterance was itself communicative,
it being debatable whether the dog can recognise intentions to pass on
information.

These descriptions are, as noted, simplistic; but they are enough to sketch
the outline of a serious difficulty for the naturalistic account of the origins
of language which Lucretius has on offer. For Lucretius claims that ‘nature
forced/constrained’ (subegit) primitive humans to emit cries (5.1028), while
the later assertion that animals’ sensations ‘compel’ (cogunt) (1087) them
to vocalise is undoubtedly parallel to the claim about humans (cf. Konstan
1973: 48, with n. 46). But the examples just given of deliberate action
and coerced behaviour, natural or learned, show that what is needed is a
precise weighing of the contribution made by each factor in the process of
glossogenesis.

Unfortunately, Lucretius’ choice of vocabulary does not help us as much
as we might like. There are two clear syntactic parallels for Lucretius’ use
of subigere here (=OLD s.v. 6a). At 6.787, it connotes external physi-
cal necessity (the sun’s rays force’ snow to melt). 3.1077 is closer to our
text: a psychological force, lust for life, ‘drives’ people ‘to tremble amid
doubtful dangers’ (1076). Obviously, such a force can, at least in principle
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and in some individuals, be overcome by other psychological factors

(cf. 3.319—22).

As for ‘compel” (cogere) (5.1086), Lucretius’ use can be assigned to two
principal categories:

(1) In the first, that of straightforward physical processes, belong cases of
external forces or objects acting on (other) objects, (one or other of)
the peculiar properties of which may, however, be said or implied to
contribute to the effect produced. For example, the lightness of poppy
seeds contributes to their mobility (3.197), although the lightness of fire
or clouds is not mentioned at 6.464, 734.7

(2) Cogere is also applied to psychophysical and physiological processes
of the kind in play in 5.1086, i.e. where the states or movements of
organisms are involved.”* The extent to which an effect is inevitable
once the ‘compelling’ cause is active appears to vary from example
to example, and can only be worked out case-by-case; it is clear only
that some, undetermined, degree of necessity or constraint must be in
play.

A similar vagueness of meaning and breadth of application characterises
Lucretius’ use of the verb ‘draw, drive’ (protrahere) to describe human
infants whose very inarticulacy ‘draws them on’ to make gestures (5.1030f.).
Lucretius employs forms of this verb in a sense appropriate to this context —
where the abstraction wuzilitas® shows that something other than a mechan-
ical process is underway — at 1.409, 4.189, and 5.1450 (cf. 1159); only 6.564
refers to the result of a simple physical action. His meaning is consistently
one of a force of some kind applied externally to a resisting, or at least
uncooperative, object, but one whose contribution to the process is either
non-existent, or left implicit (cf. Schrijvers 1974: 3545 1999: 70).

What Lucretius is c/aiming, therefore, is that humans’ superior vocalising
abilities made the exploitation of those abilities in naming unremarkable:
what he is assuming is that animal vocalising occurs under the constraint
or force exercised by psychological and/or physiological states themselves

3 A single feature of the affected object may be emphasised (e.g. 4.322; cf. 6.995). At 2.284—93
(esp. 291), what protects (some) complexes from being ‘forced to endure and undergo’ things by
their own ‘internal necessity’ (necessum | intestinum) is the swerve — which must, therefore, be an
event internal to the object. At 1.323, the work of ‘time and nature’ is surely in fact the work of
the different natures of different things. 1.1010 presents an especially complex case, involving the
necessary properties of body, void and the cosmos.

34 There are four broad subcategories: (a) rational or inferential, including responses to evidence
(e.g. 1.976, 2.869, 6.55; cf. 1.371, 499; 2.887); (b) emotional (3.60, 68; 5.1167; 6.16); (c) general
psychophysical (at 2.282 the body is ‘forced’ to move by the soul; 3.523); (d) specific psychophysical
(2.4205 3.487; 4.686, 762; 5.957).

35 See n. 7 on these abstract expressions.
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the natural effects of external objects or their properties. More fully, and
more precisely, if we follow the animal model of constrained vocalisation,
then our own peculiar human natures must have formed alliances with (the
perceived properties of) external objects to produce causal sequences each
of which is constructed out of (a perceived property of) an external object,
a corresponding sensation, and a corresponding vocalisation. At the atomic
level, the sequence is indeed describable in purely physical or ‘mechanical’
terms: the atoms constituting or shed by objects, or in the visual ‘films’
(18w, simulacra) which objects emit, impinge on the sense organs, the
movements of which are transmitted to the soul, which in turn sets the
vocal chords, tongue and other relevant parts in motion.

There is evidently no guarantee built into this type of causal chain that
interventions in them by (other internal states or processes of) individual
humans would be sufficient to ensure clear, deliberate and regular emission
of vocalisations at appropriate times and places, as opposed to random and
idiosyncratic ones (in which case not only communication, but the bare
passing on of information, by the exploiting of shared natural associations
of vocalisations with objects, would be spotty at best and impossible at
worst). To apply a simple dichotomy: if certain human vocalisations were
names from the start, Lucretius’ grouping of them with non-human vocal-
isations as no more than what nature has given us, is simplistic at best
and obfuscatory at worst; if, on the other hand, they became names, then a
process of appropriate intentional control must have begun at some point —
but how? Lucretius does not say.

If, then, early humans were indeed ‘forced” or ‘compelled’ to utter such-
and-such noises in response to such-and-such sensations themselves caused
by such-and-such stimuli, those noises would have to have been brought
under appropriate control by the vocalisers: for if they could not, they could
never have become communicative. If humans subject to some physiolog-
ical or psychological state could not help but produce a given vocalisation,
then the vocalisation could be informative to others of the utterer’s being in
that state, but it could not serve to communicate this to an audience. That
is, if humans in face of some object or state of affairs could not help but
produce a given vocalisation, then the vocalisation could be informative to
others of the presence of that object or realisation of that state of affairs, but
it could not be employed to communicate to an audience that that object is
present or that that state of affairs was realised. Further, if communication
requires the intention to pass on information, it might be further argued
that at least some cases of communication require recognition on the part
of the recipient that the communicator has that intention; that natural



Lucretius on what language is not 121

language is just such a case;* and that the Epicurean theory cannot explain

this fact.

In brief: whatever the role of uzilitas in the emergence of names turns out
to be (see pp. 135—6 below), it could not have got so much as a toe-hold on
our capacity to vocalise were we unable to control that capacity, or unable to
control it in the relevant way(s).”” Dahlmann may well be right to attribute
to Lucretius the belief that ‘homines natura, quidquid sentirent atque vellent,
secum communicare cupiverunt (1928: 9), but without such appropriate
control communication, as defined, is simply out of the picture.

Given the radical character of this objection to Lucretius’ account, it
would be reasonable to expect Epicurus’ own (version of the) theory to
share the defect I have identified. And the Letter does not in fact offer an
explanation of how involuntary cries — instances of how ‘nature too was
both instructed and constrained’ (Ep. Hdt. 75)** — came to be voluntary,
and in such a way that they could be intentionally used and interpreted
as signs. Indeed, the very fact that the second stage is that at which ‘indi-
catings’ (6nAcdoeis) were improved (76) of itself shows that ‘indicating’,
or signifying, of some kind was going on at the first stage; while the fact
that the improvements were limited to cutting back on ambiguity and
longwindedness show, that the later signifying was fundamentally of the
same kind as the earlier. At the first stage, then, humans were already
engaged in deliberate indicating of objects or states of affairs as part of
communicational interactions with others of their kind. The point was first
made by Brunschwig: ‘the two comparatives . . . convey that what is being
attempted is just slightly to improve the univocity and economy of lan-
guage. The transformation that the linguistic conventions produce on the
natural language is merely one of degree: it is not a transformation in kind’
(1994: 32).

It is striking how Epicurus’ account emphasises both the naturalness,
and the passivity, of our initial cognitive and vocal adventures — a little as
though reeds had feelings, and expressed them in whistles and pipings when
the wind blows through them (cf. 5.1382f.); but it also assigns to nature — or
rather, to men’s natures — an active role in the second stage (cf. Brunschwig

36 This has been the line taken by intention-based semantics (e.g. Grice 1989b, 1989¢, 1989d, 1989¢;
cf. Schiffer 1972, 1981, Avramides 1989: 39ff., 1997), and a fruitful comparison can be drawn
between Epicurean and modern intention-based thinking about the origin of language: see Atherton
(forthcoming).

37 This point has not, I think, been sufficiently appreciated in the literature: see e.g. Glidden 1994:
140; Cole 1990: 61 and n. 3; Bertoli 1980: 25.

38 Later on in the process (Ep. Hdb. 76), necessity might have worked too on some of the (inventors
of) names for non-sensible objects, on one interpretation of this much-debated text: see n. 10.
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1994: 23, modifying Bollack et al. 1971: 22, 236).” Here individual humans
are the vessels in which the external world meets the internal — two faces of
one nature, which both undergoes compulsion, and learns from experience
— and which put the results on display in the shape of vocal sound. The
crucial point for us is that primitive vocal sound is said to have been
‘shaped by each experience and impression’ (U¢pék&oTwVTOY TTabdvkal
TOVHAVTATUATWV), 70t by any personal subject; and this is so even though
the interaction of the humans’ atoms with those of the perceived object
must give the utterers in a given community some influence — albeit not a
conscious one — on the sound that comes out (this is clear from the fact,
crucial to Epicurus’ version of naturalism (see pp. 101—2 above), that the
process happens ‘people by people’).

Now the second stage involved (and, if it is continuing, still involves)
the use of ‘reasoning’ (Aoyiouds), which makes its advances at differ-
ent rates, and thus presumably imports some degree of contingency; and
of course communal imposition of names and improvement thereof will
require deliberate choice amongst alternatives. Yet whatever variations the
differences amongst ‘men’s natures’ might have introduced at the first stage
t0o, those differences or variations surely cannot have ruled out appropriate
control over vocalisation in some groups: for those groups would then never
have developed language. Boyancé criticises Lucretius for failing to explain
in detail ‘comment on est passé de cette expression spontanée et émotive
a un langage organisé, capable d’étre échangé et compris’ (1963: 247). The
problem, I should say, is a different one — that vocal expression looks to
have been causally determined, not spontaneous; and the suspicion now is
that it was Epicurus, not Lucretius, who failed to spot that difficulty.

The other main sources — Proclus and Sextus Empiricus — which report
Epicurus’ theory are also, unfortunately, of a much later date, far less likely
to be (wholly) reliable, and their value far harder to judge; but on the whole
they do suggest that the processes at work in the invention of names were
to some unspecified degree a matter of physiological necessity.

According to Proclus (Comm. in Plat. Crat. 17.13-16), Epicurus said
that the earliest language-users ‘did not impose names knowledgeably
(¢moTnudves) but as being moved naturally, like those who are coughing

3 ‘Preconceptions’ (TrpoAfjyels) may have been, in part at least, what Epicurus had in mind here,
since they are passively formed from sense perceptions, but have an active role in understanding and
inquiry: cf. e.g. Goldschmidt 1978: 157, 160. Brunschwig 1994: 24 suggests ‘experience, concepts,
language’, especially the last, as the bridge between man’s primitive condition and his adult/civilised
state.



Lucretius on what language is not 123

and sneezing and bellowing and howling and groaning’. This report comes
in the context of a distinction (17.1ff.) between four different applications
of the term ‘by nature’ or ‘naturally’ (¢Uocel), which together constitute
the framework of a classification of naturalistic theories of the origins of
language. These are: (i) as organisms and their parts are (17.1f.); (ii) as the
activities and potentialities of items in group (i) are (17.2—4; the exam-
ples show that group (i) includes natural substances such as the elements);
(iii) as shadows and reflections are (17.4); (iv) as artificial likenesses of
natural objects are (17.5).

Proclus tells us that Epicurus’ names fall into his group (i), but the
examples suggest that group (ii) is more appropriate: Epicurus was talk-
ing (primarily) about the naturalness of the activity of imposing names on
things, which is like seeing and hearing — something that is both an activity
belonging to our human nature, and one set in motion in a more or less
automatic way, in relation to appropriate objects, just as seeing is a natu-
rally given power which is automatically exercised on appropriate objects
under the right conditions. The derivative ‘naturalness’ of names will lie
in their causal history, as the creations of this sort of natural movement
in their creators. (This is why Usener’s emendation of the text (‘second’
(BeUtepov) for ‘first’ (TrpdTOV) at 17.5) makes good sense.) Naming will
have taken place independently of what the namers may have believed about
the vocalisation or the object named. The character of these processes can
accordingly be compared to the causal purity which elevates perceptions
and preconceptions to the level of absolute cognitive reliability (cf. Taylor
1980).

But there are differences. Coughing, and the like, do not, at least nor-
mally, in waking subjects, lie below the threshold of awareness, as perception
and concept-formation do.*> More important, however, is the passivity of
those processes, which is what puts them beyond the reach of opinion and
allits ills, but is not obviously matched in the responsive behaviours referred
to by Epicurus. Are they indeed beyond the control of the subjects? (Other
interactions with the environment, prior or continuing, could also be in
play.) The first pair in Proclus’ list can certainly be automatic: both can be
expulsions of matter interfering with a process essential for life, breathing;
both are samples of the functioning of the body’s homeostatic systems. Yet
we would surely agree intuitively that to some, ill-defined or even undefin-
able, extent, both can be controlled, or at any rate — and this is no small

4° This point relates to perception qua alteration in the sense organs caused by contact with external
atomic structures (e.g. reception of the simulacra in the case of vision), not to perception qua
psychological or subjective experience. I refer to Brunschwig 1994: 35 for this distinction.
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complication —interfered with by other causal processes. As for the last three
items in Proclus’ list, these look to be expressions of psychological distress,
perhaps evoked by physical trauma, and tokens of them may or may not
be controllable or otherwise preventable, according to circumstances.

Further, the closeness of the examples to simple animal behaviours is
plain. Indeed, much as Lucretius’ account places human vocalisation in the
same broad category as non-human cries, so Epicurus’ examples look to
be assuming a continuum of human and non-human behaviours, in order
to demonstrate, or emphasise, the naturalness of the former, although a
progression may be implied from more or less involuntary coughing and
sneezing (present in both humans and some non-humans) to the more vol-
untary lowing and barking (present in animals and imitated by humans),
to groaning or moaning, which may be involuntary or voluntary (e.g. when
in great pain or in mourning). If authentic, the examples suggest that the
vocalisations which were (made into?) names were (originally?) unlearned
responses — ones not acquired by teaching, habituation, training or imita-
tion — to changes in the utterer’s internal states, whether physiological or
psychological or both.

‘Naturalness’, too, is itself a concept much in need of clarification. The
concepts structuring Proclus’ classification (17.1ff.) are those of ‘expertise’
(téxvn) and ‘knowledge’ (¢mmioThun) and their opposites (cf. Schrijvers
1974: 352). Hence (pace Dahlmann 1928: 8) the ‘natural’ is here to be
interpreted not (necessarily) as what is beyond an agent’s control, although
it might be affected by other factors, or as what is causally determined, but
rather as marked out by the absence of rational, systematic understanding of
whatever is being done — in this case, naming.*" Admittedly, the conceptual
scheme applied by Proclus might not have been Epicurus’ too. One reason
for thinking that it was is that it makes good sense for Epicurus to have
been presenting here his own ideas precisely with a view to counteracting
the thesis of an authoritative name-giver skilled in the science or expertise
of naming.** This would be especially appropriate were Epicurus’ target the
name-giver of the Cratylus, where Socrates introduces the crucial notion of
the correctness of an action, including the action of naming, and assigns

4 A useful parallel, which may well be Epicurean, can be found at Cicero ND 2.81f. It is also instructive
to compare Galen’s twinning of the concept of the ‘expert’ or ‘technical mode” (Texvikéds) with that
of the ‘goal-directed’ (Twos évexa), and, conversely, of the concept of the ‘wholly non-technical’
(008 &Aws kot& Téxvny) with that of the ‘non-goal-directed’ (0¥8” vex& Tou) in his account of
the controversy over biological teleology at UP 17.6-12 K. Note also the distinction — with a clear
Epicurean pedigree — reported by Eusebius (Praep. evang. 4.3.6.1ff.), between the products, not of
nature, but of ‘chance’ (TUxn), and those of knowledge.

4 This is where the identity of Epicurus’ opponents (n. 21) becomes relevant to our discussion.
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knowledge of such correctness uniquely to the technical expert in each
field (387¢6ft.). In contrast, it is hard to see what expertise there could be
of coughing or groaning. Such a context — a critique of the Crazylus which
traces its lineage in part back to Epicurus’ own criticisms of that dialogue’s
expert name-givers — would also explain the odd structure of the passage, in
which no example of the first and third senses (the Aristotelian and Platonic
antecedents of which are plain to see) is offered, but in which Epicurus’
opinion is given, then Cratylus’, then Epicurus’ again, then Socrates’.*

If this interpretation is correct, Proclus’ report may show us Epicurus
taking on the opposition with some of his customary polemical swagger.
It is this tendency of Epicurus to (over-)simplification in certain contexts
which may explain why Giussani found in the Proclus passage no more than
an absurd exaggeration of the doctrine (1896: 1, 279). Brunschwig offers the
more balanced view that the ‘polemical irony’ of this testimony suggests
some simplification of the issues, but that ‘the indispensable rectification’
must not be carried ‘beyond the pointat which this doxographical tradition
would become unintelligible’ (1994: 38). The distinction which interests us —
that between controlled and uncontrolled vocalisation — would then be
dimly visible in the background behind the figures of the knowledgeable
and of the compulsive, internally coerced name-giver.

The picture that emerges from Sextus Empiricus’ résumé of what is
clearly Epicurean theory, at M. 1.143,** is subtly different from what we
learn from Proclus: ‘the first people who uttered (&vagfey E&uevol)® names
produced their natural vocalisation (&vagpwvno), like the cry on feeling
pain and the shout on feeling joy or surprise (cos kadTrv &l TN Y€V
Kpowynv kai THvET T¢fBecbou 1) Bouudlev ékPénotv), and that is the
way in which they mean that some names are of such a kind, others of
such another, by nature’. The first vocalisations here are explicitly linked
to emotional-cum-physiological states (and pain and joy are two of the
emotions mentioned by Lucretius as evoking animals’ cries, DRN 5.1061),
but the relationship between cry and state, while natural, is not explicitly
described in causal terms: the cry occurs ‘on the occasion of” (éri) the
feeling. It remains open to us humans, usually, to control our groans of pain
or whoops of joy. But if naturalness does not always connote inevitability,
some degree of it must have been present in the originary correlations

4 Tam grateful to David Blank for making this final point, and for sharpening various other distinctions
applied in this section.

4 On the passage in its context, see Blank 1998: 178, ad loc.

4 This verb and its cognate noun have a distinctive Epicurean flavour: cf. e.g. Diogenes of Oenoanda
12.3.2.
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between objects and vocalisations: for if vocalisers could have changed
their cries at will, or on a whim, communal systems of communication
exploiting those correlations could never have grown up.

The theories offered by Diodorus Siculus (1.8.3f.), Vitruvius (Arch. 2.1.1),
and Lactantius (/nst. div. 6.10.10-13) have also been claimed to betray
Epicurean influence, and something should be said about their bearing
on this objection to the Epicurean theory.

In none of them does an explicit transition from uncontrolled to con-
trolled vocalisation play any role. In fact, Diodorus simply posits a move
from meaninglessness and inarticulacy to articulate symbols (and cf. 1.16.1,
on Hermes’ work in articulating human speech).*® Vitruvius may perhaps
allude to initial random vocalisation,*” but says nothing about how or when
deliberate signifying came into being. Lactantius thinks that nods whereby
each man could ‘signify his desire’ (voluntatem suam significasse) preceded
the ‘beginnings of speech’ (sermonis initia) and the imposition of names, as
if controlling vocalisation were not even an issue. The same difficulty besets
the theory set out by Prolemy (Criz. 7.18ff.) whose account, as Verlinsky
plausibly argues (this volume, p. 92), is also at least partly Epicurean in
origin: ‘it is likely that the first significations by means of discourse, formed
both from the psychological states which affected <people>, and from
the peculiar character of the vocal sounds, were sounded out naturally by
people who had not yet had benefit of any instruction’ (7.19—22).4*

Given this sizeable lacuna at the heart of the Epicurean account, how are
we to view Lucretius’ howling, whimpering, whinnying, neighing and caw-
ing beasts and birds? Perhaps they, or some of them, are in the sort of entirely
uncontrollable physiological state assigned to Puss earlier (scenario 1).
Perhaps their cries, or some of them, are — to use a modern jargon again —
‘stimulus-bound” and subject to ‘releaser mechanisms’, the variety they
display being the result of variety in the external objects and in the result-
ing psychological-cum-physiological states, which in turn cause the cries;
and Lucretius, as we have just seen, does indeed say that ‘various sensations
force’ (cogunt) the animals ‘to utter various vocalisations’ (5.1087-8).

It may well be that the need to introduce some appropriate psychophys-
ical source(s) for relevant control of vocalisation did not strike Epicurus, or

46 On Diodorus’ sources, see n. 20. It is precisely on the grounds that he does include an opening phase
of inarticulacy that Spoerri 1959: 1356 and Brunschwig 1994: 34 denied his account an Epicurean
pedigree.

47 The text is unclear, however: see Cole 1990: 33 n. 10.

48 16w Y&p S1& ToU Adyou onuacI@dY TES UV TTPATAS £ikds UTTO TEOW undETe Tapadooews TIVos
ETITUYOVTWV PUCIKES dvatrepuwviioBar Temoinuévas &md Te THis TGOV TPosTITTOVTWY Tabddv,
Kol & TS TGOV provddv i8loTpoTrias.
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Lucretius, as problematic. There is some evidence that Epicurus recognised
a distinction between animals that are, and animals that are not, subject to
something like moral assessment, some animals not being straightforwardly
identical with their atomic ‘constitutions’ (cUoTooels) (e.g. Nat. 25, 1056
s..11, Laursen 1995: 16). Given the criterion by which it is defined, such
animals must be able not merely to learn, and to modify their behaviour —
including, presumably, their signalling and vocalising behaviour — but to
do so in response to experiences based on reward and punishment directed
toward the acquisition of very particular dispositions: otherwise it is hard
to see why we should think of them as liable to ‘the mode of admoni-
tion and correction’ (Téd1 vouBe[T]nT[1]kéd1 TpdTrwikai ETavopbuwTikdd1)
(25, 1191 7.2.5.2—4, Laursen 1995: 31). But the origin of such modifications
remains notoriously mysterious.*” Other evidence about the Epicurean
school points to disagreement about the status of animals, and gives little
or no guidance on the issue of intentionality.”®

As for Lucretius, Bailey raises the broad objection to his account of
‘volition’ (noluntas) (4.877—906) that, because it requires acceptance by the
soul of ‘atomic films’ (simulacra) of the intended action (e.g. walking), no
such images could exist before agents had engaged in the relevant behaviour
(1947: 111, 1490, ad 5.1028—90). It might be argued instead that such images
could never by themselves go to create a concept of deliberate activity of
any sort, for this is beyond the power of mere perception to capture and
convey, at least if it is as bare and stripped a thing as Lucretius’ refutation
of scepticism requires (4.379-8s; cf. D.L. 10.31). His account thus exhibits,
at best, the circumstances under which volition is exercised, not how it is
itself created or constituted, much as one argument for the swerve at 2.215ff.
(a text at least as controversial as On Nature 25) assumes that there is such a
thing as uoluntas, of which we are aware in our own actions, which we know
to be absent from our own involuntary movements (DRN 2.258, 272—6,

4 Text of this book from Laursen 1987, 1995, 1997. On the interpretation of the phrase ‘the things
produced’ or ‘the developments’ (t& &moyeyevvnueva), see also e.g. Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 10910,
Purinton 1996.

Thus, for example, contracts between ourselves and other animals are in principle, and by implication,
permitted by Epicurus in RS 32 (cf. Long and Sedley 1987: 11, 113, ad 20J; 130, ad 2242), but ruled
out explicitly, and in principle, by Hermarchus, who seems to reserve to humans the capacity for
‘empirical reasoning’ (¢miAoyiouds) (Porphyry Abst. 1.12.7). (I assume it is right to assign this account
to Hermarchus — see Bouffartigue and Patillon 1977: 118; Longo Auricchio 1988: 137—41; Cole 1990:
72 — with reservations, perhaps, about some passages.) Cf. Annas 1993: 67-8, 70 with n. 6o, who
thinks the lack of clarity in the sources on this issue is to be explained by the lack of clarity on
the topic of non-human rationality. The whole issue of where the Epicurean line of demarcation
runs between human and animal behaviour, especially vocal behaviour, will be further discussed in
Atherton (forthcoming).
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279), the effects of which we can observe even in other non-human, animals
(263—71),”" and which is somehow accounted for only by the swerve. Such
volition is implied by the willingness of some non-human animals to find
refuge with humans (5.868—70), since such behaviour speaks of a capacity
to pursue perceived, long-term advantage — something far removed from
an automatic response to immediate dangers or enticements. Again, in our
passage Lucretius uses the example of the noises dogs make as they ‘pretend’
(imitantur) to bite the pups they are playing with (1067—9). But pretending
to do something requires appropriate selection of and control over, and
perhaps awareness of, the relevant behaviour — even the expectation of
being understood as faking by the fakee.’*

This last requirement would clearly take us fully into the realm of com-
munication, in the sense outlined earlier (p. 116). It does not, however,
obviously entail rationality (cf. 3.753); more argument and inquiry would
be required to determine exactly what it does entail. True, horses are said by
Lucretius to have a ‘mind’ (mens, animus) (2.265, 268, 270; cf. Annas 1993:
67), and animals are said to dream, as we do, about the important events in
their lives (4.984—1010; cf. Sorabji 1993: 28—9). But (pace Annas 1993: 67) at
3.299 there is nothing necessarily rational about the stag’s ‘mind’, for this,
being governed by cold air currents, is more like its ‘natural temperament’
(‘intellect’ (animus), 288, and ‘nature’ (natura), 302, are clearly synonyms
for mens here). Similarly, the horse’s mens may be (the physiological basis
of) its consciousness or subjectivity, not (that of) its rationality. Again,
whatever precisely the role of the swerve in volition, such behaviour does
not entail that some sort of ‘free will’ faculty, floating free of all causation, is
either necessary or sufficient to account for such controlled, goal-directed
behaviour as is involved in communication; and is just as far from meaning
that Epicureans thought that it was. My point is that Lucretius does not
draw our attention to the requirements for communication which I have
argued for here.

Somehow the distinction has to be explained between an organism’s overall
causal responsibility for a bit of behaviour — say, emission of a vocalisation —
and its being responsible for it in such a way that it can be said to have chosen
or to have intended to emit that vocalisation as a means of communication.
It is obscure just what is required, in terms of an organism’s psychological

5' 1 read ‘of the horses’ (equorum) for the MSS ‘of whom’ (guorum) in 2.264, on the grounds that it
makes best sense of the reference to ‘living things’ (animantibus) in 256, and is consonant with the
other evidence in Lucretius for animal volition (see main text).

5> Intentional deception may have a role to play in naturalistic glossogenesis. See Atherton
(forthcoming).



Lucretius on what language is not 129

or physiological equipment, for it to be capable of communicative intent,
and obscure too when that intent is present (so that what counts as a
case of communication remains moot even if we agree on what constitutes
‘communication’). Further, what explanations of non-human behaviour
we accept as legitimate or possible will be guided by theoretical as much
as empirical considerations. Thus to interpret as intentional a plover’s
apotropaic behaviour, whereby it feigns injury to a wing in such a way
as to lure a predator away from its nest, would entail that the plover has
beliefs about other animals’ beliefs, then rule-following may seem a far
more economical and plausible alternative (see Hauser 1996: s69ff. for a
discussion) — always provided, of course, we can find some way of getting
the animal to follow the rules without intentionality. Generally speaking,
non-human signalling behaviour might well be open to more complex
explanations than are compatible with the crude behaviourist scenarios I
sketched earlier, but ones which are still non-intentional in character; and
today such explanations would be preferred on the general grounds that
ceteribus paribus more parsimonious theories are better than less parsimo-
nious ones.

Investigation of what Epicureans made of these larger background issues
cannot be properly undertaken in this paper. So I shall simply assume that
Epicureans believed either that they had an answer to the question, how
random atomic movements have yielded controlled behaviour and inten-
tional action, or that they did not need to give one, and turn briefly instead
to the kind of control which is required, and how it fits into Lucretius’
scheme for explaining the origins of language.

POINTING AND PRECONCEPTIONS

It is vital, first of all, not to lose sight of the facts that the vocalisers’own
internal states constitute the causal sequences which lead from external
objects to vocalisations, and that in consequence these sequences may be
open to alteration from within the organism itself. Lucretius’ descriptions of
the process at least do not imply, as we saw, that these sequences, once set in
motion, cannot be broken, and thus issue in a different outcome (a different
vocalisation, or no vocalisation at all) from the one it would have had, had
it not been interfered with. But one special sort of intervention must be
in play: that which is somehow connected to the (perceived) usefulness of
the behaviour. This is explicit in Lucretius” account (5.1029), although not
in Epicurus’; it has come up for us already in the behaviour of animals
sensible enough to trade protection for domestic service (868—70); and it
is fundamental to the Epicurean explanation of the origins of justice and
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law, with which in Lucretius’ prehistory of man the rise of language is
intimately, if obscurely, connected (1021-7).%
Remember that what Lucretius is claiming is this:

So, if different sensations compel animals, dumb as they are, to issue different
vocalisations, it is so much more reasonable (zequum) for humans to have then
been able to mark out different things with different vocalisations. (5.1087—90)

Lucretius” argument must run as follows: many animals, including humans,
vocalise naturally, in a variety of ways (stated at 1059—61, illustrated at
1062-86). The variety is due, in part, to differences in sensations received
(1061f., 1087); such differences might be species specific, but Lucretius rather
appealed to differences between types of emotion assumed to be common
to the higher animals, such as parental affection, sexual desire, fear and
anger (see already p. 111 above on this point). It is also due to differences in
vocalising ability; humans surpassing other animals in this regard (1057f.).
Early humans were forced to vocalise by their own internal states, much as
non-humans were and are (1028, 1087), but they introduced a use for these
already differentiated cries, that of naming objects (1089f.). The upshot is
that this development is not surprising, since the resource put to this new
use was both naturally and widely available.

For the transformation of instinctive, automatic cries into names to get
under way, there must at some point in time have been a state of affairs
in which the presence of some object — let us call it A — was not needed
to produce in some vocaliser(s) the vocalisation which (cezeribus paribus)
was causally associated with As in this proto-community — vocal noise .
What happens next? Cole thinks that ‘the first person to form and utter
the “natural” word for something is immediately understood by his com-
panions’ (1990: 72).* The difficulty with this claim becomes clear when we
try to say what the ‘understanding’ would be of in such a case. We grant
that the noise-makers will have noticed that a token of a given noise has
been made by one of their number. (Perhaps there was then an exchange
of a-type noises, in which case the ‘freeing up’ of the noise, its detach-
ment from the {object —> internal state —> vocalisation } causal sequence,
must already have begun, with people already having some control over
the production of a-type noises.) But ex hypothesi no one could yet be in

53 This important topic cannot be broached here; full discussion in Atherton (forthcoming).

54 Pace Cole, however, Cicero Fin. 1.30 does not constitute a parallel to Ep. Hdt. 38 in the field of ethics:
the former describes the principle that the natural goodness of pleasure is immediately grasped in
much the same way as are secondary properties of physical objects; the latter prescribes finding the
‘first concept’ associated with each vocalisation.
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a position to utter & as a sign for As. For it looks as though, if a vocaliser
had already hatched the idea of using the noise in this way, that he will
thereby qualify as the name-giver Lucretius is at pains to dismiss as absurd
and impossible (1048f., *. . . whence was given to this man to know and
to see in his mind’s eye what he wanted to do?’, where what is out of the
question is ‘marking everything out | with vocalisations’, 1043—4).

So let us suppose that someone present at the random uttering of noise 2
goes off and fetches an A. What would be new about this association would
be that it was the vocalisation that, so to say, ‘produced’ the object, not the
other way round. Now the noise-makers notice that (a token of) the noise
had been associated by one of their kind with (a token of) the object(-type)
the presence of (other tokens of ) which in the past had made them produce
(other tokens of) the noise. Notice that in this scenario the noisemaker who
goes off to fetch an A must already have acquired the ability to associate the
noise with the object in its absence, so that a different sort of link is in play
between noise and object than that which manifests itself in the {object —>
sensation —> vocalization} chain. Presumably this - and A- related
behaviour is what will ultimately allow for a community-wide association
of a noise-type and an object-type. What is the link, then, and how has it
come into being?

That some sort of physiological or psychological response to the vocalisa-
tion which was not caused by the presence of an A — call it #* — is implicated
in the account is plain, since without it noise «* will be just that, a noise:
it has to be associated by a hearer with As, and association of this sort is
a psychophysical process. Further, it has to be associated with the same
kind of thing by all hearers, since otherwise the process by which the noise
becomes a community’s name for the same type of thing cannot get started.
The most plausible psychological link must be memory. Noise #* reminds
the hearer of As, and his thinking of them makes him go off and look for
one. (It helps to think of As as especially tasty tit-bits, so that someone
might well have had wistful memories of absent As in the past.) Up until
now he has not — and this would be crucial — been made to think of them
by noise « alone, since ex hypothesi this vocalisation had previously always
been causally produced by the object. (As Hammerstaedt 1996: 228 points
out, a word ‘pud indicare una certa realtd anche nei momenti in cui quest’
ultima non si percepisce pitt 0 non ancora’, and somehow or other this
fact has to be accommodated in any semantic theory; pointing at objects
in one’s presence (5.1030—2) is not an adequate parallel for word-use.)

We can also suppose that the noise-making behaviour, the subsequent
fetching behaviour, and finally the exhibition of the A, are remembered by
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members of the group.” We have also gathered from Lucretius’ example of
the pointing infant (1030—2) that humans are natural sign-makers. So we
may surmise that (tokens of) the noise began to be used when members of
the tribe wished to direct the attention of others to those objects, instead
of, say, pointing at one, or going to fetch one and then exhibiting it. The
necessary ingredient of intentional use of the noise in order to bring to mind
the object would thus be secured, and provided other users understood the
intention (as they already understood, we assume, the intentions behind
pointing gestures), the materials are in place for a convention regarding use
of the noise as a sign.

The problem now, I would suggest, is that the account assumes what it
is supposed to be explaining: intentional use of vocalisations as signs for
objects.

What is evoked in the noise-making community by 2* cannot be, as it
is in the case of externally caused vocalisations, a sensation of an A, e.g.
that of a tiger, since it does not have the right causal history. Epicurus
seems to think that in contemporary users the response to a name is the
coming to mind of an ‘outline’ (TUTros) of the object in accordance with
a preconception (D.L. 10.33), and, implausible as that claim may be on
empirical grounds, it is surely right that names cannot and do not have
the same effect on users as do objects themselves (someone’s uttering the
word ‘tiger’ in my living room, for example, will not have the same effect
on me as my finding a tiger there). So the psychological bridge must rather
be a memory of a sensation caused by an A and automatically classified
by type; perhaps it is a preconception of As.”® Noises, therefore, must
already be capable of evoking memories or preconceptions of objects; they
are to that extent freed from the {object —> sensation —> vocalisation}
chain, and the sensations which originally produced the vocalisations have
no direct role in the naming relation. We would consequently expect the
noise 7ot to end up as the name for the sensation of an object. But nor
does it end up as the name for the preconception associated with it: it

55 Here one might compare the role of ‘non-rational memory’ (&Aoyo8s pvrun) in Hermarchus’
account of the evolution of laws against homicide, before ‘empirical reasoning’ (¢mAoyiouds) came
to be required to turn people away from violence — at any rate, those capable of rational thought.
Manuwald 1980: 21f. suggests that Hermarchus’ ‘non-rational memory’ stage in the development of
law is a special application of Epicurus’ first, pre-rational, stage in human prehistory as a whole.
The main texts in this difficult area are: D.L. 10.31, 33; Ep. Hdt. 37f., 82. It seems highly unlikely, as
suggested by Robin, thata preconception could be acquired by a species, rather than by an individual,
so that ‘un individu, méme dépourvu du toute expérience personnelle du langage, doit ressentir le
besoin fonctionnel de s’exprimer par des gestes (1031 sq.) ou par des sons articulés (1057 sq.)” (1962:
111, 144, ad 5.1046-9). Leaving aside its failure to keep apart language proper from sign language,
this analysis overlooks the fact that preconceptions can be acquired only as a result of experience.
(Cic. ND 1.43 (Velleius) is not a counter-example.)

56
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becomes instead the name for its external cause(-type). (This is to ignore the
question of vocalisations that do in fact become names for psychophysical
states.)

At this juncture the objection can be raised that for the noise to be a
name someone has to utter the noise with the intention of referring to As.
Names, the objection runs, do not merely remind people of things (I am
assuming here, for the sake of the argument, that they are indeed reminders
of some sort).”” Nor is it just that they can be regarded, as a class, as items
meant to remind people of things (which is why, on this approach, we can
use names in the way we do: to communicate). The crucial points which
can be levelled against Lucretius are that we use names to refer to things,
and that we do so with the expectation of being understood as referring to
them. How, then, did Lucretius’ primitive community get in the way of
using, and of understanding, vocalisations in this way?

The issue at stake is thus, in part, that before anyone could get the idea —
the preconception — of the usefulness of vocalisation for communication,
people had already to be using such noises, and to be doing so in order
to communicate with each other, this being the most plausible interpre-
tation of what Lucretius means by ‘had used the vocalisations amongst
themselves’, 5.1046f.5* (and this is indeed activity experience of which can
be interpreted as a necessary condition for someone else’s engaging in it).
Admittedly, someone might have formed a general concept of the factual
or causally grounded associations they had observed in their community of
noise(-type) a with object(-type) A, noise(-type) & with object(-type) B,
and so on. But if that is all that Lucretius means — the mere association by
the noise-makers of noise with thing — then members of the community
could not (yet) have come into possession of the general concept of vocal-
isation used 77 order to make others think of a certain object, and thus of
its usefulness for that purpose.”

57" A link with the theory of commemorative signs, reported by Sextus Empiricus (PH. 2.97-9,
M. 8.141-51, cf. 316-19), is possible; full discussion in Atherton (forthcoming).

58 Bollack 1978: 156 claims that . . . I'idée de I'avantage de la langue découle de son existence’. But,
if names could be recognised as useful only from and after being used, how did they come to be
used in the first place? Dahlmann asserts that men ‘sensimque sonis linguae inter se utentes summae
eos esse utilitatis intellexerunt’, 1928: 9; which is to assume that these uoces were of the same kind, and
were performing the same function, as names, since otherwise they could not have given rise to a
preconception of the usefulness of names.

59 Thus Schrijvers 1999: 71—2 is right that what gave us the concept of the usefulness of the organs of
speech was not their potential for use, but their actual use ‘et ainsi la volonté de s’en servir’. But he
also claims (1999: 71) that from a series of perceptions of the acts of signifying T'utilité saute aux
yeux’. For Epicureans, however, usefulness is not the sort of thing, strictly speaking, that can be
perceived at all: cf. p. 127 and n. 40, above, with Brunschwig 1994: 35, whose distinction between
perception as the ‘abstract limit of analysis’, and perception as what is subjectively experienced, will
still not get us to perception of such properties as usefulness.
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There is even more at stake, however. A distinction will indeed have to
be made between a noise’s making a hearer think of A, and its being used
in order to do so; and it is true that it is the latter notion, in general terms,
which is needed here. But the precise problem is different: it is that to get
the idea of the usefulness of noises as names, it would not be enough even
for one’s fellows to be making z-noises deliberately and thereby reminding
people of As, if they do so (and this is the crux) without the intention of
doing so by referring to As.

It is quite impossible, in fact (pace Janson 1979: 154), for humans to
have had the ability to talk a long time before they used it (4.837—40). If
the usefulness of names for communication is the only thing which can
produce the preconception thereof, then it seems reasonable to infer that,
similarly, the preconception of names can only come from experience of
names; but if use of names requires a preconception of names, then we are
caught in (to use a modern phrase) a Catch 22. There can be no first use
of names. How to break out of this vicious circle? A possible answer is:
by having primitive humans put their disposition to vocalise at the service
of their disposition to use signs, in such a way that a new use of existing
vocalisations becomes possible.

The idea is this: a vocaliser, having already observed the chance, unin-
tended, but fairly regular, association between noise and object made by
himself and his fellows, sees that vocalisations can be used as a novel kind
of way of doing what had previously been done (and continues to be done,
instinctively, by human infants: 5.1030—2) in an @ hoc and rather inefficient
way, viz., referring to things, much as had been done by using gestures —
only now with such advantages as freeing hands for other tasks, being able
to refer to things not present, or to communicate in the dark, and, above
all, considerably increased precision and constancy of reference. Yet if a
vocaliser can do that, he will already have invented names. And (the twist
in the tale) so will everyone else: for we humans all have these gifts equally, as
Lucretius’ first argument has reminded us (1043—s). The Epicurean account
thus works, ironically, only if space is found, alongside our other remark-
able talents, for what the school’s methodology and psychology is in danger
of ruling out: imagining what we have never perceived, without aid of prior
preconceptions.

This is, indeed, the solution suggested by Lucretius’ own account: in it
he stresses how very unremarkable it is for humans to put their unparal-
leled vocalisation capacity to use in ‘marking all things out’ (cf. 5.1043f.),
as if, crucially, the disposition to ‘mark things out’ were already present,
and were simply finding a new outlet — one which is entirely ‘reasonable’
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(aequum) in the circumstances. At no point does Lucretius claim that the
signalling of external objects is itself emergent in the primitive human
community.

Cole has indeed suggested that there was an ‘analogical extension’ by
reason, of the principle involved in natural signing (1990: 74), although the
psychology of this process remains unclear.®> And a Lucretian expression
of this result can be extracted from the crucial lines 5.1028—9:

At uarios linguae sonitus natura subegit
Mirtere, et utilitas expressit nomina rerum.

But nature forced [men] to emit the tongue’s various
sounds, and usefulness moulded names for things.

It can fairly be said that in the correct interpretation of the verb I translate
‘moulded’ (expressit) lies the solution to the problem of the role of necessity
in the whole affair, since, on one reading, it connotes a (quasi-)mechanical
forcetul process, a kind of expulsion; on another,” it refers to a shaping or
forming process, possibly one performed by (something like) an intelligence
pursuing a goal.®* The latter option looks, as a whole, more consonant with
the context: one would expect an appeal to utility to be conceived in terms
of an agent’s doing something that has a certain result or effect, although
the agent need not be aware of its activity as purposeful, as long as it is
equipped with some sort of ‘feedback’ which allows it to pursue, on the
whole, what is as a matter of fact beneficial and avoid, on the whole, what
is harmful. (Indeed, the extent to which the process is conscious remains
moot.) If there is a physical process of ejection of matter involved in such
cases, it must be mediated and directed by a physically realised faculty
geared to the organism’s survival and capable of responding appropriately
to the environment and its incursions.®* On the other hand, Lucretius’ own
usage of the verb elsewhere is against this reading,(’4 which in any case would

6 Analogy is one of the routes to the formation of ‘thoughts’ or ‘ideas’ (¢mrivotcn) at D.L. 10.32, which

may include preconceptions, mentioned in the next sentence (33); but, as Long suggests (1971b: 1195

cf. Goldschmidt 1978: 161), preconceptions may be the sorts of ideas formed by direct ‘incidence’

(TrepiTrTeoots) of external stimuli on the senses, with analogy, resemblance or combination being

responsible for the other kinds of ideas. The similarity between this list and the Stoic classification at

D.L. 7.52 (cf. Cicero Fin. 3.33f.) is remarkable, although the latter is more systematic (cf. Goldschmidt

1978: 159—60).

Cf. Bailey 1947: 111, 1491, ad loc., cf. 111, 1490, with Schrijvers’s comments (1974: 34).

See TLL s.v. part 1, 11 A2a, by OLD s.v. 2a, 4¢, vs. TLL s.v. part 11, OLD s.v. 6. It is helpful to contrast

Cicero’s appeal to a coining metaphor at Rep. 3.3.

Such a process seems to be envisaged by Lucretius at 5.94sfF.

64 There are fifteen examples of simple causal processes to which forms of exprimere are applied (e.g.
5.453, 487; 6.181f., 212, 275, 478). There is a single exception: 4.299, a highly unusual case in which,
in order to explain the left-to-right reversal of reflections, a still flexible plaster mask gets turned
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founder on the difficulty we have already encountered as a consequence of
Epicurean epistemology itself.

But the thought cannot be that the usefulness of having names acted
to give articulateness and/or semantic determinacy to names, much as the
metal worker or sculptor imposes a definite geometrical or iconic shape on
relatively amorphous metal or stone. For without some measure of precisely
those properties (determinacy of shape, and of reference or content), it is
hard to see how the primitive vocalisations could be called ‘names’ at all.®
They would amount to no more than all-purpose attention sharing gestures,
like the infant’s pointing activity, when what is needed is an explanation of
the emergence of names peculiar to objects.

Nor can Lucretius mean, however, that the usefulness of having vocal-
isations as names for things forced’ certain vocalisations, themselves the
products of nature, into names: for names, obviously, must already exist to
give rise to the conception of their usefulness. This interpretation would,
in effect, make the benefit conferred by the having of names itself produce
those names in the first place (as if a coin, and not just the metal, pre-
existed the coining process).® A sequence of this kind is indeed possible
for artefacts (4.843—52) which perform (better, more efficiently, more con-
veniently) an already known function: but names are supposed not to be
‘pure’ artefacts — just how pure they are is, in a sense, just what is now at
issue, and indeed makes this whole inquiry a contribution to the general
question of where (if anywhere) Epicureans drew the boundary between the
natural and the artificial. (Interestingly, there seems to be no Epicurean cor-
relate of the Stoic distinction (D.L. 7.54) between naturally formed ‘ideas’
(¢vvoian), which are preconceptions, and other kinds.)®”

So if primitive humans could not have got the idea of ‘marking things
out’, and of doing so ‘with vocalisations’, from conversation with others,
since ex hypothesi no such thing as ‘conversation’ existed, nor from nature,

inside-out when hurled against a hard surface, so that what was the left side of the ‘face’ is now
the right, and vice versa. This usage seems to combine the ‘moulding’ or ‘shaping’ and the ‘forcing’
meanings of the verb, although the presence of the participle ‘pushed out (elisam)’ does tend to
emphasise the former.

6 This point is finessed by Dahlmann: ‘ex guibus [sc. vocal sounds] paulatim utilitate rei cognita nomen
Jirmum cuiusque rei statuerin? (1928: 16) — as if names were already in existence when the sonitus
linguae were being forced out.

66 This is the mistake that Janson seems to commit, 1979: 152; cf. 153, when he has Lucretius saying,
in effect, that ‘Man started to talk because he was naturally endowed with the means to do it, and
because it was at that time useful’ (my emphasis).

67 According to Nichols, who is discussing precisely the first coming into being of language, for the
Epicureans ‘[t]here is a natural origin and cause of everything that men do, discover, invent’, 1976:
136. True: but what e/se is involved, and at what stage?
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which knows only, through its creatures, of the regular, causally mediated,
association of features of the world with vocalisations, the neatest response
is that this is something instinctive: indicating objects in a communicative
context is something humans do spontaneously and untaught. Lucretius
shows us a prelinguistic child engaged in trying to create shared focus of
attention on an object or feature of the environment: he does not (though
he has often been assumed to) describe a child’s first attempts to learn
to talk. This approach not only tactfully draws attention away from the
enormous differences between the situations facing today’s learners and
our prelinguistic ancestors, it draws it toward our unlearned bent to engage
in communication.

CONCLUSIONS

So natural signs — natural in their causal origin — of internal states produced
by external objects have become, thanks to their usefulness, non-natural
signs of external objects — ‘non-natural’ not in having no natural relation
with the objects they signify, but in that relation’s being irrelevant to their
function: to their being used as intentional signs by a linguistic community.
The birds Lucretius refers to at 5.1078-86, the ones popularly said to call
up the winds, if they were indeed making a genuine invocation, must be
addressing something or someone, and this implies at least the availability
of a way of referring to the addressees; reference in general is always to
something, and linguistic reference must always be freely chosen. But we
have seen that this is just what is missing from Lucretius’ account as it
stands: it is not possible to pass from animals’ vocal responses to their
feelings, via birds’ supposed summoning of the winds, to designative or
naming activity, as if involuntary cries, summonses and names could all
be lumped together as vocalisations. Further, the use of vocalisations as
stable vehicles of intentional reference to fixed features of the world can
be explained only on the assumption that humans are more imaginative —
for want of a better word — than Lucretius’ account seems to admit. Every
human being, not some lonely privileged individual, divine or divinely
inspired, is capable of crossing from a prelinguistic state to possession of a
natural language over the bridge formed by his or her own dispositions to
vocalise and to use signs for objects in contexts of communication. If the
assumption that such dispositions are merely the luck of the atomic draw
is felt as unsatisfactory, Lucretius would no doubt challenge us to find fault
with the principles and methods of Epicureanism from and by which this
account has been constructed; and we cannot console ourselves that the
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means we moderns have won to see into the remote past have made us into
authorities on the origins of language. I hope that this exploration of the
question from one particular set of empirical starting points has clarified
the problems the naturalistic tradition still faces.®

68 T would like to thank David Blank, Brad Inwood and all the participants at the Symposium for their
helpful and insightful comments on earlier drafts of this paper. Its title is a tribute to Wardy’s superb
study (1988), from which I have learned so much about the right way(s) of reading Lucretius.



CHAPTER S
Communicating Cynicism: Diogenes’ gangsta rap*

Ineke Sluiter

I INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been an upsurge of interest in ancient Cynicism,
which has benefited in particular from renewed attention to the notion of
rhetorical practice. It was recognised that even though the Cynics never
formulated an explicit body of philosophical theories, their life-style could
be analysed as the exercise of a philosophical rhetoric, intended to convey
a particular set of ethical messages.

In this contribution, I will focus on Cynic strategies of communication,
and on problems of the interpretation of Cynicism resulting from their
communicative choices. First, I will look at the Cynics” use of transgres-
sive non-verbal communication with the help of modern socio-linguistic
theories of non-verbal communication and impression management. The
Cynics scandalise their audience by their conscious use of the body and
its processes for philosophical purposes; anthropological ideas about trans-
gression will be helpful here (section 2).

In section 3, I will turn to verbal communication, and investigate the
Cynics’ characteristic use of language and literature, regarded as an aspect of
their self-fashioning. Here, I argue that Cynic ideas on language correspond
to a specific type of folk-linguistics, represented for us by a well-delineated
literary tradition of iambos and comedy. I claim that the literary representa-
tions of Cynicism that have come down to us cannot be fully understood,
unless their intertextual relations with other ancient transgressive genres
are explored." The literary representations of the Cynics acquire a fuller

* T would like to thank the participants of the Symposium Hellenisticum 2001, particularly Julia
Annas, for discussion, and the members of the Amsterdam Hellenist Club and the colleagues of the
Department of Classical Studies at the University of Pennsylvania, for valuable comments.

! Note that I do not use ‘intertextuality’ in the restricted sense of Quellenforschung, but in the wider
sense of the term, i.e. to refer in general to the place of a text, regarded as a locus of absorption and
transformation, in a network of other texts and genres, and more specifically to the relationship of
that text and other specific texts, a relationship of which the partners in the literary communication
are aware. Cf. Pfister 1985 and Broich 1985: 31.
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meaning when they are seen to resonate within a web of comparable texts,
notably the tradition of Zambos and ancient comedy (section 3).

Finally (section 4), I will raise the question of the effectiveness of the
consciously self-undermining aspects of Cynic communication, again by
comparing them to other transgressive genres like satire and gangsta rap.
Throughout, my main focus of attention will be Diogenes, supplemented
with some Antisthenes and later Cynics.

My paper rests on the assumption that, since so much of what we know
of the Cynics’ performance is through the literary shaping of their lives in
the form of telling anecdotes and narratives, we should be paying special
attention to the essentially literary nature of the representation of Cyni-
cism and particularly of its fountainhead, Diogenes; we must not deny the
uncompromisingly literary and artistically contrived nature of our sources.
This will be particularly relevant when we consider the impact of Cynicism
on its audience: the experience of the primary, original audience, often
represented as the internal audience in the narrative, differed considerably
from that of the reading or listening external audience of the (semi-) literary
versions of Cynicism. The embrace of the Cynics by the literary tradition
must have had a thoroughly domesticating effect. The question whether
and how far Diogenes himself actually lived his life as if he was ‘writing’
it as a text (see below, section 4), immediately endangers the value of the
ensuing interpretation, because of the circularity it entails. While empha-
sising the socio-cultural Sizz im Leben of the representations of Diogenes,
my interpretation does not intend to deny the real impact that Cynicism
had especially on other philosophers. The Stoics in particular derived con-
siderable inspiration for their ethics from Diogenes’ life, regarded as an
authentic attempt to embody a philosophy and distinguishable from fake
imitators of its external aspect.

2 NON-VERBAL COMMUNICATION AND THE ACTION-CHREIA

In this section, we will study some of the most salient points of Cynic
communication: its theatricality, its use of non-verbal communication,
its preference for transgressive forms of communication, and its preferred
literary form, the chreia.

A naive view of Cynic communication could have it that any conclu-
sions drawn by the general public from observing the Cynic life-style and
Cynic behaviour are just an unintended by-product of the Cynic way of
life. This would entail that the Cynic has no programme and no didactic
intentions, but that their natural life-style is indeed just that, natural, and



Communicating Cynicism 141

uncultivated;” if this is elevating to anyone, it is an epiphenomenon of the
rule of nature. The didactic effect achieved by the Cynic performance is
that of a role-model, who embodies a way of life without explaining it, but
offers his or herself for imitation. Even a superficial reading of the sources
on Cynicism reveals how untrue such a view would be to the representations
we have. In spite of the Cynics’ self-production as human beings who sim-
ply embody certain ideas and convictions without making any conscious
attemptat propagating those ideas, their interaction with their environment
is more often than not carefully stylised to invite observation and reflection,
and to provoke quite specific reactions.’ There is an unmistakable didactic
stance (cf. Bouldpevos voubeTfioan ‘wanting to admonish/rebuke’).* The
very theatricality and artificiality of this procedure — the combination of
apparent artlessness and simplicity with a sly appeal to public attention —
was a source of irritation to Plato,” who objected to Diogenes’ studied
naiveté and the puffed-up arrogance which he perceived underneath.® A
Cynic needs an audience.” Plato’s comparison of Diogenes to an ‘out-of-
control Socrates’ (or a ‘Socrates gone mad’)® may suggest some similarity
in the public interaction between both philosophers (i.e. Socrates and Dio-
genes) and the Athenian audience, while at the same time emphasising
the totally different modus operandi. Socrates, Plato and their followers are
happy to have one partner in dialogue — or not even that, since the con-
summate Platonist would be self-sufficient to achieve ‘dialectical upward
mobility’ all by him or herself, in a dialogue with his or her own soul. The
Cynic performance would be meaningless, however, without an audience,
and consequently, the Cynic consciously chooses to be in the public arena;
indeed, it would be hard to imagine a Cynic hermit.” It seems worthwhile
to analyse this theatrical, self-dramatising didactic stance of the Cynics
further.

% On their ideal of living according to nature, cf. H8istad 1948: 39.

For economy’s sake, I will not always repeat ‘the representation’ (of their interaction, etc.) — sapienti
sat.

SSRv B 188 = D.L. 6.35; see below, at note 38; cf. on the Cynic’s missionary intentions, Moles 2000:
422; on Cynic pedagogy, Héistad 1948: 15.

For the competition between Plato and Diogenes, see e.g. SSR v B 5567, e.g. 59; Branham 1996:
88-9, 98—9. The very emphasis put by Diogenes and the Cynics on the body and its processes seems
a provocation to Platonism.

Cf. D.L. 6.26 (SSRV B 55): Tatédv altoU [= of Plato] ToTe oTpldpaTa kekATKSTOS piAous TTapd
Atovuaiov, épn), ‘matéd Thv TTA&TWVOS KevooTroudiav. Tpods &v 6 TTA&TwY, doov,i Aldyeves, Tol
TUPou Blagaivels, Sokdv uf TeTupdodar (etc.); SSR v B 57 (= D.L. 6.41); SSR v B 60 (Plato’s
remark 65 xapiev &v v oou T6 &mTAaoTov & utf) Av Ao TOV .

Déring 1993: 340. 8 SSRv B 59 (D.L. 6.54 et al.).

Moles 2000: 429 points out that while we hear of occasional Cynics in the country, most of them
lived in the context of a polis.
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Classicists have become more aware of the various strategies that are
available in the production of self (Goffman 1959: 248—s1; cf. Branham
1996: 87), the way we constantly present a ‘front’ to an audience (Goffman
1959: 24),'"° the different roles we play in different contexts (on stage, back-
stage), and to different audiences (Goffman 1959: 49), and how we deal in
impression management, developed as a form of game theory by Goffman
(1970). The initial theory of self-production (Goffman 1959) was based to a
large extent on the comparison with the theatre: the dominating metaphor
is to see life as a theatrical performance. Now, as I said, the theatricality of
the Cynics’ public behaviour leaps to the eye,” not only because they force
themselves on their spectators, but also by their careful self-presentation,
e.g. through the use of certain fixed ‘props’."” Therefore it should be pos-
sible to apply some of these insights of socio-linguistics to the analysis of
Cynicism as a rhetorical (and didactic) practice.

Since I intend to concentrate on non-verbal elements in Cynic com-
munication, I will also be using modern theories of non-verbal commu-
nication.” Of course, a well-articulated theory of non-verbal communi-
cation was available even in antiquity itself, in the form of the theory of
actio/pronuntiatiofoéxkpiois, which dealt with the presentation of rhetor-
ical speeches.'* In modern times, ideas on non-verbal communication go
back to the groundbreaking study of Hall,” who was one of the first to
systematically regard culture as a form of communication,” and they have
been applied to classical texts by e.g. Donald Lateiner.”” Concepts that will
be particularly useful here are, among the so-called ‘Primary message sys-
tems distinguished by Hall (1959: 62-81), e.g. the use of food and eating

' In the context of the Cynics, it is also important to distinguish (with Goffman 1959: 24, 27) between
the ‘personal front’ developed by Diogenes, which turns into an ‘established front’ with the (yet)
more stylised Cynics of e.g. the second century Bc; see also Krueger 1996: 225.

See also Branham 1996: 91.

For these Cynicae familiae insignia, the knapsack and walking-stick, see SSR v B 15271, Apul. Apol.

22. Other ‘props’ (used in a non-technical sense) include Diogenes’ barrel, or the beards that are one

of the hallmarks of the second-century Bc Cynics. Cf. Malherbe 1982: 49 on the use of dress and

conduct in Cynic self-definition.

3 For the terminology, cf. Lateiner 1995: 15 ‘the widest descriptor, nonverbal behaviors, has the virtue of
including both intended nonverbal communication and the many unintentional acts or sounds, often
out-of-awareness, that reveal so much of us. The term further comprehends tactemics, proxemics,
and chronemics (the symbolic use of touch, distance, and time), strepistics (nonvocal body sounds
like clapping and knee slapping), and paralanguage (vocal but nonverbal factors beyond lexemes)’.

' See in particular Cic. De or. 3.213—25 (222 est enim actio quasi sermo corporis); Quint. Inst. Or. 11.3 (esp.
on gestus, 11.3, 65—71). Of course, ancient theory is mainly prescriptive and deals with the delivery
of speeches. Modern theory has been used here because of its wider scope.

5 Hall 1959; 19665 see also Ekman and Friesen 1969; less important: Ruesch and Weldon 1972.

16 Hall 1959: s1. The most influential representative of this view is now, of course, Geertz 1973.

Lateiner 1987; 1995; see also Boegehold 1999, and Bremmer and Roodenburg 1991: chs. 1 and 2.
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(Hall 1959: 62, 64), clothing and physical attributes to mark e.g. status,
and the use of space (territoriality) (Hall 1959: 68, 187—209). In the latter
context, it is important to analyse the so-called proxemics of a commu-
nicative situation, i.e. the social manipulation of space,” and to distinguish
between intimate, social and public space. In intimate space, one is very
close to the person one is communicating with (a lover, a child, a very close
friend), in social space one keeps a certain, moderate distance as from e.g.
acquaintances or colleagues;' in public space one is ‘on stage’, and has to
raise one’s voice to reach a larger group of people. The distance one keeps
from other people, or inversely, an invasion of someone’s personal space,
may be a strategy of submissiveness or domination. It is more normal for
a subject to approach a king — and then to keep a respectful distance —
than for a king to approach a subject. Yet, the latter is what we constantly
see emphasised in the anecdotes about Diogenes and Alexander.” It is
Alexander who approaches Diogenes, who usually never even gets up from
his sitting position.”" The proxemics of other such stories are given a slightly
different twist: when Diogenes was taken prisoner and led before Philippus
(the direction of movement more in line with what one would expect from
their respective status), he claimed to be there to check out what Philippus
was doing, thereby reversing ‘agency’ (D.L. 6.43; SSR v B 27). And both
Perdiccas and Craterus are said to have threatened to kill Diogenes, if he
did not come to them (D.L. 6.44; SSR v B 50): again, the proxemics of
the situation are abnormal. In other stories, it becomes clear that Diogenes
refuses to distinguish between the territory reserved for public performance
(the market-place) and the private space where one performs intimate tasks
like eating or taking care of other biological needs (see below). And what
is more, in ignoring this distinction, he forces the people he is interact-
ing with to be ‘on stage’ with him. Nor does he recognise such a thing
as ‘sacred space’.”” In Diogenes’ view, one can use any space for any pur-
pose (D.L. 6.22). On the other hand, his posing as a cosmopolite, while

8 See Hall 1959: 187—209; Lateiner 1995: 14-1s. 9 Cf. Lateiner 1995: 49.

2° On these anecdotes, see Branham 1996: 88 n. 23.

' See SSRv B 32:and 33. In Plut. Viz. Alex. 14.2—5, 671Dk, Alexander approaches Diogenes, who is lying
in the sun and proceeds to sit up. Alexander is standing and is ordered to step out of Diogenes’ sun;
in Plut. De exil. 15, 605D—E, Diogenes is sitting in the sun, and Alexander approaches him (¢mioTés).
In Arrian Anab. 7.2, 1-2, Diogenes is lying in the sun (kotoaxeiuéve) and Alexander approaches him
(EToTds), cf. D.L. 6.38 (flAloupéves . . . EmioTds); cf. also SSR v B 34 (D.L. 6.60) AeSévdpou
ToTE émoTdvTos aUT; SSR v B 39 (Epict. Diss. 3.22, 92) wéAw ANeE&vdpw ¢moTdvT T
Kotuwpéve. For émioTds and conjugated forms, see also D.L. 6.68 (SSRv B 40).

Cf. Moles 2000: 429 on Diogenes’ claim (D.L. 6.73) that there was nothing wrong in taking
something out of a temple. Note, incidentally, that these anecdotes involving the provocative use
of space seem to make it perfectly clear that Diogenes is aware of the distinctions between different
kinds of space — or rather, of the mistaken societal conventions involving space.

22
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suggesting that he should be ‘at home’ everywhere, in fact gives him an
opportunity to operate as an ‘outsider’ everywhere.

Theatricality and conscious self-fashioning can work in any number of
stylistic registers, and involve both verbal and non-verbal forms of com-
munication.”” Although the Cynics use both, I will be concentrating on
the latter. Now, there is nothing particularly remarkable about non-verbal
communication and symbolic action as such. We do it all the time. Among
the many instances where action takes the place of words, we will just refer
to the symbolic advice imparted by Thrasybulus, the tyrant of Miletus,
to his young colleague Periander of Corinth, as described by Herodotus
(Hist. 5.92f~g). In reaction to the (verbalised) question by a messenger,
how Periander could govern his city best and most safely, Thrasybulus took
the man for a walk out of town, and while he constantly kept asking why
the messenger had come to him, he kept cutting off all the tallest ears of
wheat that he could see and throwing them away, until he had destroyed the
best and richest part of the crop. The messenger never understood what was
going on, but Periander could read this advice perfectly well, and realised
that he would have to destroy all potential competition. In fact, without
realising it, the messenger is involved in a dialogue, a turn-taking situation
like a game, and interestingly the messenger’s bafflement is due to the fact
that he believes Thrasybulus never takes his turn. As he says to Periander
on his return: the man never gave him any advice at all (5.92f3 6 8¢ oU8¢v
oi ¢pn OpaocUPourov UtrobéoBar). In fact, of course, at every renewal of
the messenger’s question, there is a symbolic answer — it is the messenger,
rather than Thrasybulus, who never fulfils the next turn of confirming
his understanding of his interlocutor’s response. These forms of symbolic
interaction are common, as are the concomitant risks of misreading what
is communicated or even, as here, a failure to see that there is any attempt
at communication at all (the messenger does not ask for clarification, he
just does not see at all that this is a communicative situation). What is
different in Cynicism, as in other forms of transgressive communication, is
the conscious attempt to put bodily functions that are usually considered
improper in company, to communicative use.

The Cynics’ preferred mode of communication is a transgressive one, in
that they defy commonly held cultural codes, values and norms,** but at

» On Cynic self-fashioning and impression-management, cf. Branham 1996: 86; on self-fashioning,
Greenblatt 1980 (e.g. 9, and passim).

24 T use Babcock’s (1978: 14) definition of ‘symbolic inversion’, which may be taken as a synonym of
‘transgression’: ‘. . . any act of expressive behaviour which inverts, contradicts, abrogates, or in some
fashion presents an alternative to commonly held cultural codes, values and norms be they linguistic,
literary or artistic, religious, social and political’. See further Stallybrass and White 1986: ch. 1.
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the same time they lay claim, implicitly or explicitly, to moral superiority
for their behaviour, which can be construed as a return to a state of natural
simplicity. In this context belongs the emphasis on bodily processes. It has
been pointed out before that the Cynic uses his body as a trope.” Instead
of being symptoms of a natural and uninhibited lzissez-faire, bodily func-
tions are turned into forms of symbolic action, a language either entirely
unsupported by words, or, more frequently, a non-verbal medium used to
strengthen the effect of language (while at the same time the linguistic utter-
ance serves to reinforce and help interpret the non-verbal sign). Cynic non-
verbal communication is incorporated into dialogues with non-Cynics: the
non-verbal action often constitutes a regular ‘turn’ in the turn-taking of
dialogue, and out of the whole scala of non-verbal communication avail-
able to any language user, there is a clear predilection for the transgressive
forms.*® Stories about Cynics often feature elements like eating,”’ spitting,
farting, urinating or defecating, and masturbation or sexual intercourse,*®
and in fact the context of these stories never once allows for an interpreta-
tion of the transgressive action as the result of the coincidental and therefore
meaningless call of nature. The Cynic clearly exercises his choice to either
urinate or not urinate, for instance, as when at a banquet some guests had
been treating Diogenes like a real ‘Dog’ by throwing bones at him, and
he proceeded to urinate against them just before he left (D.L. 6.46). This
is a clear instance where seemingly ‘natural’, yet transgressive behaviour is
used in a well-considered non-verbal argumentative move. Diogenes him-
self exploits his nickname not only in a literal (and therefore non-verbal)
way, as in the example just discussed, but also metaphorically (i.e. expressed
verbally) as when he explained that he wagged his tail at those who gave him
things, barked at the ones who didn’t, and bit whoever was bad (D.L. 6.6o0,
SSR v B 143).”

%5 Branham 1996: 100, who points out that the use of the body becomes a visible expression of Diogenes’

exemption from social control.

See Krueger 1996: 225—7. An example of non-transgressive non-verbal behaviour, a compelling silence

illustrating the moral superiority and authority of the Cynic comes from Lucian’s Life of Demonax 64:

there was civil discord in Athens (and apparently people were having it out in the ecclesia). Demonax

entered, and by his very appearance made the Athenians fall silent. He saw that they were remorseful
already, and left ‘without having said a word himself either’ (6 8¢ i8cov 7181 peTeyvawkoTOS 0USEY
elredov kad aUTos &TmAAGy™); cf. note s1.

Eating is, of course, strongly regulated by societal convention in any period or place. For transgressive

eating, see e.g. SSRV B 60, 147, 186—7 (eating in the wrong place, namely the market), 93—5 (eating

of the wrong (uncooked) food).

E.g. D.L. 6.46 (SRR V B 146), 69 (SSRV B 147).

? Cf. SSR v B 149. The anecdote about Diogenes” death being the result of his eating raw meat may
also be a reference to his dog-like behaviour (SSR v B 93—5), as is, of course, the version that he
was bitten by a dog (SSR v B 96). Tail-wagging and biting are also metaphorically connected with a
description of Cynic style by Demetrius (On Style 261).
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The conscious use of transgressive non-verbal behaviour rewards fur-
ther analysis. Take the anecdote about Crates (D.L. 6.94; SSR v L 1), who
comforted Metrocles after an embarrassing incident in the middle of a
philosophical training session with Theophrastus: Metrocles had broken
wind and was so mortified that he proceeded to lock himself into his house
U’ &Bupias (‘totally despondently’) with every intention of starving him-
self to death. Note that the farting was unintentional and meaningless, and
led to a traditional and socially conditioned (if slightly excessive) response.’®
No message was involved in the bodily process.”” Of course, to a Cynic,
the embarrassed reaction is misplaced and shows a lack of philosophical
sophistication. So when Crates was asked to help, he took it upon himself to
comfort Metrocles. To that end he purposely ate lupins (6épuous émriTn&es
BePpwkads), which are known to produce gas. D.L. continues the anecdote
as follows (= SSRv L 1):

gmeife pév aUToOV Kol 31& TEOV Adywv undev padlov TreTroinkéval” TEpAS y&p
&v yeyovévan el pr) Kal T& TVEUPOTA KATA PUOTY ATTEKPIVETO. TEAOS OE Kl
&roTropdcov aUTOV &véppwaty, &P’ OUOLOTNTOS TGV Epywv TTapauudnoduevos.
ToUvTeUfev fikouev aliTol, kad &yéveTo &unp ikavos év prhocopia.

He tried to persuade him first by verbal argument that he had done nothing base.
For it would have been an abnormal phenomenon if gas was not passed the natural
way. Finally, he also broke wind. And that comforted him, a consolation derived
from the similarity of their actions. From that time onwards he was his student,
and became a competent philosopher.

Crates’ breaking wind mirrors that of Metrocles, but it is an entirely con-
trived action intended to reach a certain effect. The non-verbal commu-
nication does not stand by itself but follows on verbal attempts, which
were not effective (the imperfect suggests that no result has been reached
as yet, or better, that the narrative sequence has not been completed, but
that another, and more important step in the narrative is yet to be expected
(&véppwoev)). Crates must have anticipated that words alone would not
do the trick — hence the lupins taken well in advance. If he intended to
produce a situation mirroring the original and embarrassing one, this also

3 Cf. Goffman 1959: 52 on the problems created when meaningless elements in non-verbal commu-
nication are interpreted as meaningful ones.

3t Although in this case, too, there was always the risk of the fart being construed as meaningful, e.g. as
a sign of disrespect, or (only marginally less bad) a lack of self-control and a sign of having indulged
in the wrong kinds of food before a lecture. According to Radermacher 1953: 235 this was one of the
reasons the Pythagoreans abstained from beans. To the Stoics, farting was theoretically acceptable,
but they did not go so far as to make it a part of their philosophical repertoire as the Cynics did
(Radermacher 1953: 237). Among non-philosophical Greeks, farting could be construed as a sign of
being startled, feeling joyful or to convey disrespect (Radermacher 1953: 237).
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necessitated the combination of words and then the farting in the middle
of it, cf. the description of what had happened to Metrocles as . . . ToTt
MEAETOV Kol peTaU Treos &romopdcov. But the non-verbal action also
confirms by example what had already been communicated verbally, and
it produces not just a consolatory, but also a protreptic effect:** Metrocles
gives up his self-imposed house arrest and takes up philosophy again. Note
how there is a clear element of competition between the various philo-
sophical schools: Crates succeeded where Theophrastus failed.”” There is
no indication of whether or not Metrocles realised that Crates’ action was
planned —and one wonders whether it would have made a difference? In any
case, what we have here is protreptic,’* although maybe the non-Socratic,
or the crazed Socratic way.

Yet, there is a gap between farting to show someone that it is all right to
do so, and farting to get across a message of disrespect or independence or
similar sentiments.” In the latter case, this particular form of body language
is a choice of stylistic register, in the former, it is almost self-referential in
nature: the farting refers to farting, and it is the unruffled demeanour of the
agent that is the vehicle of the lesson that the process is a natural one.”® We
have already seen an example of the use of non-verbal communication as a
conscious choice of a transgressive stylistic register in Diogenes’ urinating
on his attackers, although it was hard for them to argue with this behaviour
in someone they had been treating like a dog — they had, as it were, forced
a transgression of human behaviour on him. A more shocking version is

reported in D.L. 6.32 (SSR v B 236):

gloayaydvTos Twos alTov [sc. Diogenem] €is oikov TTOAUTEAT] kaid KwAUovTos
TTUCAL, ETTeld) EX pEMYaTo, £ls THY dWiv aToU ETTUcEY, elrdov Xelpova TOTTOV
un eUpnKEVAL.

3 Although consolation and protreptic may be considered separate philosophical genres, the two are
fairly close together here: TTapapubéopat seems to refer to the kind of comforting encouragement
also present in Pl. R. 450d—451b. The kind of consolation offered here is that of similarity, the
consolatio &g SpPoO16GTNTOS.

Cf. the anecdotes about Plato and Diogenes, SSR v B 55, and the one involving Aristotle discussed
below.

34 Cf. Déring 1993 on the need for an audience and the effect of advertising and promoting the Cynic
lifestyle.

This is also a form of behaviour attributed to Crates, this time capped wittily by Stilpo (D.L. 2.117 =
SSR 11 0 6, in an argument to prove that Stilpo was unaffected and good with ordinary people):
Kp&tnTos yoUv moTe TolU kuvikoU Trpds uev TO £pwTnBiv oUk &TToKpIvopuévoy, ATToTapdovTos
B¢, ‘f§8e1v’, &pn [sc. Stilpo], ‘G5 TavTa uEGANov pBéyEn 7 & Bei’. Note that Stilpo takes Crates’
non-verbal behaviour as an act of communication. On Diogenes’ view of farting as a social comment,
equal to outspokenness, see Krueger 1996: 233.

Note, incidentally, that the fact that Crates remains undisturbed by his own bodily processes is not
commented on in the anecdote.
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Someone had invited Diogenes into his luxurious house. This man tried to prevent
him from spitting when he had cleared his throat. Diogenes then spat into the man’s
face, stating that he couldn’ find a worse place.

This is clearly transgressive behaviour, something that may have begun as
a natural urge to clear one’s throat, but that was quickly turned into an
action chreia (see below) accompanied by a verbal explanation: Diogenes’
host took better care of his surroundings than of himself. Even here, though,
one cannot help but feel suspicion of how natural the action was even at the
beginning. Diogenes’ behaviour is a punitive insult, with the verbal chreia
thrown in as an exegetical move.

Other examples of Diogenes’ non-verbal communication confirm his
consistent use of transgressive behaviour in a self-conscious and theatrical
bid for attention,’” as when he was walking around in the Stoa backwards,
inviting the mockery of the bystanders, to whom he could then point
out that they were living their lives the wrong way around (Stob. 3.4, 83,
SSR v B 267). Walking backwards in public may not look as offensive as
spitting or farting, but it is clearly an inversion of the social code. Sometimes
transgressive behaviour is explicitly associated with a didactic intention as
in D.L. 6.35 (SSR v B 188), where Diogenes is dragging around a wine-jar
through the Kerameikos by a piece of string tied around its neck, because he
wants to admonish (BouAduevos vouBetfioat) someone who had dropped
a piece of bread and was ashamed to pick it up again.*® Diogenes’ refusal
to distinguish between the accepted social usage of the index and middle
finger is a last example of self-consciously transgressive behaviour used to
provoke someone to show their true colour: Diogenes pointed out a sophist
using his middle finger, and when the man threw a fit, he said: “There you
have him! I showed him to you!” Epictetus, who tells the anecdote, explains
that you can’t point out a man the way you would a stone or a piece of

37 Cf. Branham 1989: 52, “The portrait of Diogenes preserved by tradition is of a self-dramatizing
iconoclast who lived in the streets and taught anyone who would listen by paradox, subversive wit,
and hyperbole.”

The exact point of the admonishment is not altogether clear, although some points can be
made. The text runs (D.L. 6.35, SSR v B 188) &xBoAdvTos & &pTov <TIwos> Kai aioyuvopévou
&vehéobat, Boulduevos [sc. Diogenes] atov voubeTfioa, kepdpou TpdynAov dnoas Eoupe Sic
70U KepapeikoU. The story is reminiscent of the several props used by Diogenes to test whether his
would-be followers had sufficiently managed to put aside their sense of misguided shame: he would
ask them to follow him while carrying a fish or a piece of cheese (these anecdotes follow immediately
on the one discussed here, D.L. 6.36, SSR v B 367). Clearly, Diogenes is demonstrating a form of
‘correct’ anaideia as a lesson, by doing something potentially equally or even more embarrassing.
There is certainly a sense of climax: quickly ‘picking something up’ could count as a quick solution
to the problem and is not nearly as bad as ‘dragging something behind you’ — which takes longer
and is more conspicuous. Of course, the Kerameikos must have been littered with pieces of pottery
like the keramos, which must have made the action seem more absurd: at least for the piece of bread
there may have been some true need.
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wood. You have only ‘pointed out’ a man as a real man, when you have
shown his ideas — and the sophist’s reaction showed him up for what he
was (SSRv B 276).%

Branham (1996: 102—3) offers a good analysis of the physical peroration
Diogenes adds to his praise of Heracles, as represented in the eighth ora-
tion of Dio Chrysostomus: after having ended his speech by referring to
Heracles’ cleaning of the stables of Augias, Diogenes sat down and defe-
cated (8.36 kaBeCopevos emroiel T1 TGOV &86Ewv, note the euphemism).
This is a very clear example of his refusal to acknowledge a separate ‘back-
stage’ area, where biological needs are supposed to be taken care of.** For
Diogenes, publicand private space are collapsed into each other. This action
chreia serves as a signature under the speech; it is an allusion to the stable of
Augias, a transgressive move mirroring the outrageous comparison between
Heracles and the Cynic philosopher, a dramatic enactment of the Cynics’
beliefs and thereby a validation of Diogenes’ role as a Cynic preacher, and an
empowering form of self-mockery all at once (thus Branham 1996: 102-3).

The anecdotes, whether involving sayings or actions, that we have studied
so far, belong to the most typical form in which the Cynics’ interaction
with their environment was stylised in the literary tradition: the chreia,
a pithy saying or telling action attributed to some definite person, as the
definition in the rhetorical tradition has it.* There are several issues that
should be mentioned in this connection. First of all, the chreia is a literary
form, the written reflection of a philosophy that was primarily supposed
to be communicated orally.** The form of the chreia is stylised, but it
is supposed to capture the essence of the Cynic life-style in particularly
telling moments. This suggests that the chreia should lend itself to ‘thick
description’, i.e. an account of the intentions, expectations, circumstances,
settings and purposes that give actions their meanings’.*> And, in fact, that
is what I have been trying to do with them.

3 Cf. D.L. 6.34 (SSR v B 502).

4° Cf. Goffman 1959: 121, 128; Krueger 1996: 2277 (no separation between public and private space).

4 Cf. Hermog. Prog. 3—4, p. 6-8 R.; Theon, Prog. 5—6, p. 96-100 Spengel; Aphth. Prog. 3—4, p. 3-10
R. See further Kindstrand 1986; Hock 1997: 764~9, 772; Branham 1989: 54, 58; 1996: 86.

4 Cf. Branham 1996: 83, ‘Cynicism remained the most orally oriented of all the ancient philosophical

traditions.” This is not to say that the Cynics did not produce written work: they did, extensively so,

see the list of titles in D.L. On the chreiai, see Kindstrand 1986. Collections of chreiai centred around

the Spartans, ‘wits’, kings and rulers, and philosophers, esp. Socrates and the Socratics (Kindstrand

1986: 231).

The term is derived from Geertz 1973, the quotation comes from Greenblatt 1997: 16, who emphasised

that the ‘thickness’ is not a characteristic inherent in the object, but rather one that belongs to the

interpretation. New Historicism as embodied by Greenblatt, focuses precisely on the ‘petit récit’,

it uses anecdotes, not as a simplistic miniature version of the cultural phenomenon that is being

interpreted, but as a ‘scene’ — the analysis of different scenes highlights a culture’s internal diversity.

4
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However, not only is the chreia the literary stylisation of a way of life,
there is also some evidence that the way of life itself is stylised: not every-
one believes that these sayings, i.e. the material itself out of which the
chreiai were formed, were always the happy result of Diogenes’ wit com-
bined with the accidents of life. D.L. 5.18 (SSR v B 68) shows a care-
fully controlled and monitored interaction between Aristotle and Diogenes
(incidentally, another illustration of competition between philosophical
schools).**

Atoytvous ioxdd” aUTd [sc. Aristoteli] 8186vTos vonoas &1, € pr A&Pot,
Xpeiav €in YePeAeTNKGOS, AaPBoov Epn Aloyévny peTd Tiis X peias kad Thv lox&da
&TTOAWAEKEV QL.

When Diogenes offered him [sc. Aristotle] a fig, it occurred to Aristotle that if he
didn’t take it, Diogenes would have a chreia ready. So he took it and said that on
top of the chreia Diogenes had lost the fig.

The anecdote is framed in the traditional way: Diogenes creates a dramatic
setting (he offers a fig to Aristotle), which can serve as a context for the
chreia which is to follow. In this particular little story, Aristotle suspects
this, i.e. he reads Diogenes’ offer as a first move in a turn-taking event.
This is an almost perfect demonstration of Goffman’s ideas on impression
management in terms of game theory (1970): there is a contest of assessment
between the participants, and the moves are calculating ones.# Like a
chess-player, Aristotle anticipates Diogenes’ ultimate intention (to express
a certain pre-conceived and well-practised witty thought (uepeAeTnkeds)),
and also second-guesses what move of his own this ¢hreia could be meant
to be a reaction to. He suspects he is meant to decline the offer.*® Instead,
he accepts, and thereby robs Diogenes both of the fig and his chance of
proffering his chreia. In fact, not only does Diogenes lose the opportunity
of stating this particular chreia of his, he also loses the whole ‘chreia-slot’ in
the turn-taking event. For it is Aristotle who accompanies his non-verbal
move (acceptance of the fig) with verbal wit. If anything, this anecdote
reveals the ritual aspects of the chreia-scenes, rituals which can be perceived
and consciously manipulated by the participants. This also undermines
the notion that the Cynic reacts spontaneously and naturally to whatever

4 Cf. above on Plato and Diogenes, and Theophrastus and Diogenes. The anecdote featuring Aristotle
is one of the few in which Diogenes ‘loses’, cf. also SSR v B 62 (against Plato). Crates ‘loses’ in a
similar incident involving figs against Stilpo, D.L. 2.118 (= SSR 11 0 6).

4 Goffman 1970: 14, 85; cf. Goffman 1959: 6.

46 Why does Aristotle think he is supposed to reject the fig? Because that would be a civilised person’s
instinctive reaction to the approach of Diogenes? Because of the sexual connotations of figs?
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events cross his path: in this case, it is suggested, the scene is laid quite
carefully, and a script had been prepared.*” Self-dramatisation is therefore
part of the literary representation of Diogenes.

It is interesting to note that even in ancient theory there was room for
the possibility that a ¢hreia would take the form of an action. The standard
example, very suitable for the classroom, was Diogenes’ (or Crates’) spotting
a poorly behaved boy, and proceeding to strike the boy’s pedagogue.**
Characteristic for the action chreia is that there has to be a context, which
would reasonably give rise to an opinion and can be construed as the
stimulus. The action can always be replaced by a statement of opinion:
as Theon puts it, action chreiai indicate a certain meaning without using
speech (al ywpls Adyou éupaivoucai Tiva voUv). The equivalence of the
action to a speech act is made clear in Hermogenes’ example of a mixed
chreia: On seeing a poorly behaved boy, Diogenes struck the pedagogue
(action chreia), saying (verbal chreia): “Ti yap ToiaUTa émaideves;” The
y&p-sentence motivates the prior action of striking, treating the action as
a piece of text; and indeed it could well have been replaced by a statement
like: ‘you deserve to be struck’, or ‘I should strike you for this’. A similar
phenomenon can be observed in the anecdote which has it that when
Diogenes saw a clumsy archer, he sat down right beside the target saying ‘so
that T won’t be hit’ (fva ufy mAny &, D.L. 6.67, SSRV B 455). The iva-clause
modifies the ‘main clause” expressed in the action.

Non-verbal communication as a replacement of speech acts is also in
evidence in the cases where in the turn-taking of philosophical debate an
action fills the slot of one ‘turn” (D.L. 6.39, about Diogenes):*’

Suolws kad Tpos Tov elrovTa &T1 Kivnols oUk E0TIv, AVOOTAS TTEPLETTATEL.

Similarly, in reaction to the man who claimed that there is no movement, he got
up and walked around for a while.

Here, the effect derives in part from the relative cultural value of verbal argu-
ment and mute ‘natural’ acting. This is not simply a case where empirical

47 Kindstrand 1986: 224, notes the implication of this anecdote that Diogenes was not averse to the
‘conscious fabrication of a cutting reply’.

4 See Quint. 1.9, 5 Etiam in ipsorum factis esse chrian putant ut: Crates, cum indoctum puerum vidisset,
paedagogum eius percussit; Hermog. Prog. 6, 10 ‘“TpakTikai 8¢, v ofs p&&is udvov, olov Atoyévns
iScov perpdkiov &takTolv TOV TTandarywyov étutrtnog;’ Theon, Prog. 98, 29—99, 2 TpakTikai 8¢
elotv al ywpis Adyou éupaivoucal Tva volv e.q.s. SSR v B 386, 388.

¥ Cf. SSR v B 481 (Simplic. in Ar. Ph. 1012, 22-6): TéTTApAS €lval ¢not ToUs Tepi Kivroews ToU
ZNHvwvos Adyous, 817 vV yUUVAGev ToUs AKPowuEvous GValpeiv E8OKel TO Evapy£EoTaTov év TOlS
ovUot, THv Kivnow. ¢oTe kai Atoyévn Tov kiva TGV &TTopIddY TOTE TOUTWY AKOUTAUTA undev
pev eimelv Tpods alTds, dvaoTdvTa 8¢ Padicar kad Si1& Tiis évapysias aUThs Aoal T& év Tois
A&yols copiouaTA.
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evidence is used to invalidate a logical argumentation: in highbrow cul-
ture, that should still have taken the form of a (verbal) debate between the
empiricist and the rationalist. In this case, though, the sophistication of the
counter-intuitive position defended in debate (‘there is no movement’) is
unmasked as philosophical pretentiousness by the down-to-earth everyday
action of walking around.”® In the version of the anecdote reported by Sim-
plicius, the fact that Diogenes’ communication is non-verbal is underlined
by the explicit addition of the fact that ‘he did not say anything’.”

The force of physical évépyeia is exploited in combination with a
verbal utterance in Diogenes’ riposte to Plato’s proposed definition of ‘a
human being’ as a ‘featherless biped creature’. When the proposal met with
applause, Diogenes plucked a chicken, brought it with him to the lecture
and said: ‘here you have Plato’s human being’. The turn-taking effect is
underlined by the third move, Plato’s emendation of the definition by the
addition of ‘with flat nails’ (SSR v B 63 = D.L. 6.40).”> These examples
indicate that there are more philosophical genres that can be covered non-
verbally: not just consolation and protreptic, but also elenchus.

3 THE CYNICS ON LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE?

Although in the preceding sections I concentrated on the non-verbal aspects
of Cynic communication, it is clear that the majority of stories about the
Cynics involve their use of language. Cynic rhetoric has been studied and
analysed very well by Branham (1989, 1996): it is a ‘rhetoric of laughter’
(Branham 1989), although it is laughter with a sting; a rhetoric of ‘paradox,
subversive wit and hyperbole’ (Branham 1989: 52), and one, as we have
seen, that teaches by example (Branham 1989: §8). It is characterised by
improvisation and humour (Hock 1997: 763). The one-liners which we find
in the literary version of Cynicism probably did form a preferred mode of
communicatinga philosophical life-style.” Similarly, the choice of genre fits

5 For the use of the body in rhetorical exempla/enthymemes, see Branham 1996: 98. For the relative
value of words and deeds, see section 3.

SSR v B 481 (see note 49); cf. Lateiner 1995: 13 on the use of silence.

52 Oddly, Navia 1998: 56 interprets this as, ‘A concrete featherless chicken was, therefore, @// that Plato
would have needed to define the human species’ (sic/).

For the anecdote (the literary version of the one-liners delivered in real life) as a vehicle for the
propagation of philosophy, see Branham 1996: 86 n. 17. Long 1996a: 31 submits that ‘in the case
of . . . Diogenes . . . anecdote and aphorism should be construed as the essential vehicles of his
thought’, although at the same time it remains necessary to complicate this picture by insisting that
it primarily conveys the literary representation of that thought. On Long’s attempt to anticipate this
problem by depicting the Cynic lifestyle as a ‘studied attempt to construct a life that would breed
just the kind of anecdotal tradition D.L. records’ (ibid.), see below, section 4.
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the contents of Cynicism perfectly.’* Interestingly, Cynic use of language
was felt to be characteristic enough to deserve the label xuvikos TpdTOS
(Dem. On Style 259—61), and Demetrius links it in one breath with the style
of comedy (ibid. 259). Throughout, the apparent unconventionality of the
Cynics’ beliefs also characterises their forms of expression, in accordance
with their attempts to ‘deface the currency’.”

Beside the fact that the Cynics used language in a certain way, did they
also theorise about it? Can we distinguish a Cynic philosophy of language?
Antisthenes was obviously interested in questions of language and logic,
although his status as a logician is a matter of some dispute — however
that may be, his work is fairly technical in nature, belongs in the sophistic
tradition, and as far as we can tell has no direct link to the main concerns
of Cynicism, so I am leaving him out of account here.’® Both Antisthenes
and Diogenes did take an interest in the literary use of language, and
produced literature, but again no theory has come down to us, if there was
any. Typically, they appear to have been mostly interested in the parodic
genres.”” With good justification, there is no chapter on the Cynics in
the section on Logic and Language of the Cambridge History of Hellenistic
Philosophy.

However, three points about Diogenes’ views on language deserve special
mention (for the relationship between Diogenes and literature, see below).
First of all, as illustrated by some of the action chreiai discussed above, there
isaclear preference for deeds over words. This attitude is documented e.g. in
SSRv B 283 (Stob. 2.15, 43), where it is related how Diogenes was praised by
the Athenians for a speech he had made about self-control. His reaction was
‘May you perish miserably, since you are contradicting me by your deeds.”s*

54 Branham 1996: 85 speaks of the ‘expansion of the . . . domain of literature through the transformation
of oral, quotidian, and utilitarian forms of discourse’.

55 On ‘Defacing the currency’, see Branham 1996: 90 n. 30.

Some of his works which must have been relevant in this respect are, e.g. (D.L. 6.17), On Names
L. v, On the Use of Names: a Controversial Work, On Questioning and Answering. Antisthenes’ main
contention on the impossibility of contradiction is transmitted through Aristotle, 70p. 104b20; Mez.
1024b32—4 is the main source for his view that for any A there is only one oikeios logos. On Antisthenes’
views on language, see SSR 1v, 2401, 248—9; Decleva Caizzi 1966, e.g. nos. 36, 38, 44—9; p. 78, 81;
Brancacci 1990. Epictetus’ remark (1.17, 12) &pyt) Toudevoews f) TGV dvopdTwy émiokeyis is in
the Antisthenic tradition, Hoistad 1948: 157; this is opposed to the anti-intellectualist stance which
Haistad 1948: 158 also detects in the Cynic tradition, see D.L. 6.103.

57 Cf. Adrados 1999: 542 ‘in their [= the Cynics’] hands, the epic became parody, the Socratic dialogue
diatribe, they developed the chreia and created all kinds of jokes, anecdotes, romances; they obtained
new shades from the ancient iamb and choliamb, wrote biographies of their heroes, into which they
introduced all these elements, used in the way that interested them’.

SSR v B 283 (Stob. 2.15, 43): Aloyévns Adyov Tiva S1ebnel Tepl cwpooUvns kai éyKkpaTeias kad
s grhvouy aTdY of Abnvador, 6 8t ‘kékioTa &roAolobe’ elTre, “Toils Epyols pot dvTiAéyovTes.
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Of course, this was a widespread idea,’” but one that gained pregnancy by
Diogenes’ life-style, which could be seen as an illustration of the principle.

The second point is that the value cherished most by the Cynics was
freedom of speech, Tappnoia.®® According to Diogenes, it is the best thing
there is;®" for the Cynic Demonax it equals freedom and truth (Lucian, Life
of Demonax 3, 11). As we will see, Cynic promotion of Tappnoia puts
the Cynics in the tradition of ancient comedy. It looks as if their /icentia
included a claim to the right to express themselves non-verbally in the
scandalous stylistic register discussed above.®*

A final point was made by Tony Long (1996 and 1999) and illustrated
by among other things D.L. 6.27 (SSR v B 280) ‘Asked where one might
see good men in Greece, he said: “Men nowhere, but boys in Sparta™:
in apophthegms such as this one, Diogenes shows that he accepts the
normal connotation of Greek words (in this case ‘man’), but has original
insights into their correct denotations. His demands on the relationship
between connotation and denotation are stricter than the conventional
ones. There is nothing and nobody in Greece to which the label ‘good
man’ might be said to refer appropriately, but if a boy is taken to be a
budding man, the grown men of Sparta (as we would normally call them)
can be said to be on their way to becoming ‘real’ men even in Cynic eyes. In
a similar way, the Athenians are really ‘women’ to Diogenes.(’3 Of course,
the theoretical notions remain completely implicit, but the concerns about
evaluative language expressed by Diogenes in apophthegms like this one,
can be paralleled in serious intellectuals like Thucydides and Plato.*

On the other hand, it should be pointed out that such play on the gap
between connotations and conventional denotations of words is also at the
basis of much humour in comic genres. To give but one example: when the
women in Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae are rehearsing to be men because they
want to attend the ecclesia, one of them accidentally addresses her men-
impersonating colleagues as ‘women’. ‘Are you calling these men “women”,
you fool?!’, says Praxagora. And the woman explains apologetically, ‘It’s

59 The distinction between words and deeds can be found already in Homer, cf. Buchholz 1884: 120—2;
Heinimann 1965: 43-6. Heinimann points out the original complementarity of the two, without
cither one being valued above the other. Later, the notions became polar opposites (esp. in the dative

‘ovéuat vs pyw), and deeds came to be valued higher than (mere, empty) words (Heinimann

1965: 53).

Cf. Sluiter 2000. % D.L. 6.69, SSRV B 473. 62 Cf. Krueger 1996: 233.

E.g. D.L. 6.59, SSRv B 282.

64 Cf. Plato R. 474d3-475a2; 493b3—c6 (esp. ); R. 560e—s561a; Thuc. 3.82.4 (see on all these passages,
Sluiter and Rosen 2003). In all cases, we are dealing with words that express a certain evaluation
(&ilwo1s). Mostly, they are words that are in general use, but whose specific application serves a
particular evaluative purpose.
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because of Epigonus over there [in the audience]: I happened to look in
his direction and thought I was addressing women . . .” (Ar. Eccl. 165-9).
The passage is hilarious for its utter confusion about the applicability of
the labels ‘men’ and ‘women’.®’

The conclusion must be that the Cynics live a certain rhetoric, but that
whatever linguistic ideas are at the basis of that rhetoric (notions about the
hierarchy between words and deeds, the ideal of TTappnoic, ideas about
the match between meanings and referents) can be readily paralleled in
‘popular linguistics’, the folk-linguistic counterpart to ‘popular morality’;
they are especially prominent in comedy. And that in turn has consequences
for the evaluation of the Cynic enterprise as a whole.

4 DOES SHOCK THERAPY WORK?

There is an inherent problem with transgressive artistic genres that rely for
their effect on a sense of scandalised shock in their audiences. As Ralph
Rosen has shown (with Donald Marks), biting satire shares with e.g. gangsta
rap a combination of cultural sophistication and the suggestion of raw
power. The latter is mainly the product of the scandal of transgression, trade-
mark of the genre. The sophistication consists in the conscious allusion
and intertextual connectedness to cultural traditions: the self-fashioning of
the Aristophanic comic poet evokes a tradition of long-suffering critics of
society, who adopt a didactic or quasi-didactic tone, but whose project is
inherently self-defeating. They need to be lone rangers, comically isolated in
their outraged sense of what needs to be done, without any serious hope of
convincing anyone.®® Similarly, the gangsta rapper shocks and scandalises
completely only those members of his audience who miss or refuse to
appreciate the embeddedness of the genre in African-American traditions
of doing the dozens (a game of verbal virtuosity and one-upmanship) or the
‘signifyin’ monkey’ (a trickster figure, again singled out by his verbal wit
and agility), while those who focus on those tamer (?) aspects of the genre,
fail to connect with the raw message that is also contained in it. Although
it is still possible to relate to both these aspects, one somehow always fails

% No doubt compounded by the fact that male actors were playing women who were trying to look
like men, but whose ‘true’ gender kept intruding — while according to the joke, not even the gender
of the audience was reliable and stable.

66 This reading of ancient comedy presupposes (as I believe is the case) that the comic poet does not
have a serious programme which he tries to sell to his audience —and this in spite of the phenomenon
of the parabasis. The comic poet is reconciled to the effect of his persona, in much the same way
that at least many representatives of the gangsta rap genre must also be, highly aware as they are of
the artificial and indeed artistic nature of their creations.
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to do so simultaneously: gangsta rap is like one of those drawings that can
be interpreted as two different three-dimensional objects, but never at the
same time. The mental image one construes keeps flipping back and forth
between the different options. The self-defeating nature of the satirical
genre, doomed to a success that can never be more than partial, looks like
an interesting parallel for the Cynic enterprise. So the question arises: is
Cynicism an art form? And if so, does that preclude it from being a serious
philosophical enterprise? And did it ever work?

From the aspects we have studied so far, it would certainly look as if
the Cynic owes a major debt to the comic buffoon, the persona of the
comic poet, and the iambic tradition. Transgressive verbal and non-verbal
behaviour is, of course, the stuff of farce and high comedy. Remember the
opening of Aristophanes’ Frogs, where the slave Xanthias is complaining
bitterly to his master Dionysus that he is carrying heavy luggage without
being permitted any of the usual jokes: he can’t say that he needs to take
a shit, or that he will start farting if someone doesn’t take his load off him
(vs. 8-10). In the same comedy, Dionysus himself cannot control his bowel
movements, when he is scared to death by the doorman of the Underworld
(v. 479 &yxéyoda). In the Ecclesiazusae, the heroine’s husband Blepyrus
comes out of bed, looking for a quiet place to relieve himself, and thinks
that, since it’s night, any place will do: ‘0¥ y&p pe viv xéfovTd y’ oUBeis
dyetar’ (‘for now nobody will see me when I take a shit’, v. 322) — of course,
this is never really true when one is on stage. The comic effect depends in
part on the double-edged use of space. The very public sexual discomfort
to which the men in Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae are reduced again shows us
the use of the same stylistic register for (comic) effect. Obviously, the list
of examples can easily be expanded.

Of course, although in all these cases bodily processes are deployed to
entertain the spectators, one cannot maintain that they are used to convey
any ulterior messages. But there is more comic material that goes into
the making of a Cynic. The typical persona projected by the poets in
the iambographic tradition and in Old Comedy is one of a boastful, self-
righteous, socially minded, but also grumpy and dyspeptic figure with a
fundamentally didactic presence.®” The Cynic’s self-fashioning is definitely
in this tradition, and reinforces the idea that the Cynic’s stylistic means
stem from this same tradition — remember that Demetrius connects the
style of comedy and the Cynic style (kuvikds TpdTTos, On Style 259). Note,
incidentally, that the didacticism of the comic poet (Tm doing this all

67 Rosen 1988: 18—21; Sluiter and Rosen 2003.
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for the common good and in your best interest, even if nobody seems to
appreciate it . . .”) ultimately remains powerless and ineffective, and in fact,
this is in part why the texts are comic to begin with (see below). Moreover,
apart from the choice of stylistic register and the comparable process of
self-fashioning, resulting in the projection of the persona of an isolated,
buffoon-like, unheeded teacher, the ideal of Tappnoia is also one that is
shared by the Cynics with the iambographic and comic traditions.®® All of
this suggests that there is some form of intertextual connection between
representations of the Cynics’ performance and that of the iambographic
tradition and the comic theatre.®

However, Cynicism’s intertextual background is more complicated
than that. Diogenes had relatively well-documented literary interests and
felt that his life could be described in the terms of high tragedy.”® The fact
that Diogenes thinks of himself in tragic terms (and turns those labels into
claims to pride and happiness) again demonstrates the theatrical aspect of
his self-fashioning. He can see himself as a dramatic character, and may
have modelled his life partly on examples derived from literature. This was
certainly a feature that became part of the Cynic tradition. Later Cynics
also appropriated certain literary predecessors, with Odysseus, Thersites,
Heracles and Telephus especially prominent in the Cynic imagination.”
Theoretically, this could be said to add epic and tragic elements to the
creation of the Cynic persona, although never in a straightforward way.

In the second sophistic, Thersites, the one buffoon-like figure in the
Iliad, was praised for his Tappnoia and made into a Cynic demagogue

68 There are several sources detailing cases in which comic licence was restricted. Mostly, these sources
are unreliable reflections of Hellenistic ideas about the genre. The one certain case is a measure
taken between 440 and 437, whose extent and range is unclear. In addition, Aristophanes was sued
by Kleon, and there is a fragment by Eupolis (99, 29) which indicates some juridical restriction. It
is probable that legal action was only undertaken when it was felt that due democratic process was
threatened by poetic Tappnoia (as was felt to be the case when Kleon was mocked in the presence of
non-Athenians). On these political considerations, see Wallace 1994: esp. 123. For a careful weighing
of the sources, see Halliwell 1991: esp. 63—-6; Csapo and Slater 1995: 165—85; Sommerstein forthcoming.
Cf. Adrados 1999: 60s: “The Cynics consciously placed themselves within the tradition represented
by the ancient iambic poets, scathing paupers; by the Aesop of legend, piercing, witty and persecuted;
by Socrates, poor and acting against the values of “normal” society’ — Adrados does not distinguish
here between the Cynics themselves and literary representations of Cynicism.

D.L. 6.38 (SSR v B 263) ‘eicofer [sc. Diogenes] 8¢ Aéyeiv Tas Tparyikds &pds alTdd ouvnvTnKéval:
glvor yoUv “&molis, &oikos, TaTpibos toTepnuévos, | TTwyos, TAQVATNS, Piov Exwv ToUe
finépav”.” This is an adaptation of E. Hipp. 1029. The term Ty és does not occur in Euripides,
only in Aeschylus and Sophocles ORand OC; the only tragic occurrence of TAav)Tns is in Sophocles
OC. The suggestion of possible identification with the dethroned vagrant king who fully knows his
destiny is interesting.

7" On Heracles and Odysseus, see Hoistad 1948: 2273, 94-102. On impression management on the

basis of literary examples (literary stereotyping), Branham 1989: 14.
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(Kuvikév Tva 8nunyodpov, Lucian Life of Demonax 61). Diogenes wrote
a work called Heracles, and Herculean Trévos remained a Cynic ideal. The
wanderings and patience of Odysseus, who returned to his own palace
dressed as a beggar, equally struck a chord. Again, the figure of Telephus
gave ample scope for Cynic theatricality and self-dramatisation. Euripides’
Telephus told the story of the king in rags, who had been wounded by
Achilles’ spear, suffered from a festering wound, and had been told that
what had wounded him, would eventually also heal him. The tragedy was
parodied endlessly by Aristophanes, who focused on the miserable way the
king-beggar looked,” and apparently that was one of the most striking
aspects of the play. Crates from Thebes in particular was so inspired by
seeing the tragedy Zelephus performed that he sold all his possessions and
devoted the rest of his life to philosophy (D.L. 6.87-8; SSRv H 4).

One important thing to note about all these tragic and epic heroes,
however, is that without exception they lend themselves quite readily and
regularly to comic distortions. Heracles can be a figure in comedy as well
as in tragedy, Odysseus features in satyr-plays, Telephus is parodied in the
comic theatre, and the presence of Thersites in Homer’s //iad was a reason
in antiquity to consider Homer the father of comedy as well as tragedy. The
intertextuality and literary imitation that goes into the self-fashioning of
the Cynics has a streak of buffoonery throughout. The conscious play with
and resonances of the literary tradition make Cynicism definitely at least
partly into an art form.”?

Before dealing with the question of whether this precludes (literary)
Cynicism from being a real ‘philosophy’, and considering its effectiveness,
this is probably the place to take issue with a very seductive looking proposi-
tion by Tony Long, who considers the Cynic lifestyle as a ‘studied attempt
to construct a life that would breed just the kind of anecdotal tradition
Diogenes Laertius records’ (1996: 31). The question is whether we can ever
penetrate the merciless literarity of the tradition to get to the unmedi-
ated Diogenes and his projects, without resorting to propositions which

7> Cf. the list of Aristophanic references in Rau 1967: 217, e.g. Ar. Nub. 921—4; Ach. 440—4 (Dicaeopolis
models himself on Telephus extensively); SSR v B 166, v B 564. Apart from his beggarly appearance,
it was mostly Telephus’ stratagem of holding baby Orestes hostage in order to get a hearing that was
much parodied.

For reasons of space, I do not go into the intertextual relationships with other philosophers, although
they are undoubtedly there. The figure of Socrates must have influenced Diogenes both in person
and perhaps also through his literary representation as a character in Plato: however that may be, in
Socrates’ case, too, there is clearly a potential for caricature — in fact, Socrates is also a good example
of philosophical theatricality (cf. his alleged satyr-like qualities). That Plato is somehow considered
a foil as well is clear from the provocative insistence on the body, and from the anecdotes showing
overt competition (see above, at notes 33 and 34).
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must remain caught up in circularity. In the virtual absence of independent
sources,’* it seems preferable to me to reconcile ourselves to the fact that
we basically have nothing but literary sediments of Cynicism, the literary
representation of a tradition, which rewards literary analysis.”” The literary
shape of philosophy may be quite far removed from the lived experience of
the Cynics, and it can teach us nothing about how close a match there is
between Diogenes’ intentions and the actual tradition we have. In fact, in
view of the use to which some of these literary representations of Cynicism
were put, it is likely that we are dealing with a highly stylised and domes-
ticated version of Diogenes’ performances.

Is it possible for a ‘life-style’, and an artistically and intertextually stylised
one like Cynicism at that, to constitute a ‘real philosophy’? This was a
question raised already in antiquity, and I do not think it is a very productive
one.”® However, the question of whether this particular way of life would
be the result of, lead to or equal a philosophically consistent programme,
does seem a legitimate one. Could Cynicism in its literary representation
ever be taken seriously? Could it work?

As I said in my introduction, there is no denying that (historical)
Cynicism had some effect on the philosophical tradition: later philosophers
acknowledged Cynic formative influences and students of the philosophi-
cal tradition recognised and incorporated a Cynical contribution without
trouble. The Stoics in particular bear witness to this fact.”” It is possi-
ble, therefore, to study the philosophical contents of Cynicism through its

74 See below on the Stoa as heirs to the Cynical tradition.

75 On the literary shaping of philosophical subject-matter, cf. Déring 1993: 3378, 341; Branham 1996:
82-3.

Moles 2000: 4202 argues, not unconvincingly, that it is a way of life with philosophical claims
and that the opposition between the two is false. The way of life shows that the philosophical
programme, based on the desirability of a ‘life according to nature’, can in fact be executed. The
way of life becomes both the test for the philosophical programme and a way to teach it to others.
There is an acknowledged Cynic streak within Stoicism, which is responsible e.g. for the Stoics’
predilection for blunt directness in their speech, cf. FDS 243-6, e.g. FDS 244 = Cic. Off 135,
128 nec vero audiendi sunt Cynici, aut si qui fuerunt Stoici paene Cynici. The Stoic school tradition
traces its lineage from Socrates over Antisthenes, Diogenes the Dog and Crates to Zeno, Cleanthes
and Chrysippus (FDS 118-29), although there are also groups within Stoicism trying to distantiate
themselves from the Cynics. The Cynics also share their philosophical telos with the Stoics, and
according to some, the similarity between the schools makes Cynicism into a kind of short-cut to
virtue (FDS 138 = D.L. 6.104—5: Aptokel & aUtois [sc. the Cynics] kai TéAos elvar T kot &peTnv
¢, wsAvTIoBévns enoiv &v 6 Hpaxel, dpoiws Tois ZTwikois: el kad kovwvia Tis Tals dUo
TaUTans aipéoeciv éoTiv. &0ev kad TOV Kuvioudv eiprikact oUvtoupov &t &pethv 686v). Cynic
influence on Stoic political theory is also clear (LS 67 a-H). But although Chrysippus may have
praised Diogenes for publicly masturbating and then commenting that he wished he could satisfy
his hunger just as easily by simply rubbing his stomach (SVF 3.706 = Plut. De Stoic.repugn. ch. 21,
10448), Chrysippus never went as far as to engage in this kind of behaviour himself or to recommend
it to would-be Stoics.
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effects on other philosophers. The effects of historical Cynicism are also
visible in the distinction made in the (Stoic) tradition between ‘authentic’,
and clearly much appreciated Cynicism, and perverted forms, in which all
that remained was the transgressive self-production without there being
any ‘genuine’ content.”* What I am 7oz arguing, therefore, is that literary
analysis is the only valid approach to the whole phenomenon of Cyni-
cism, and that philosophy plays a minor part, if any, in our study of it.
However, the philosophical arguments have to be made in a fairly indi-
rect way, precisely because of the form the literary tradition on Diogenes
takes. And whereas the Stoic reactions to Cynicism may confirm that the
literary tradition was based on some historical reality, this does not mean
that the literary tradition should not constitute an object of research in its
own right. In fact, the approach advocated here, where the stories about
Diogenes are considered to form part of a web of texts and references,
shows how unlikely it is that we can use them as straightforward historical
evidence.

So, although there are some indications that historical Cynicism influ-
enced the philosophical tradition, this does not settle the question about
the status or reliability of our literary tradition. And in fact, if we look at the
societal effects, i.e. the reception of Cynicism, there are several indications
that the performance of the Cynics was viewed in much the same light as
that of the comic poets or the satirists. And it is worth noting explicitly
that the transgressive aspects of rhose genres had been so encapsulated in
a ‘safe’ and confined space — e.g. the performance in the theatre — that
they had effectively been turned into ‘appropriate’ behaviour, since it was
expected and even required from the genre and the occasion. In the case
of the Cynics, we see that the chreia was rapidly turned into one of the
subject-matters of choice for primary education — which would be cer-
tain to remove any serious stinging effect it might have had. Choice bits of
Diogenes were incorporated in the curriculum of the grammarian and were
rehearsed to death in all the various commutations of grammatical form,
cases and syntactical embedding that the school teachers could think of.
The content of the chreia was felt to be both entertaining and moralising

78 Cf. in particular Epictetus’ diatribe 3.22 On Gynicism. Cynicism ‘without god’ will easily turn into
nothing but public displays of indecency (3.22.2); being a true Cynic is not just a matter of getting the
right props (3.22.10). An authentic Cynic must have 2:dds (3.22.15), in fact, the true Cynic turns out
to be something of a super-Stoic (cf. e.g. 3.22.19 on the quality required of the Cynic fjyeuovikdv).
The true Cynic is a man with a divine mission (3.22.23) etc. — this is the ideal, but reality often
falls far short of it (3.22.50). Notice that there is some tension between the notion of authenticity
and the artificiality of some of the communicative strategies attributed to Diogenes by the literary
tradition.
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enough to help shape the minds of future citizens — surely not future
Cynics.” As Krueger remarks (1996: 238): “The meaning of the stories of
Cynic shamelessness was not the same as the acts they described.” And while
several anecdotes featuring Diogenes registered the scandalised shock of the
audience,®® we should remember that the reaction of the internal audience
of the narrative does not necessarily constitute an accurate reflection or
prediction of that of its external audience, i.e. of the people who would
hear or read the anecdote in question. Indeed, the external audience’s relish
at the story may well have been considerably increased by their sense of
superiority to those actually or allegedly present at Diogenes’ performance.
In this sense, the supposedly transgressive Cynics were used to preserve
and strengthen the establishment by their incorporation into educational
practice. Their transgression is bridled and in a sense robbed of its effect
by being turned into a ‘licensed release’ of carnivalesque expressions.” We
should also take into consideration that the actual presence of the Cynic
philosophers must at best have been minor and marginal most of the time,
in most of the places of the Greco-Roman world. However, in this case as in
so many others, ‘what is socially peripheral is often symbolically central’.**
The symbolic role of the transgressive Cynic in the public imagination is
far greater than any actual social importance they may have had,* while
the nature of that role seems to be the domesticated reinforcement of a
fairly moderate, not to say trivial, public morality.

In fact, there is at least one story in Diogenes Laertius which suggests that
the Athenians had managed to integrate the eccentric Diogenes into their
image of their society to such an extent, that no serious sense of scandal
could still attach to him; rather, they were apparently fondly regarding him

79 Cf. Morgan 1998: 185—8. She notes how the student is supposed to identify with Diogenes as a
typical powerful Greek male (ibid. 188). It is true that Diogenes has a certain rugged maleness
and self-sufficiency to offer for imitation, and therefore selective identification is possible and in
order — in that sense he definitely has more school-appeal than the run-of-the-mill comic hero. His
moral seriousness must have been recognised. However, Morgan does not comment on the fact that
the school version of Diogenes also constitutes a denial and inversion of important aspects of his
self-constructed persona. For Diogenes in school, see also Krueger 1996: 224.

E.g. SSRv B 236 (Gal. Protrept. 8) (somebody whose face Diogenes had spat in) dyavaxtoivTtos &
aUtolU; SSR v B 279 (Theodoret. Graec. affect. cur. 12.48-9) . . . ueupopévoU TS TO Y1WOUEVOV;
SSRv B 269 (D.L. 6.63) Trpos Tov dverdidovtoa &Ti kTA. SSRv B 186 (D.L. 6.58) dverdi14duevos (sc.
Diogenes). Diogenes being laughed at by the bystanders: SSR v 8 267 (Stob. 3.4, 83). On the role of
the internal audience, see also Krueger 1996: 237-8.

Cf. Stallybrass and White 1986: 13. 82 Babcock 1978: 32; cf. Stallybrass and White 1986: 20.

Cf. Babcock 1978: 32 “The carnival, the circus, the gypsy, the lumpenproletariat, play a symbolic role
in bourgeois culture out of all proportion to their actual social importance.” However ahistorical
this may sound, it is an insightful illustration of the role of the ‘other’ as a foil for one’s own sense
of identity. For ‘imaginative sustenance’, cf. Stallybrass and White 1986: 21.
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as their pet eccentric. For when some boys had harrassed Diogenes and
damaged his barrel, the Athenians punished the boys, and gave Diogenes
a new barrel. A new barrel. They did not offer him a house, or any other
kind of ‘normal’ shelter, but simply accepted the fact that Diogenes would
need a new barrel, without coming to the conclusion that they should all
abandon their houses and follow Diogenes’ example. In that sense, they
showed themselves quicker students than Plato, who, according to several
anecdotes, on more than one occasion sent to Diogenes as a gift much more
than he needed or had requested.*

§ CONCLUSION

So what, on balance, is the effect of Diogenes’ apparently consciously self-
undermining rhetorical and performative strategies?® In the literary repre-
sentations we have, he seems to be happy to align himself with the ‘warners’
whose fate it is that they are not listened to seriously, who, in fact, cannot
be listened to seriously without losing their status. He contented himself
with the status of a marginal figure, who needs a society with a clearly
recognisable nucleus, or he would lose his footing and orientation. Cynic
behaviour is essentially parasitic on a society with rules and norms. The
preferred stylistic register is a transgressive one, both when communication
is verbal and non-verbal. In the latter case, it fully exploits the commu-
nicative possibility of the philosopher’s body. The Cynic’s role goes with a
strongly self-fashioning attitude, with conscious role-playing and constant
performance, with turning life itself into an intertextually readable form of
art. The Cynic belongs in the literary tradition of Zambos and comedy, he
embodies the didactic but ever unheeded voice of the comic poet, while
the polis is the theatre in which he performs. The Cynic engages in a form
of impression management that turns what for anyone else would be the
calm and relaxation of ‘back-stage’ into the spot-lit stage itself, by refusing
to separate the private and public realms. The undeniable theatricality of
the Cynics' performance is reinforced by their literary representation as

8 Cf. SSRv B 55 (D.L. 6.26 etc.). Diogenes’ reaction that Plato is sending him too much stuff, just
as he never replies to the actual question asked, may be a criticism of Plato’s long-windedness
(apophthegms are a lot shorter than dialogues), but it also replicates the reproach constantly made
by Socrates to his sophistic interlocutors.

Philosophers may ‘not succeed’ (i.e. not persuade, not convert) for any number of reasons: the
audience may be unwilling to receive the message (perhaps the norm) and any message may be
coopted by the dominant culture and be trivialised. The question raised here is whether the Cynic
strategy is inherently self-defeating (even though there may be success stories even here: cf. the
anecdote about Metrocles). I owe these observations to James Allen and Julia Annas.
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self-fashioning and quasi-literary figures, who consciously play with liter-
ary and mythical examples, and evoke epic and tragedy, but always with an
undermining and satirical twist.

The scandal of the philosophical use of the body is made harmless by
Diogenes” domestication (a fate he shares with most dogs) and his incor-
poration into the pedagogical practice of the Greeks. A systematically self-
undermining and artistically allusive philosophy, conveyed in a scandalous
stylistic register, goes the way of all satire: it can never be more than partially
successful. Either the sting is removed, or the artistry.



CHAPTER 6

Common sense: concepts, definition and
meaning in and out of the Stoa'

Charles Brittain”*

The prevalence of philosophical appeals to universal agreement in ancient
thought indicates that a limited notion of ‘common sense’ was around,
at least implicitly, from the fourth century Bc. But, despite the partial
justification Aristotle gave for such appeals, a developed #heory of common
sense was not possible until the Socratic insight that rationality is in some
sense constitutive of all adult human beings was adapted and elaborated
by the Stoics.” In this paper, I argue that the earliest theory of common
sense in the ancient world was not this Stoic doctrine — the theory of the
‘common conceptions’ — but a transformation of it found in Cicero’s later
rhetorical works.?

This transformation is part of a broader series of developments, from
the Stoic understanding of common conceptions, and in the direction of
‘common sense’, in a variety of later philosophical and rhetorical traditions
ranging from Carneades in the second century BC to Simplicius in the sixth
century AD. Some of the earlier stages of this process seem relatively clear.
Carneades initiated a sceptical attack on Chrysippus’ theory of common
conceptions, by reducing them to common-sense beliefs, and showing how

* Tam very grateful for the considerable help I have received from Tad Brennan, Henry Dyson, Stephen
Menn and Zoltan Szabo, and from the participants in the Symposium Hellenisticum, especially
Jonathan Barnes, Brad Inwood and Dorothea Frede.

In this paper, ‘concept’ is used for the genus of which ‘preconception’ (prolépsis) and ‘conception’
(ennoia) are species. A ‘conception’ is something in an individual’s mind; and its intentional object,
at least in some Stoic theories, is a ‘conceptual object’ (ennoéma).

On Aristotle’s use of consensus arguments, see e.g. Owen 1961 and Schian 1993: 91-133. The clearest
arguments Aristotle gives to justify any such appeal are in his defence of the principle of non-
contradiction in Met. 4.

One might think that Epicurean and medical empiricism present rival or at least promising candidates
for this role; I ignore them here owing to constraints of space and the difficulty of reconstructing
their views in any detail. See e.g. Asmis 1984 Part 1: 19-80 (with further references) and Chandler
1996, on the Epicureans; and Frede 1990 and Allen 2001: 87-146 on the Empiricists.
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the Stoics’ doctrines conflict with those beliefs.* And in the hands of his
more dogmatic Academic successors (Philo, Cicero, Plutarch), this form of
argument acquired a more positive role, parallel to that of the various tra-
ditional arguments from consensus omnium of the Hellenistic schools, with
the result that, rather than merely showing the inconsistency of the Stoics,
it was taken to show the falsity of their basic doctrines.” But the later stages
of the process are obscure. By the late second century aAp, Alexander of
Aphrodisias systematised Aristotle’s hints at fundamental ‘common-sense’
constraints on philosophical inquiry in a way that seems to reflect a rein-
terpretation of the Stoic common conceptions; and Galen already seems to
offer a theory of definition identifying a limited use for ‘common sense’,
which was later disseminated by Porphyry, and may derive in part from the
Stoic theory, though its nature and purpose is significantly different from
Cicero’s.

My aim here, however, is not to trace these more general developments
but to identify a possible mechanism of translation from a Stoic theory
about rationality to a different kind of theory, one that posits a general
and immediate relation between ordinary thought or concepts and the
essential nature of the world: a theory of ‘common sense’. The basic idea
is that we can discern a change from a Stoic to a common-sense theory
of the relations between ordinary thought and its expression in language,
‘preconceptions’ or common conceptions, and definitions. A full study
of this change would involve understanding five difficult topics: (a) the
Stoic theory of common conceptions; (b) the Stoic theories of definition;
(c) Cicero’s reception of the Stoic theory of common conceptions;
(d) Cicero’s rhetorical theory of definition; and (e) at least some later
rhetorical and philosophical theories of definition and common concep-
tions. Since the evidence for these topics is either too sparse (a and b) or
too great (d and e) and the subjects are confusing, this paper offers only
some fragments of such a study. Part 1 investigates some puzzles concerning
the Stoic theory of common conceptions (a); Part 2 tries to reconstruct a
Stoic theory of preliminary definition capturing the content of common
conceptions (b), partly on the basis of some later evidence (my gesture at
(e)); and Part 3 suggests that Cicero’s rhetorical works may provide one
route by which the common conceptions ended up as common sense (d).

4 This is a principal point of Plutarch’s De communibus notitiss. It is also more or less evident in some of
the sceptical speeches in Cicero’s philosophical works, and in some of the arguments Sextus borrowed
from the Academics — e.g. in De finibus 4.21, 55, 67-8, and M. 9.137-66, esp. 138 (cf. De natura deorum
29-39).

5 T attempted to trace Philo’s contribution to this change in Brittain 2001 ch. 2.iv and ch. 3.iv.
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PART I THE STOIC THEORY OF COMMON CONCEPTIONS

Section one: Meaning and signification

The Stoics believed that the mental or psychological experience of adult
human beings is entirely constituted by ‘rational thoughts’ (Diogenes
Laertius, 7.51). One consequence of this which our sources point out is
that every adult ‘impression” or occurrent psychological episode has a cor-
responding incorporeal ‘sayable’ (lekron, D.L. 7.63), i.e. some kind of ‘ratio-
nal” content. Another consequence — less explicit in the sources, and hence
less universally recognised — is that all adult impressions, including percep-
tual impressions, are at least partly conceptualised. (This is more obvious
if we recall that the Stoics thought that the faculty of ‘reason’ is constituted
by a set of concepts, and hence that ‘rational thoughts’ are episodes that
occur in a part of the soul that is ‘conceptual’ in a literal sense; see Galen,
PHP 5.3 cited below.) So one function of a Stoic theory of concepts will be
to determine, and at least partly, to constitute (through their own content),
the ‘rational’ content of our thoughts or impressions.®

The Stoics also believed that the meaning of a sentence someone is
uttering at least typically has something to do with the thought they are
thinking concurrently. Our sources in this case, however, are much less
forthcoming about the details of this relation. It is fairly clear that the
Stoics tried to distinguish ‘significant speech’ from other vocal productions
by identifying part of its cause as the activation of the speaker’s concepts in
the concurrent thought (which would then ‘imprint, as it were’ the air in the
vocal cords; see Galen, PHP 2.5, cited below). But it is less clear whether this
implies a theory of meaning (or fragment of one) that identifies the content
or ‘sense’ of the utterance with the content of the activated concepts in such
a way that the sense is constituted by the thought, or merely claims that the
content of those concepts plays some role in determining which sense the
utterance will have. In the latter case, we can say that the ‘speaker’s meaning’
is typically determined by the thought and hence by the concepts the
speaker has, but it will not follow that they determine, let alone constitute,
the meaning of the sentence. On either account, however, it is clear that
a second, unsurprising, function of a Stoic theory of concepts will be to
determine, to some extent, at least the speaker’s (and hearer’s) meaning of
the sentences we utter.”

If we consider what the Stoics say about such things as god or the good,
however, we can see, I think, that there is often a considerable gap between

6 See Frede 1987: 151-76. 7 See Barnes 1993.
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what ordinary people take themselves to be expressing in their thoughts or
utterances, and what, according to the Stoics, their thoughts and utterances
actually ‘signify’." For ordinary people often say or think things like ‘T don’t
know why god is harming me’ or “That’s the right thing to do, but not the
most beneficial,” without thinking that they are enunciating contradictions.
But the Stoics think that ‘god’ signifies a blessed and imperishable animal
that is beneficent to men, and that ‘good’ signifies benefit or not other than
benefit, and hence that ordinary people are radically confused about the
nature of god and the good, and that the ‘ordinary’ or ‘linguistic’ meaning
of these words requires radical revision.” (These examples are examined in
more detail below.)

These cases are particularly interesting, I will argue, because the concepts
involved belong to the privileged set of concepts that the Stoics called ‘the
common conceptions’. If this is right, it follows that the Stoic theory of the
common conceptions cannot be a ‘common-sense theory’, when the latter
is characterised as one that posits a general and immediate relation between
ordinary thought or concepts and the essential nature of the world, since
in these cases ordinary thought and concepts clearly fail to pick out the
essential features of their objects.

Butin order to establish this claim, it is necessary to examine the exiguous
and controversial evidence for the Stoic theory of common conceptions in
some detail. In the remainder of this part, I will argue that the Stoics took the
common conceptions to be constitutive of reason and the basis from which
philosophical inquiry, and hence ultimately wisdom or perfected reason,
sprang.’® But since this is, I think, the standard view, I will focus on some
of the more puzzling features of the Stoic theory of common conceptions,
and in particular, their relation to ordinary thought.” Further, since much
of the apparent evidence is commonly taken to have been contaminated
either by incipient Platonism (Cicero, Epictetus) or by the development
towards the ‘common sense’ we are trying to examine (Cicero, Plutarch,
Alexander, Sextus), [ will use — where possible — only texts that most of us

©

I rely here on the force of Diogenes of Babylons claim that nouns in general signify ‘com-
mon qualities’ (D.L. 7.58) — though this is not unproblematic, as Barnes 1999: 207-9 notes,
and on the identifications of the relevant ‘qualities’ at e.g. Plutarch, St. rep. ch. 38, 1051F (SVF
3.4.33), on god, and Sextus, M. 1m.22 (SVF 3.75), on goodness. See sections three and four
below.

The Stoics’ disagreement with ‘ordinary’ language and thought about the good is explicit in e.g.
Plutarch, Sz. rep. 17, 1041E, id. 30, 1047E-10484, and Cicero, Paradoxa 7, and the passages in n. 4
above; cf. Atherton 1993: 94 n. 6o.

Cf. Schofield 1980, Frede 1994b.

Cf. Sandbach 1996, Pohlenz 1940 and 1970, and e.g. Long and Sedley 1987: 1. 23941, 249—53. By
‘the Stoic theory’, I mean the theory probably invented by Chrysippus, and applied by Diogenes
and Antipater. Finer discriminations between Stoic views don’t seem possible.

o
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can be reasonably confident about.”” An unfortunate result of this method
is that, although the use of common conceptions by the Stoics, and by
Chrysippus in particular, seems guaranteed by Plutarch’s polemic in De
communibus notitiis,” they appear to be mentioned explicitly in only four
secure Greek fragments.* For this reason, I start with a general review of
the secure evidence about Stoic concepts (section two), before turning to
the nature of the common conceptions (section three), and their theoretical
uses and the problems these uses suggest (section four).”

Section two: Stoic concepts

The most expansive piece of evidence we possess about Stoic concepts is
the report in ‘Aétius’, Placita 4.11. 1 cite this in full, since it serves as a useful
anchor for the puzzles that follow.

When human beings are born, the governing part of their souls is like a piece of
paper ready to be written on, and each one of its conceptions is written into it.
The first method of ‘writing’ is via the senses. For when they perceive something
white, for example, they retain a memory of it once it has gone. When there are
many memories similar in form, we say that they have experience (experience is a
plurality of impressions similar in form). Some conceptions come about in the ways
mentioned, without skill; others already require teaching and attention. The latter
are just called ‘conceptions’ (ennoiai); the former are also called ‘preconceptions’
(prolepseis). Reason, in virtue of which we are called ‘rational” <animals>, is said to
be constituted by preconceptions at around the age of seven. Conceptual objects
(ennoémata) are phantasms of the thought of a rational animal — i.e. when a

2 Cf. Pohlenz 1970: 1, 244-6, Todd 1973: 613, or Obbink 1992: 224-31. I avoid uses of the relevant

terms that are not clearly tied to something a Stoic is supposed to have said.

Plutarch’s dialogue begins with an unnamed ‘friend’” soliciting help from ‘Diadumenus’ in response

to what turns out to be a Stoic accusation that the former ‘philosophises contrary to the common

conceptions’ (Com. not. ch. 1, 1058F). But it is notable that there are no direct quotations from

Chrysippus or other Stoics using the phrase ‘common conception’. (The closest Plutarch comes to

this are apparent paraphrases at 10598, 1082E, and 10838, which use ‘preconception and conception’,

but presumably mean by the latter ‘common conception’.) The phrase thus could be a later one pro-
jected back onto the Stoics by our sources, as Susanne Bobzien suggested to me. But Plutarch’s title,
the use of this phrase in similar Stoic contexts by all our sources (see next note), Alexander’s general
preference for ‘preconception’ in other contexts, and the Stoics™ theoretical need for something like

‘common conceptions’ (see section three), make this very unlikely.

The relatively secure examples of common conceptions are from Alexander, De mixtione 154. 28—30,

(SVF 2.473, cited in n. 44 below); S.E., M. 11.22 on the good (SVF 3.7, cited in n. 46); M. 9.123 on

holiness (SVF 2.1017, cited in n. 71); and, though this is not explicitly Stoic, M. 9.196 on God (SVF

2.337, cited in n. 71). Origen yields two further possible cases, both on moral topics (SVF 3.218 and

2.964). Simplicius provides further possible cases (in Ench. pp. 68—9 Diibner, 319—21 Hadot), which

are discussed in Part 2 (see n. 111).

5 A full treatment of topics (a)—(d) on page 165 would show, I think, that Cicero in fact supplies the
most detailed and plausible presentation of the Chrysippian theory (topic (c) above). He discusses
the Stoic theory of concept formation in Ac. 1.42, 2.21—2 and 30-1 and Fin. 3.33; he employs common
conceptions in ND 2.13, 45, Fin. 3.21 and Tusc. 4.53—4; and, arguably, he does both in Leg. 1.22-34.
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phantasm occurs to a rational soul it is called a ‘conceptual object’ (its name
derives from ‘intellect’ (720us)). So the ones that occur to non-rational animals
are just phantasms; but the ones that occur to us and to the gods are generically
phantasms and specifically conceptual objects. (SVF 2.83=FDS 277)"°

The problem that will most concern us is to identify the distinction between
preconception (prolépsis) and conception (ennoia). This text asserts that pre-
conceptions are the species of concepts that arises in us ‘without skill” or
without requiring ‘teaching and attention’, i.e. it seems, naturally. There
are three reasons to ascribe this doctrine to Chrysippus. First, he distin-
guishes preconception and conception in two fragments.”” Secondly, in
one book at least, he claimed that the criteria of truth were perception
and preconception (D.L. 7.54, SVF 2.105), and Diogenes glosses the latter
as a ‘natural conception of the general characteristics <of a thing>" (in
Sandbach’s translation).”® And thirdly, we have further evidence for a cat-
egory of ‘natural’ conceptions that were in some sense criterial."”” Hence I
take it that preconceptions are natural conceptions.

16 Aétius, 4.11 (SVF 2.83): Taw yewwndf) 6 SvBpooTros, Exel TO fyeMovikoy pépos Tiis Wuyfis doTrep
X&pTnV eUepyov eis &roypagnv: €is ToUTo piav éK&oTny TGV Evvoidy évarroy paeeTal. Tp&dTos
8¢ [0] TRs &vaypagiis TpodTos & 81 TGV aicbnoewy. aloBavouevol yd&p Tivos olov Aeukol,
&meABoVTOS aTOU pvripny éxouciv dTav B& OPoeIBEls TTOAAGL Puijual YévwvTal, TOTE PAUEV
gxew gpmrelpiav: EuTrelpia ydp €01 TO TGV SUoeIS&Y pavTactédy TARiBos. Tév 8t évvoidov ai uév
PUOIKES yivovTal KaTd ToUs eipnuévous TpdTous kad &uemiTexviiTws, of 8¢ /180 81 HueTépas
S18aokatias kai Emipeleias: aUTar pév oUv évvoral kahoUvTal povov, ékelvar 8¢ kai TpoAnyels. O
8¢ Aoy os, kol 8V Trpooary opeudueba Aoy 1Kol ék TGV TpoAfyewy cupTrAnpolobal AéyeTal KaTd
THY TP TNV EPSoudda;, €01 & Evwwdnua pavtacua Siavoias Aoy1koU {wou* TO y&p pavTaoHa
geildav Aoyikf) TpooTriTTy Wuxf), TOTE dvvdnua KaAgiTal, eiAn@os ToUvoua Tapd ToU voU.
A16Trep Tols &GAbYols {wols boa TTPOCTIITITEL, PAVTATUATX MooV EoTiv. doa 8¢ fuiv kal Tols
Beois, TaUTa Kal avTAoUaTA KXTX YEvos Kad EvwonuaTa Kot e180.

17 Galen, PHP 5.3 (SVF 2.841, cited in n. 25 below): reason is constituted by a collection of certain
conceptions (ennoiai) and preconceptions (prolépseis); Plutarch, Com. not. 1, 10598 (SVF 2.33):
Chrysippus removed the confusion about preconceptions and conceptions caused by the sceptics
by setting each right and in its proper place.
D.L. 7.54 (SVF 2.105): 6 8¢ XpUoitrros Slagepduevos Tpods aUTov v TG TPTw Tept Adyou
KPITNPL& o givar alobno kad TpoANWIv. EoT1 & 1 TPdANWIs évvoia puoikn TAV KabdAou.
Von Arnim doesn’t recognise this gloss as a ‘fragment’ of Chrysippus, perhaps because its source
is probably Posidonius (see 7.54 fin.). But if so, the gloss is as authentic as the ascription of the
criteria to Chrysippus. Kidd 1989 argued that the next element in Posidonius’ report is unreliable;
but if we should distrust anything in his summary of Chrysippus’ views, it is presumably the claim
that the scholarch ‘contradicted himself” by saying in one book that the criterion was the cataleptic
impression and in another that it was perception and preconception — both criteria are or derive
immediately (or naturally) from cataleptic impressions.

" Chrysippus mentions ‘connate preconceptions (emphutos) in Plutarch, St. rep. 17, 1041E (SVF 3.69):
Tov Trepi &y aBdov kai kakdY Adyov 6v alTds iodryel kad SokIpddel cUupwvoTaTOV givai enot
6 Plop kad péhioTa TV dupUteor &mTecbar TpoAriyewv— cf. sumphutos at Com. not. 24, 1070C.
Alexander claims that Chrysippus took ‘common conceptions to be criteria we get from nature (SVF
2.473, cited in n. 44); Plutarch claims that the Stoics responded to the Meno by reference to natural
conceptions (Sandbach fr. 215f. SVF 2.104, cited in n. 61); and Origen, for what it’s worth, mentions
a natural conception of God (SVF 2.1052). See also n. 47 below.

%
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To understand this distinction, it is useful to consider first what we
learn about the nature and contents of concepts as such. Aétius reports that
we get the preconception of whiteness after a process involving perceptual
impressions, memories and experience —i.e. a set of remembered perceptual
impressions.” But it is unclear whether the concept is constituted by that
experience under certain conditions — e.g. if the experience is the ground of
a disposition in an adult that amounts to the possession of a concept — or
by a further and distinct item in the soul.”” However, Plutarch (Com. not.
47, SVF 2.841) informs us that a concept is ‘a kind of impression’ (phanta-
sia tis), and hence characterised by the physical properties of impressions
as such, and that concepts are defined by the Stoics as ‘stored thoughts’
(enapokeimenas noéseis).” In De sollertia animalium 961c, this definition is
supplemented with the information that thoughts ‘are called “conceptions”
(ennoiai) when they are stored, but “rational thoughts” (dianoeseis) when
they are activated’.” Hence, since any rational impression is technically a
‘rational thought’ (dianoesis, D.L. 7.51), it is likely that the Stoics tried to
identify concepts as a particular kind of rational thought, presumably ones
that were general and abstract in a sense yet to be determined.**

The suggestion that concepts are distinct things in the soul, beyond
sets of prior impressions, seems to be confirmed by Chrysippus’ claims
in Galen, PHP 5.2—3 that reason is constituted by ‘a collection of certain
(tinon) conceptions and preconceptions’, and that these are both parss of
reason and parss of the soul (SVF 2.841 and 3.471a; cf. Aétius, 4.11, cited
above).” Chrysippus thought that the ‘governing part’ (hégemonikon) of

° Agtius’ phrasing suggests that ‘experience’ is entirely constituted by a set of memories, and hence

that it is not a further item in the soul beyond those memories or remembered impressions. This

account clearly does not cover rational ‘experience’ of the kind Chrysippus appeals to in his zelos

formula (SVF 3.4, 12-15), though the Stoic definitions of ‘art’ suggest that we need not posit an

additional mental item for the rational kind either — see SVF 2.93—7.

Gould 1970: 59—66 seems to be alone in taking the first alternative; Sandbach 1996: 25, by his

translation of the gloss on preconception, and e.g. Frede 1994b: 52—4 favour the second.

Plutarch, Com. not. ch. 47, 1084k (SVF 2.847): pavtacia ydp Tis 1y Evwoi& &0, pavtacia Bt

TUTTWO1S &V WUXT] . . . 1085a. GAX 0UTW TTOPOKOUOUCLY EQUTRV, (OTE TAS EVVoias &TTOKEIUEVAS

T&s Op1{OUEVOl VOTOELS, WVnas 8 uovipous Kai OXETIKAS TUTTCOELS, TAs & ETIOTAMAS Kol

TOVTETTACL T YVUVTES 63§ TO GUETATTTWTOV Kol BéRaiov éxovoas, eiTa TouTols UroTiBeoban

B&otv oUoias pepopéuns el kol peovons. Concepts appear to differ in kind from ‘memories’,

which are defined next (10858) as stable and fixed imprintings (fupdseis), although, since a concept is

itself an imprinting which is presumably stable and fixed, it is possible that the different definitions

consider the same things under different descriptions.

Plutarch, So/l. 961c: éd>oTrep duéhel kai T& Trepl T&s vonioels, &s Evarmrokeiévas pév Bvvoiag kaholUol

Kivoupévas 8¢ Biavonoeis.

> D.L. 7.51 = SVF 2.615; cf. [Galen] Def med. 126, SVF 2.89.

* Galen, PHP 5.3 (SVF2.841): &vopipvnokwy iows fuds TGV év Tols epi ToU Adyou yey pappévoov,
@V oU B1fjABes, G5 EoTiv Evvolddv TE Tiveov Kai TpoAfyewy &Bpoioua.’ AN elTrep EkdoTny TV
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the soul did not become rational, and hence that the rational part of the
soul — i.e. reason, the relevant set of concepts — did not exist, until the
age of seven (or possibly fourteen). Although the details of the process by
which this radical transformation comes about are obscure, the generation
of reason (o logistikon! dianoia) seems to amount to precisely the formation
of concepts, i.e. a change from the prior state of the animal’s ‘governing
part’.?® And once reason is established, it is defined as the part in which
subsequent thoughts or impressions occur (D.L. 7.159, SVF 2.837 — cf. 839).
This suggestion seems to be confirmed by an argument from Diogenes of
Babylon that the rational faculty (dianoia) is in the chest because:

it is plausible that speech is made significant by the conceptions in the rational
faculty and sent out thence, i.e. once as it were imprinted, and that the activities
of thinking and speaking are temporally coextensive. (PHP 2.5, SVF 3.D. 29)*7

Irrespective of the precise relation between thought and meaningful speech
presupposed by this argument, it seems plausible that an individual sen-
tence should be ‘as it were imprinted’ by a limited number of individual
concepts combined in a determinate thought, rather than by sets of prior
impressions.”® So much for the nature of concepts.

One way to think about the kinds of content Stoic concepts may have
is to consider the preconceptions we are fairly securely informed about —
that is, the concepts we know of that arose naturally, or without teaching
or attention. These concern holiness, the gods, white, and growth, as well
as — probably — goods and bads, and mixtures.”” The simplest example is
the one used by Aétius: we see white things, remember lots of white things,
and then, presumably, end up with a concept of white. It seems plausible
to construe Diogenes Laertius’ gloss on the latter with Sandbach as an
example of ‘anatural conception of the general characteristics <ofa thing>’
(ton katholou) (D.L. 7.54), where the thing is whiteness, and its general

EVvolGdY Kad TTpoAT|yewv elvar udpiov vouilels Tfs Wuxfs, GuapTavels SITTA. TP&TOV PV Y&p
0¥ Yux s éxpfiv. GAA& Adyou TalT elvar udpia p&okely, GoTep oUv Kai ypdgels év T Trepl
Adyou TrpaypaTeia.

See nn. 557 below.

7 Galen, PHP2.5.12-13 (SVF3.D.29): kol &AAws 8¢ T18owdy UTro TGO EVvoiddv EVoeonuaopévov TGV

&v Tf) Siavoiq kad ofov éxTeTuTrRPEVOY EKTréNTTEGB0N TOV AdyoV Kol TrapekTeivesBar TG Xpdve

kaT& Te TO Sravevotfiobal kad TV kaTd TO Aéyetv évépyeiav. kal 1) Sidwoia &pa oUk EoTiv &v TH)

KEPAAT], &AN &V TOTS KATWTEPW TOTOLS, MAAIOTE WS Trepl TNV Kopdiaw.

See Frede 1987: 152—7, Barnes 1993: 57—61 and section one above.

* Preconceptions: holiness (S.E., M. 9.123, SVF 2.197); Gods (Com. not. 32, SVF 2.126; St. rep. 38,
SVF3.A.34); white (Aétius, 4.11, SVF 2.83); growth (Com. not. 44, SVF2.762). Natural conceptions:
goodsand bad — though Chrysippus only says that his doctrine of goods and bads depends on <some,
unspecified> connate conceptions (St. rep. 17, SVF 3.69, cited in n. 19); God (Origen, SVF 2.1052).
Common conceptions: mixtures, the good, the fine and just, holiness, gods — see n. 14 above.
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characteristics include being a colour or configuration of bodies.”® At any
rate, the content of the other examples of preconceptions, although they are
more complex and perhaps involve a degree of reasoning (see section three
below), is something like this. Our preconception of a god, for instance,
is of ‘a blessed and imperishable animal that is beneficent to men’ (Sz. rep.
1051F). This, like the other cases, looks like an abstract and general content.

A problem for this view is Sandbach’s suggestion that Aétius’ account
of the formation of preconceptions contains a lacuna, which should be
supplemented directly by the various lists of ways in which the Stoics think
things are ‘conceived’ (nooumena. . . enoéthé, D.L.7.52—3, SVF2.86).” These
ways include by ‘direct encounter’ or perception, and by similarity, analogy
and composition of or with things conceived in the first way.”* The problem
is that the examples used in these lists suggest that these are primarily ways
of actively imagining non-existent, or non-present, but particular things.
This difficulty can be resolved, however, by distinguishing two senses of
‘conceive’ (noein): the sense here is simply ‘think of or ‘imagine’, as opposed
to ‘perceive’; the sense we are interested in is ‘have a conception of”.”> The
former is no doubt an element in the process that produces the latter, but
it cannot amount to the whole story for the Stoics.”* For it seems clear

3 S.E., M. 11.8—11 suggests that the Stoics used the term ‘katholikon 'to designate the indefinite universal

conditionals which Chrysippus thought were equivalent to definitions; see Bett 1997: 54—5 and

Bobzien 1999: 112-13. If so, given the relation between preconceptions and definitions (see Part 2),

Sandbach’s construal seems plausible.

Sandbach 1996: 256, followed by e.g. Pohlenz 19.40: 82. Aétius appears to give only the first of what

he summarises as several ‘ways mentioned’ in which preconceptions come about. For doubts about

this supplement, cf. Long and Sedley 1987: 11. 241.

32 D.L. 7.52. (SVF 2.87): TGV VOOUPEV®V T& PEv KT TrepiTrTwoly dvondrn, T& 8t ko dpoidtnTa,

T& 8¢ KaT dvodoyiav, T& 8¢ KaTd peTdBeoty, T& 8¢ kaTd oUvbeoty, T& 8¢ KaT évavTiwov . . . .

voelTal 8¢ Kol KT PeTEPaciv Tiva, G5 T& AeKT Kad 6 TOTIOS. PUOIKES B¢ vosiTan Sikaidv Ti

kad &yo®ov: kai kot oTépnoty, ofov &yeip. Diogenes lists: (a) direct encounter (e.g. percepti-
ble things); (b) similarity (e.g. Socrates from his picture); (c) analogy: (i) increase (Cyclops) and

(ii) decrease (Pygmy); (also by analogy, the centre of the earth); (d) transposition (eyes on chest);

(e) composition (centaur) ; (f) opposition (death). To this primary list he adds: (g) 2 kind of transition

(lekta and space); (h) naturally (something just and good); and (i) privation (a handless person).

In De finibus 3.33—4 (SVF 3.72), Cicero lists (a), (e), (b) and collatione rationis, which produces (h).

In 3.34 the latter is distinguished from the two sub-categories of (c): (ci) and (cii). In M. 8.56—60,

Sextus lists (a), (b), (ci), (cii) and (e); in M. 9.393—s5 (a), (b), (e), (c), (ci) and (cii); and in M. 3.40—2

(a), (b), (e) and (ci) and (cii). In the latter two passages, Sextus groups all his categories except (a)

into a genus, ‘by transition’. (Sextus’ lists aren’t ascribed to the Stoics.)

Cf. Brunschwig 1994: 99-103. The two senses seem to overlap in some cases, for instance in the

report that Chrysippus thought that ‘generic pleasure is noezic, while the specific pleasure that we

encounter is perceptible’ (Aétius, 4.9.13, SVF 2.81).

34 The latter two of Sextus’ three lists of ways in which we achieve ‘thoughts’ (noéseis) of things —
cited in n. 32 above — suggest as much since they are given in the course of arguments that we
cannot ‘conceive’ of a line without breadth. That is, Sextus is arguing that there cannot be fully
abstract general ‘concepts’ because we cannot have determinate representations (‘thoughts’) that are

w
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that one can imagine a five-footed monster without having a concept of
it in the requisite Stoic sense, just as one can see a thododendron without
having a Stoic concept of that class of shrub.” (This is not to claim that
we only have preconceptions of general classes, like whites, goods, gods,
etc. We may be able to form abstract natural concepts of particulars, for
instance, of particular people. But if we can, they aren’t relevant here, since
they are unlikely to be constitutive of reason or criterial for progress in
philosophy.*®)

The only hint of a Stoic mechanism that could generate abstract pre-
conceptions ‘naturally’ from sets of particular perceptions or memories is
supplied by one of the supplementary categories in D.L. 7.53: ‘by some
kind of transition, like our thoughts of lekta and of space’. This notion
of ‘transition’ seems quite distinct from the other imaginative procedures
given in Diogenes, including the sub-class of ‘analogy’ in his exposition.
It is perhaps the kind of ‘transition’ alluded to by Sextus in M. 8.275—6
(SVF 2.223), where he distinguishes rational from non-rational animals by
the former’s possession of ‘transitional and synthetic impression’, which
explains their grasp of the concept of ‘logical consequence’ (akolouthia).’”
Unfortunately, it is not at all clear how it does so.**

Two final questions concern the ‘logical’ form of the content of Stoic
concepts. Assuming that concepts are distinct things in the soul, and that
their contents are abstract, and general, we still need to know whether
each of them has a unique ‘sayable’ (lekton) for its content, and, ide-
ally, whether those /lekra are ‘predicates’ (katégorémata) or ‘propositions’

not particular. It is not clear to me what the Stoics thought about the representational content of
the impressions or thoughts that express abstract propositions; but they clearly did think that we
can ‘conceive’ of abstract objects in some sense. See also n. 38 below.
3 The Stoic conditions for concept possession are more stringent than those of most modern philo-
sophical accounts — see Frede 1999: 319—20 and Brittain 2002: 258—66.
See e.g. Barnes 1999: 207-8, and, contra, Brunschwig 1994: 45, 54—s5. I think that this is related to
the issue of the existence of Stoic metaphysical ‘cases’ of the kind Frede 1994c argues for.
37 S.E., M. 8.275 (SVF 2.223): <oi &t SoypaTikoi> . . . paotv 8T1 &vBpwTros oUxi TG TPOPOPIKEd
Aoyw Biropéper TGOV &AOywv Lowv (Kai y&p kdpokes Kad WiTToakol kal kiTTon &vépbpous
TPOPEPOVTAL PVES) AN TG vBlabéTaw, oUdE Tf) &TAT) udvov pavTacia (¢épavTtacioUTto yop
KAKeTVa) GAAS TT) veTaPBaTIK) kad ouvBeTIKTj- S16TTep droloubias Evvolav éxwov elBUs Kai onueiou
vonow AauPaver dix Ty dkoAoubiav. The translation of this passage is controversial; see Long
and Sedley 1987: 11. 319.
A related question concerns Aétius’ report that ‘ennoémata are phantasms of the thought of a rational
animal — i.e. when a phantasm occurs to a rational soul it is called an ennoema’ (SVF 2.83, cited
in n.16). Aétius is probably wrong to identify any ‘phantasm’ as an ennoéma; see Long and Sedley
1987: 11. 185. But he may have meant that abstract ‘thoughts’ (noéseis) in general, and specifically the
concepts (ennoiai) he has been explaining, supervene on representational ‘images’ of some kind,
whose ‘objects’ are phantasms. I imagine the latter to be something like Lockean ‘general ideas’, but
concepts are, I think, always treated as though they had purely abstract contents.
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(axiomata). Although the second question is controversial, three bits of
evidence strongly favour the view that the contents of concepts are
‘propositions’.”” One is Plutarch’s definition of concepts as ‘thoughts” and
‘impressions’ (Com. not. 47, Soll. an. 961c, cited above), which can only
be complete lekta. Another is the conclusion of Cicero’s report of the for-
mation of concepts in Ac. 2.21-2, which apparently offers ‘If something
is a man, it is a mortal animal capable of participating in reason’
as an example of the content of a concept.*® The third is the fact that
preconceptions are considered to be true, and amount to knowledge
(cf. Ac. 2.22 and e.g. St. rep. 38)." Thus I take it that the content
of a preconception is probably one or more ‘propositions’.

The first question, however, is the more relevant one here. Given
the roles of concepts as constituents of ordinary rational thoughts and
determinants of speaker’s meaning, it seems necessary that the proper
content of each concept should be a unique /ekton. For if it were not, it
is hard to see how rational impressions could express determinate thoughts
in the absence of a mechanism for determining which part of a given con-
cept’s content was relevant to each thought.** This also seems right in view
of the criterial function of preconceptions (see Ac. 2.22), although it intro-
duces some difficulties, since some of the roles the Stoics ascribe to our
preconceptions require them to be more complex than this result appears
to allow (see section four below).

At any rate, there is, I hope, some reason to think that preconceptions
are natural conceptions, and that conceptions are a distinct kind of rational
impression, whose content is abstract and general, and probably takes the
form of a unique lekton, and perhaps of a unique ‘proposition’.

39 Frede 1987: 156 argues for the predicate view, partly on the basis of S.E., M. 7.246 (SVF 2.65), which
is itself a highly controversial text — see Heintz 1972: 116-18.

40 Cicero, Ac. 2.21: cetera series deinde sequitur maiora nectens, ut haec quae quasi expletam rerum conpre-

hensionem amplectuntur: ‘si homo est, animal est mortale rationis particeps'. Quo e genere nobis notitiae

rerum inprimuntur, sine quibus nec intellegi quicquam nec quaeri disputarive potest. (‘Next follows the
remaining series linking more important terms, which contain, as it were, a full apprehension of the
things, e.g.: “If something is a man, it is a mortal animal capable of participating in reason.” From
this class our concepts of things are impressed, without which one cannot understand, investigate,
or argue anything.’) I say ‘apparently’, since the claim in the next sentence (the last above) makes it

a bit unclear whether the definition of man just given is itself a concept; see Reid 1885: 200 ad loc.

But both of these points are surmountable: the Stoics apply ‘true’ to impressions etc. in a derivative

sense, and talk indiscriminately about cataleptic impressions and catalépseis. The main problem

for the propositional view is to account for the manner in which conceptual contents ‘conjoin’ as
constituents of a simple proposition in thoughts such as “This is red’.

4 See Frede 1987: 152—s. Perhaps this consideration is undermined once we allow for the possibility
that the conceptual content is a complex lekzon. Some evidence suggests that it may be a conditional;
but it seems that there may be a number of conjuncts contained in its consequent (as in the case of
god), and it isn’t clear that this number must be small.

+
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Section three: Stoic common conceptions

The identity of the class of ‘common conceptions’ in Stoic epistemology,
and even the correct construal of the phrase itself, is controversial. Never-
theless, some points are clear. First, the common conceptions are general
or universal concepts in the sense reviewed briefly above, rather than merely
local ‘empirical generalisations’.® If the latter were a correct description
of the common conceptions, the Stoics’ conceptual terminology would be
remarkably inconsistent. That it wasn’t is clear from the secure examples
we have. One is from Alexander:

He [Chrysippus] tries to confirm that there are these different kinds of mixture
through the common conceptions, which, he says, we get from nature as our
paramount (malista) criteria of truth. At any rate, he says that we have one impres-
sion of things composed by juxtaposition, and another of things mixed together
when the elements perish, and another of things mixed and interpenetrating each
other in such a way that each element preserves its own nature. But we wouldn’t
have this difference in our impressions if absolutely every element in every mixture
were composed by juxtaposition. (De mixtione p. 217.2—4, SVF 2.473)*

It is clear from the remainder of this work that Alexander thinks that the
Stoics” notion of total interpenetrative mixture — one of the three impres-
sions he mentions — is falsely supposed by them to be a common conception
(cf. 218.11-19). That this is the right 4ind of candidate for a common con-
ception in Alexander’s view is shown by his own candidate, ‘the conception
that the full is no longer able to receive anything in itself” (ibid.) — i.e. an
abstract and fully general conception. Sextus provides another fairly clear
example in M. 11.22 (SVF 3.75; see Part 2 below):

4 The latter is the view advocated by Todd 1973, followed by Obbink 1992: 202—7. Todd (ibid. 48
and §3—4) argues that we should identify (i) in the following citation from Alexander as a common
conception, and (a) as a preconception: ‘. . .[i] the fact that many bodies preserve their own qualities
both in lesser and greater visible masses ([a] as can be seen in the case of incense, which, though
attenuated in burning, preserves its own quality to a large extent) (Mixz. 217.14-1)." Obbink seems
to conflate Todd’s view with Schofield’s, but Schofield 1980 takes the common conceptions to be
preconceptions, and does not think that the latter are ‘empirical generalisations’ of the kind Todd
argues for.

4 To 8¢ TalTas T&s Siagopds eivan T uiews, TelpdTon moToUoBon ik TGOV Koy éwolddv,
udAloTa 3t KpIThAPIa TS dAnBeias pnoiv fuds Tapd Tfis pUoews AaBelv TaTas. EAANY yolv
pavTaoiov Exew fuds TGOV ko® &pumv oUykeluévewy Kal GAANY TGV CUYKeXUUEVWY Te Kal
ouvepbBapuévav kol EAANY TEOV Kekpapévwy Te Kal GAAAAOLS T GAwY AVTITTAPEKTEIVOUEVLOV
oUTwS 6O olElV EkaoTov aUTdY TNV oikelav uov: fiv Siagopdy pavTaciédv olk &v elxoue,
el TévTa T& 6oV pryvipeva TTapékerTo &AANAOIS Kal &punv.

Cf. Plutarch’s similar candidate in the same context at Com. not. ch. 37 10778 (SVF 2.465). Todd’s

identifications of Stoic preconceptions are thus incompatible with the next page of Alexander’s De

mixtione, as well as with the remaining evidence on Stoic concepts. The motivation for Todd’s view
is Alexander’s remark at pp. 227.10—228.4, after he has said that the view that body passes through

4

vy
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The Stoics define the good in the following way, relying on the common concep-
tions: “The good is benefit or not other than benefit.”*®

These common conceptions are presumably identical with the ‘connate
preconceptions’ Chrysippus claimed to be relying on for his doctrine of the
good (8t 7ep. 17, SVF 3.69); and preconceptions, section two has argued,
are Stoic concepts.*’

Secondly, Alexander’s claim that the common conceptions were sup-
posed by Chrysippus to be criteria of truth is supported, I think, by all
the evidence that we have.** An obvious way to understand this is to
identify them as preconceptions or as a subset of preconceptions, since
they are the only non-perceptual criteria Chrysippus is known to have
named elsewhere (D.L. 7.54). In support of this identification is the fact
that several sources appear to use ‘common conception’ interchangeably
or in tandem with ‘common preconception’.*’ Further, since preconcep-
tions are natural conceptions, this would explain both why the common

body is contrary to the common conceptions, that the Stoics confirm this with the alleged evidence
of heated iron. Todd thinks that this shows that we should take p. 217, which has the same example,
to show that the Stoic #heory of mixture is confirmed by a common conception about heated iron.
This is a possible interpretation of p. 227, though one that ignores Alexander’s use of the terms
‘conception’ and ‘preconception’.

46 of utv ol STwiKol TEW Ko &g elTreiv vvoidoy Exduevor dpilovtan Téyadov TpdTw TGHSE
Gy abov toTiv dpéAeia T oUy ETepov deheias.

47 The use of two terms meaning something like ‘connate’ (emphutos and sumphutos) at St. rep. 17, 1041E,
and Com. not. 24, 1070C, to qualify our ethical concepts is problematic. Plutarch suggests in the latter
passage that Chrysippus isolated these concepts as in some sense dependent on impressions ‘internal’
to our nature, in contradistinction to ‘perceptions’ from the outside world. (Unfortunately the text
is corrupt at the vital point at the end of 1070¢, where Plutarch gave Chrysippus’ own terminology —
see Cherniss’ app. crit. and note ‘c’, ad loc. p. 744.) Presumably the internality of such impressions
has something to do with the process of ‘oikeidsis, as Pohlenz 1940: 85—96 suggests. It seems likely
that such impressions are connected to the equally obscure doctrine of indestructible ‘starting points’
(aphormai) to virtue — on which see n. 59 below.

48 See Alexander, Mixt. 218.11-12: the Stoics say we should use common conceptions for proofs, since
they are natural criteria of truth. The bulk of our evidence either shows the common conceptions
being used criterially, or claims that they — or some of them — are preconceptions (e.g. Alexander,
Mixt. 281.11-20), and hence criterial on Chrysippus’ view, or argues that the Stoics are wrong because
their views conflict with the common conceptions.

4 In tandem: S.E., M. 9.123 (SVF 2.1017), Plutarch, Com. not. 1060A. In general, Plutarch, Alexander
and Sextus all seem to move from one word to the other without an obvious motive beyond
variation. For instance, when discussing the gods in Com. not. chs. 31—4, Plutarch criticises the
Stoics for contravening the common conceptions, while all the Stoic evidence he cites talks of
our preconception of god. But Plutarch sometimes seems to be distinguishing them as two kinds
common concept, e.g. at 1059E, which connects the conception of demonstration (apodeixis) with the
preconception of confirmation (pisis). And Alexander sometimes seems to use ‘common conception’
as if it were a translation of more familiar terminology — whether Aristotle’s at iz Top. 18.20 (archai
are called ‘physical and common conceptions’), or both Aristotle’s (the general ‘supposition’) and
his own (‘the common preconception’) at in Met. 982ab, pp. 8-10.
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conceptions are called ‘conceptions’, and why Alexander says that they come
from nature and sometimes calls them ‘natural’ conceptions or precon-
ceptions.’®

A third point concerns the sense in which these conceptions are ‘com-
mon’ (koinos). The obvious meaning of this adjective is ‘shared’.”" The most
obvious groups that might share the conceptions in question are the Stoic
doctrines, the Stoics, the wise and all rational human beings. Since our
sources often say that the common conceptions belong to all men, and
since we expect natural Stoic criteria of truth to be available in principle to
all rational adults, it is likely that the relevant sense of ‘common’ is roughly
‘shared by all human beings gua rational’.’* (I note that this is only roughly
correct in order to leave room for disassociating the common conceptions
from common sense or the consensus omnium in section four.) Further, if
this is correct, it is easy to see why the common conceptions are shared
by the Stoics and the wise, and why their contents are common to Stoic
doctrines.

Thus, I take it to be clear that the Stoic common conceptions are con-
cepts, criteria of truth, and, in principle at least, common to all men gua
rational. The more difficult questions are whether they are identical with
preconceptions, or with a sub-set of them, or also include some concep-
tions. (Section four deals with their criterial functions and how common
they are in fact.)

59 See Alexander, Mixt. 218.15, 17, 20. Origen calls what looks like the preconception of god a ‘natural

conception’ at SVF 2.1052.

5" See the definitions of ‘koinos’ by the commentators on Aristotle’s Categories 1 a1, e.g. Porphyry in
Cat. 62.16—29. Pace Obbink 1992: 225—7, principles are ‘fundamental’ or ‘basic’ (Obbink’s favoured
translations of ‘koinos’) just when they are shared by or common to more than one science. (Proclus
explains Euclid’s ‘common conceptions’ — i.e. the ‘axioms’ in Proclus’ terminology — at the beginning
of the Elements as the set demarcated by two criteria: they are indemonstrable and self-evident
principles accepted by all (and so what Proclus calls ‘common conceptions/preconceptions’ in his
own terminology), and they are common to several genera (in Eucl. 193—6).)

Common conceptions or preconceptions are said to belong to all men in e.g. S.E., M. 9.123 and
196, Plutarch, St. rep. ch. 38, 10517 (implicitly), and Alexander, Mixz. 213.10, though the relevant
conception is only later identified as common.

There is also some evidence that the Stoics had a doctrine of ‘common reason’ (koinos logos) in
the sense of ‘reason belonging to all men’ — see D.L. 7.201—2 (SVF 2.16, line 20), a header in the
catalogue of Chrysippus’ books, Cicero, Leg. 1.23 and Marcus Aurelius, 4.4. (cf. 6.35 and Epictetus,
Diss. 1.3.5). But this is problematic for two reasons: first, ‘common reason’ more standardly refers to
the universal reason that pervades the world, i.e. God (see Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus 1.12, or e.g. SVF
2.599 and 937); and secondly, in Cicero and Marcus, ‘common reason’ grounds our obedience to the
Law or ‘right reason’ in a way that is unclear, and possibly non-Chrysippian, whilst the Chrysippian
header seems to identify ‘common reason’ with ‘right reason’ (since it avers that the virtues and
sciences are constituted from it).
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If common conceptions are, in principle, common to all, it is unlikely
that they are identical with the set of preconceptions, since, as Sandbach
pointed out, it would be unnecessary to talk of ‘common’ preconceptions
or conceptions if none were non-common or ‘private’ to some smaller
group.” This point can be strengthened by considering the genesis of pre-
conceptions from perception: it seems clear that some groups of people will
naturally arrive at some preconceptions on the basis of quotidian experi-
ence that is inaccessible to other groups, given the nature of their terrain —
e.g. experience of llamas and alpacas.”* Although one might object that
this view is incompatible with Chrysippus’ claim that preconceptions are
criteria, there is no reason to think that relatively ‘private’ preconceptions
are any more subjective than ‘common’ ones — in either case, what makes
them criterial, or gives them epistemological warrant, is the natural process
by which they arise, not public agreement on their contents.” Similarly,
while Chrysippus is said by Galen to claim that each conception and pre-
conception constitutes a part of reason (PHP 5.3, SVF 2.841), we do not
need to infer that each person’s reason is entirely constituted by exactly
the same concepts even at the first onset of rationality. For Chrysippus’
vague characterisation of reason as ‘a collection of certain conceptions and
preconceptions’ (ennoion te tinon kai prolépseon athroisma, ibid.) probably
means ‘some conceptions and some preconceptions’; and if the common
conceptions are or include a sub-set of preconceptions, that may suffice to
avoid any threat of homonymy of ‘reason’.’®

Perhaps more interesting is the idea that some of the ‘common concep-
tions’ might be conceptions strictly speaking, since this would imply that
there are some conceptions that it is #atural for humans to acquire by their
own deliberate attention or their social training. But, although some evi-
dence favours this possibility, it is hard to see how we can hold both that
some common conceptions are in fact specifically conceptions — following

53 Sandbach 1996: 23—s. Sandbach also notes that Epictetus’ claim at Diss. 1.22.1 that ‘preconceptions
are common to all men’ must be restricted to moral preconceptions, since Epictetus himself talks of
the preconceptions of a builder and musician and of all the other craftsmen (4.8.10) and of Cynicism
(3.22.1).

54 If these examples seem too culture specific, cows and horses are presumably also ruled out as potential
objects of preconceptions. But if so, our preconceptions begin to look too general to do their job.
Further, if one can have a preconception of whiteness, one can presumably have one of turquoiseness,
but there have probably been cultures without regular access to that colour.

55 Contra Doty 1976: 146. Frede 1994b: 55-6; and 1999: 319—20 and Scott 1988: 146—7 argue that
the natural mechanism that generates them from cataleptic impressions warrants the content of
preconceptions.

56 The use of ‘te . . . kai’ as opposed to simple ‘kai’ makes it likely that ‘zinén’ applies to both nouns.
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the suggestive wording of Chrysippus’ definition of reason — and that they
are non-derivative criteria— as preconceptions are on his view at D.L. 7.54.77
So, while it is possible that they extend to a limited number of conceptions,
the common conceptions are probably a sub-set of preconceptions.

Section four: Problems in the Stoic theory

Chrysippus thought that reason was constituted by certain conceptions and
preconceptions, some of which, I have argued, are the common concep-
tions. A vital implication of this claim is that we start off our rational lives
with a stock of preliminary, but secure, knowledge about the world.’® The
point of starting out with this set of concepts is to enable us to gain further
knowledge about the world by a process of inquiry, and hence arrive at the
state of wisdom or perfected reason.’” Unfortunately the general process of
development implied by this theory is set out most perspicuously in con-
troversial sources like Cicero (e.g. Ac. 2.21-3 and 30-1) and Epictetus (e.g.
Diss. 2.11 and 17). But this complex of ideas is also attested widely in other
sources.’® The most significant of these is Plutarch, fr. 215F (Sandbach):

57 See Frede 1994b: 55. Something like this is suggested e.g. by the apparently contradictory reports
that the concept of the good arises ‘naturally’ (or at least, the ‘thought’ (noéseis) of something just and
good, D.L. 7.52, SVF2.87), and that we acquire it by a process of reasoning (collatione rationis, Cicero
Fin. 3.33—4). One might try to resolve this by distinguishing between the onset and development of
‘reason’ in youths — which would also explain the discrepancy between Aétius, 4.11 (SVF 2.83, cited
in n. 16 above) and D.L. 7.55 (SVF 3.D.17), lamblichus ap. Stobaeus 1.48.8 and a scholion (both in
SVF 1.149), concerning the age at which we become rational.

See Frede 1994b: 53-6. That preconceptions amount to or immediately yield knowledge is clear
from their criterial status, and also from Antipater’s explicit statement that the preconception of
God is a case of ‘clarity’ (enargeia, St. rep. ch. 38, 1051F (SVF3.A.38) — cf. Ac. 2.17).

% Something like this is implied by the doctrine of natural ‘starting points’ (aphormai) for virtue —and
hence wisdom — possessed by all human beings; see D.L. 7.89 (SVF 3.228 — cf. 229); Stobaeus 2.60
(SVF 3.264.1-2); id. 2.60 (SVF 1.566); and Origen (SVF 2.988.10-11). It is unclear to me, however,
what form the aphormai take in our souls, e.g. whether they are tendencies or dispositions to form
certain conceptions or beliefs, or those conceptions or beliefs themselves. In Origen’s account (the
most detailed we have), the aphormai appear to precede and point to the formation of the (common)
conceptions of the fine and the shameful, and yet they already constitute part of ‘the nature of reason’.
This suggests that they may be (or be derived from) a basic sub-set of our common preconceptions
that is concerned with ‘moral facts’” but does 707 yet include the central concepts involved in ethics.
On this view the doctrine amounts to the belief that minimally successful functioning as a human
being inevitably requires concepts or beliefs that imply the correct concepts of ethics (cf. SVF 3.225
and 229-30).

On inquiry and discovery, see — in addition to the passages from Cicero and Epictetus noted above —
Clement, Strom. 6.14 (SVF 2.102; cf. 103), and S.E., PH. 2.1-11. On the link between perception,
concepts, definitions and ‘the whole art of” dialectic, see Augustine, CD 8.7 (SVF 2.106), cited
below, and D.L. 7.42. Ac. 1.42 explicitly ascribes a similar general view to Zeno, but this is still an
Antiochian report (despite its anti-Antiochian reporter).

60
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That it is unclear whether it is possible to inquire and make discoveries, as the Meno
problem suggests. <For we can’t inquire about or discover> either what we know —
since that is pointless — or what we don’t know — since even if we encounter the
latter, we won’t recognise it any more than things we encounter accidentally . . . .
The Stoics explain this by the natural conceptions. But if they mean that these are
potential, our reply will be as before [viz. that the problem concerns actualised
knowledge]. And if they mean that they are actualised, why do we inquire about
things that we know? (SVF 2.104)"'

So preconceptions — and hence common conceptions — are supposed to
enable us to acquire further knowledge, and, given sufficient tenacity, wis-
dom.

The way this is ideally meant to work seems to be that the inquirer begins
with the content of his preconception of the thing he is inquiring about,
and eventually ends up with a formal definition expressing his knowledge
of it. This overall process is summarised by Augustine:

<The Stoics> thought that <dialectic> should be derived from the bodily senses,
claiming that from this source the mind conceived its concepts (which they call
‘ennoiai’) — that is, concepts of the things which they articulate by definition . . .
(CD 8.7, SVF 2.106, cf. S.E. PH. 2.1-12, D.L. 7.42)®

We can see roughly, and briefly, how this might work in practice by con-
sidering an example. The content of our preconception of god is set out by

Antipater in the first book of his On the Gods, like this (Sz. rep. 10518, SVF
3.A.33):

Prior to our whole inquiry, we can briefly call to mind (epilogioumetha) the clear
evidence [von Arnim: conception] that we have about god. Well, we conceive of
god as a blessed and imperishable animal that is beneficent to men.®

The final definition Antipater came up with was presumably something

like:

6 Plutarch fr. 215f (Sandbach): “OT1 &mopov dvTes € ofdv Te {nTeiv kai eUpiokety, dos &v Méveovt
TPoREPAN Tl oUTe y&p & Iouey: p&Tatov yép: oUTe & pr) Iouev: K&v y&p TrepITrécwuEy aUTOTS,
&yvooUpev, ¢s Tois TUXOUOV . . . . of 8¢ &d Tfis ZTods TA&s PUOIKES évvoias aiTiGvTal” € Yév
31 Suvdpel, TO aTo épolipev- el Bt vepyeiq, S1& Ti CnToUuev & iopev; &l Bt &d ToUTwY AN
&yvoouueva, T &Trep oUk fopev.

ipsi Stoici . . . a corporis sensibus eam [dialecticam] ducendam putarunt, hinc asseverantes animum
concipere notiones, quas appellant évolas, earum rerum scilicet quas definiendo explicant; hinc propagari
atque conecti totam discendi docendi rationem.

Plutarch, Sz. rep. 10518 (SVF 3.A.38): GV fva ToUs &AAous &pdd TrévTas, AvTtiTatpos & Tapoels
&v T Trepl Oeddv ypdgel TalTa KaT& AEIY TP 8¢ ToU oUpTravTos Adyou Thv évdpyelav [von
Arnim: gvvolav], fjv éxopev Trepi Beol, Si Bpaxéwv émioyioUueda. Bedv Toivuv vooluey {Gov
paképlov kai &pbopTov kai eitroinTIKOY &vBpcdTTeov?

6

&
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God is an immortal rational animal, perfect or noetic in happiness, un-receptive
of any evil, and providential of both the cosmos and the things within it. (D.L.
7.147, SVF 2.1021)

(The example may be misleading in its details, but it should serve as a rough
guide.®)

One problem with this process concerns the nature of the result. Imagine
that things go well: we have no difficulty in drawing on or expressing briefly
the content of the relevant preconception, e.g. of god; we do the research
appropriate to this subject, and a lot of conceptual thinking. The result
is presumably that we have acquired quite a few further beliefs about the
subject and a technical understanding of it. Hence, it seems, we now have
a different concept from the one we started out with, perhaps a ‘technical
thought’ (techniké noesis, D.L. 7.51), but at any rate a conception rather
than a preconception, since our concept now comes from teaching and
attention (cf. Aétius, 4.11). The problem is that we are supposed to hold
onto our preconception, in order to use it not merely as a foundation for
detailed knowledge, but also as a criterion or canon for confirming our
developed understanding.® This difficulty is more serious in the case of
foolish inquirers, who fail to use their common conception as a criterion
for their further beliefs, and thus end up as e.g. anti-providentialists. Such
inquirers have clearly modified — i.e. subtracted an element from — their
original concept, and hence, it seems, no longer have the preconception.

Perhaps this is not much of a problem: good inquirers can remember
the content of their preconception, and bad inquirers have perverted their
reason, and are no longer of much interest.’® But it points to a second
problem concerning how we draw on the content of the preconception
in the first place. For unless they start researching on this topic as soon as
they become rational, it seems likely that ordinary people will already have a
range of true and false beliefs about the object of inquiry. Hence either they
won’t have the preconception any more, or, if they do, its content may be
confused and no longer stand out as the obvious starting point for inquiry.

64 D.L. 7.147: Oedv 8t lvau {Gov &&vaTtov Aoyikdy Téhelov | voepdy v elSatpovig, Kakol TTavTos
&veTridekTov, TTPovonTIKOY KOoHoU Te Kai T&V &v kéopw' The example is Sandbach’s, 1996: 25.
Whether this is actually a formal definition or not is unclear, since there are various other ways
in which orthodox Stoics might have tried to define god — for instance, by following Zeno in
SVF 1.102 and 171—2. (I am unsure how to understand ‘perfect or noetic in happiness’; the text is
perhaps corrupt — see Marcovich’s Teubner ad loc. Pohlenz’s emendation (‘rational or noetic, and
perfect in happiness’) is clearly superior to Marcovich’s (‘rational, perfect and noetic in happiness’),
since ‘noetic’ is a quality standardly ascribed to the Stoic gods in contexts where one might expect
‘rational’ — see e.g. SVF 1.120, 2.310 or 652.)

% On this function of the common conceptions, see below and Striker 1996: 62-8.

66 On the perversion of reason, see the texts collected at SVF 3.228-36.



182 C. BRITTAIN

The Stoics can resolve this problem by distinguishing the ideal pattern of
rational development from the one familiar to the rest of us. But this seems
superficial, since it is clear that they want to claim not just that all of us
have incorruptible low-level ‘starting points’ (aphormai) for knowledge,
but also that we are somehow able to recognise the ‘common conceptual’
truths contained in e.g. their ethical ‘paradoxes’, despite the perversion of
our reason. And this points to a more general problem about concepts,
suggested by the second arm of Plutarch’s dilemma in fr. 2158 (above): it
doesn’t ever seem to be the case that we have an interesting pre-reflective
concept that is properly expressible in a single formula.®” If so, we can’t
start to inquire just on the basis of the preliminary knowledge contained in
the ‘clear evidence’ of our preconception, let alone from evidence that we
can identify as ‘clear’ (as Antipater recommends at St. 7¢p. ch. 38, 1051F).
The Stoics have at least something of an answer to this problem for
ordinary inquirers, but before considering this, it is worth looking at their
response to the first arm of Plutarch’s dilemma. In Augustine’s account of
the process, the Stoics are said to ‘articulate’ the things they have concepts
of by defining them (CD 8.7, above). This metaphor of ‘articulation’ is one
that is found repeatedly in Cicero, and also appears in the catalogue of
Chrysippus’ books in Diogenes (7.199).°* It seems to capture an important
feature of the Stoic account, in that the theory ideally involves filling out
rather than revising the initial knowledge contained in one’s preconception.
So, for example, we start off conceiving of god as blessed and beneficent
to man, and, ideally, end up understanding that his blessedness consists in
being perfect, i.e. exercising virtue continually, his beneficence in universal
providence, and so on. A large part of this process seems to depend on
discerning the relations between our preconceptions, though part also con-
sists in acquiring new factual beliefs — for instance, that the world is in fact
god. But in either case, there doesn’t seem to be any problem with solving
Meno’s dilemma by denying the first arm. For inquirers discover new infor-
mation either by structuring their antecedent knowledge (‘articulation’) or
by applying it to the world. In the first case, however, it is notable that there

7 The mutually conflicting Stoic accounts of our preconception of god may be one indication of this.
Atany rate, Antipater’s version in Sz. 7ep. 10s1F differs slightly from the one in Com. not. 10758, which
replaces ‘imperishable’ with ‘immortal’ and ‘beneficent to men’ with ‘philanthropic and caring and
beneficial’; and considerably from the one in Cicero’s ND 3.45-6, which has god as ‘an animate
thing’, ‘than which nothing in all of nature is more excellent’.

At D.L. 7.199 (SVF 2.16), the catalogue has a new heading ‘Ethics: concerning the articulation of
ethical conceptions’, H81koU Adyou ToU mepi Thv Aidpbpwaotv Tév fi81kédv Evvoidov. (Von Arnim
also supplies a similar addition for the Logic heading at 7.189 (his 2.13).) This has been doubted
as a late interpolation or a sign of the lateness of the formation of the catalogue, but the reasons
adduced for scepticism about early Stoic use of this term are feeble; see Tieleman 1996: 201.
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is a sense in which the inquirer already knows the conclusion: as Plutarch
suggested, it is potentially there in the inquirer’s set of preconceptions.(")

The common conceptions have a second criterial function, which is well
attested in our sources: they serve as negative criteria, or as standards of
knowledge which can be used to rule out some false beliefs and theories.
The most common examples of this use concern the Epicurean conception
of god. The argument, at least in its paradigm form, is straightforward: if
your conception of god is incompatible with an element of the content of
my preconception, e.g. with providence, you have an erroneous conception
of god.”® Sextus, however, offers a variant of this, when he argues that the
preconceptions of god or of holiness — these are the two cases explicitly
mentioning the common conceptions — prove the existence of the gods
and of something holy (M. 9.196 and 123, SVF 2.337 and 1017).”" There is
nothing surprising in this as such: a preconception is precisely a conception
formed by nature on the basis of repeated experience of a kind, and hence
it is legitimate to infer from its existence to the existence of the kind
(particularly if the kind is immortal). But it rather invites a demand for
proof that these are in fact preconceptions, and thus returns us to the Stoic
response to the problem of the apparent incapacity of ordinary inquirers
to identify the content of their preconceptions.

The general form that response must take is pretty clear, I think: the Stoics
need to argue that there is evidence supporting the identification of some
particular concept as a preconception. Given their theory on the nature
of preconceptions, such evidence ought to show either that the concept
has an appropriate causal history or that it is deeply embedded in human
nature — i.e. that it arises naturally. At least two texts show that this is what

% Hence I don’t agree with Malcolm Schofield that the Stoics face any particular difficulties in proving
something that is already clear (1980: 289—91). Schofield resolves the problem in Stoic theology by
distinguishing the knowledge generated by the preconception that god exists from the proofs that
the world is god (ibid. 302—4). But the preconception Balbus appeals to in ND 2 isn’t that the god
exists, but that if something is a god, it is a living thing than which nothing in nature is more
excellent.

7° See e.g. St. rep. 10528, Com. not. 1075E, or Cicero, Tusc. 4.53—4, which argues that the Peripatetic

conception of courage is incompatible with the preconception. This is often taken to be a bad kind

of argument, but it isn’t clear why it is bad to infer that a position that is incompatible with your
knowledge is false. A more serious objection is that preconceptions don’t amount to knowledge.

S.E., M. 9.196 (SVF 2.337): Trpds ToUTols &l €0l Beds. €oTv odTiov - oUTos yap flv 6 T& SAa

S101kGdV €0T1 8¢ ye KaT& TA&S KOs évvoias TGV &vbptwy Beds: éoTiv &pa adTiov - KaiTol

k& pr) Beds Urdpyn, éoTv aiTiov: TO ya&p un elval BeolUs Si1& Tva adTiaw yivetar - kad TG oUv

UTrdpxetv Beov kad ¢ pn) Umrépyewy 1T fons &koAoubel 10 eivad T1 adTiov. M. 9. 123 (SVF 2.1017):

okoTrédpey Bt £ETis Kal TOV TpdTrov TGV &koAoubouvTwy &TdTrwy Tols &vaipolot TO Belov . . .

kol AW €l un eiol Beoi, dvirapkTds éoTiv 1) 6016TNS, SikatooUvn Tis oUoa oS Beols: EoTl

8¢ ye KaTd T&s Kowds évvolas Kal TTPoAT\els TTavTwy dvBpdmawy 6016Tns, Kabd Ti kal éo1dv
goTW. Kol <TO> Belov &pa EoTiv.
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they did. The first option, the more difficult one in theological contexts,
is found, somewhat obscurely, in Cicero’s De natura deorum 2.4-15, where
we learn that the origin of our concept of god lies in the world, i.e. in
god. The second option, perhaps more promising in this case, consists in
arguing that certain facts about human culture — for instance, our language,
mannerisms, early poetry, records of the views of wise forebears, or widely
shared, enduring and spontaneous agreement about the issue — attest to the
naturalness of the relevant concept.”

If this is correct, we should not confuse the Stoics” appeals to e.g. con-
sensus omnium or ‘ordinary experience’ (consuetudolsuneétheia) to attest the
naturalness of a concept, with the theory of common conceptions such
evidence is supposed to support. Nor, on the other hand, should we infer
from the deployment in tandem of both the latter and the former that
our sources have necessarily conflated the two kinds of Stoic argument.”
That the alternative resources were not taken to be evident or criterial is
obvious in the case of ‘ordinary experience’, since Chrysippus wrote two
books for and against it, and saw no difficulty in either rejecting it in the
paradoxa or using it as a source of probable views elsewhere.”* This is also
clear in the case of his use of the import of certain expressions in ordinary
language, as well as of poetry, mannerisms etc., to determine the location
of the governing part of the soul, reported extensively in Galen’s De placitis
Hippocratis et Platonis. For Chrysippus explicitly distinguished these proce-
dures from evident or criterial ones, which were unavailable in this case.”
Thus I take it that appeals to a stable consensus omnium such as the ones in
De natura deorum 2.4—s and 12 fin. are theoretically quite distinct from the
deployment of the common conceptions or preconceptions they are used
to support.”®

But it is not clear how much this defence can help the Stoics in the case
of ordinary people. For on this account, the elements of our concepts that
derive from our preconceptions are only identified by means of a set of
beliefs which are likely to be confused with — or not easily distinguished
from — the beliefs that underwrite our preconceptions themselves (the

7> On the functions of Stoic allegory, see Long 19925 on etymology, see James Allen’s essay in this
volume.

Contra Obbink 1992: 216-31. 74 See D.L. 7.183, e.g., and Obbink 1992: 214 n. 72.

See Galen, PHP 3.1.15 (SVF 2.885.11-16): 0UTw paiveTan Siapelyely 6 T6TOS fuds. oUT aiobnoews
EkpavoUs yevopévns, &Trep Tl TGOV AOLTIGV CUVTETUXTKEV 0UTE TGOV Tekunpicov, 81° v &v Tis
oUA\oyiocaito ToUTo - oUdt ydp &v &vTiAoyia &l ToooUTov TrpofiAbey kai év iaTpois kai év
prhoodgois. Cf. Atherton 1993: 95—7 and Tieleman 1996 Part 11, esp. 1608 on koiné phore. Obbink
1992: 216-23 (esp. 221 n. 76) conflates this ‘probable’ technique with the common conceptions,
despite noting the distinction in the case of ‘common experience’ — see the previous note.

This is also supported by the fact that the deliverances of koiné phoré and sunétheia often amount
to claims about the communis opinio — see Tieleman 1996: 160-8.

7:
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aphormai or their products). Even if we can distinguish between the two
kinds of true belief we have concerninga particular subject — for instance, on
the basis of their distinct kinds of content — it is hard to see how we are going
to be able to discriminate any of these from the relevant false beliefs we have,
withouta preconception to serve asa criterion.”” Nor will it be adequate here
to appeal to general teleological constraints on the nature of our minds:
the Stoics can’t claim that we just do make these discriminations, con-
sciously or not, since most of us clearly do not in most of the controversial
cases.

These difficulties suggest three conclusions. First, some of the common
conceptions are not common to all rational beings (or, at least, are not
available to all of them) — indeed, the more interesting philosophical ones
are likely to be extremely rare.”® But this isn’t surprising, since we know that
the Stoics think that most people are perverse. Nor need it wreck the Stoics’
overall project, provided that most of us retain (or, at least, retain access
to) most of our common conceptions — for instance, our preconceptions of
colours, cows, etc. Secondly, it may often be difficult to identify consciously
the elements of the content of our concepts that derive from preconceptions.
This is clear in the controversial case of gods considered above or the case of
mixtures reported by Alexander. But it also points to a more general third
problem, even in simple, agreed cases, where we might allow that ordinary
people retain their preconceptions. For even if one has no false beliefs
about a thing, it is still unclear how the content of the preconception can
be perfectly isolated, within the set of beliefs that are involved in possessing
a concept, as a single proposition (or lekzon).” If so, it looks as though there
is some tension between the Stoic views about the immediate functions of
concepts in perception, thought and speech, and their application as criteria
for philosophical inquiry. For if we allow the ordinary concepts applied in
thought and perception to be determinate and relatively simple, it is hard
to see how they could constitute the preconceptions the Stoics need for
philosophical research; and if we take them to be relatively indeterminate
and complex, it is difficult to understand how our preconceptions can be
isolated and used as criteria.

77 Perhaps this just happens, for instance when we hear a Stoic setting out the preconception of
god. But the history of interpretations of the De natura deorum doesn’t encourage this line of
thought.

78 This is the principal thesis of Obbink 1992.

79 Frede 1999: 319—21 argues persuasively that the original set of impressions must be cataleptic. But he
points out that rational mastery of a concept involves certain ‘assumptions’ about the thing involved
in addition to the merely perceptual knowledge (the ‘experience’ of Agtius 4.11) that originally
generated it. I take it that even the imperfect mastery of normal concepts by an ordinary adult will
also involve at least some further ‘assumptions’.
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PART 2 STOIC DEFINITION

The precise connections between ordinary language, preconceptions or
common conceptions, and definitions were no doubt explained in the
formal theories of definition that Chrysippus and his followers elaborated.
Given their general understanding of the process of inquiry, one might hope
to find some evidence that the Stoics distinguished between something like
nominal definitions capturing ordinary linguistic usage, preliminary def-
initions capturing the knowledge contained in our preconceptions, with
which we start out (ideally), and rea/ definitions presenting the articulated
conceptions that are the results of successful inquiries. Yet, despite the large
number of definitions contained in our sources for the Stoics, this hope
appears to be frustrated by the texts we have.*® The first section in this part
reviews the inadequate evidence for the Stoic theory of provisional defi-
nition or ‘delineation’ (bupographe); the second contrasts the Stoic theory
of common conceptions with a theory of ‘ennoematic definition’ found in
Galen and Porphyry; and the third section draws some tentative conclu-
sions about the relations between ordinary language, preconceptions, and
real definitions in the Stoa. The idea is to devise a plausible Stoic model
that connects these items in a way that is both consistent with the results of
Part 1 and conducive to the development of later models of common sense.

Section one: Stoic theories of definition

The basic evidence for the Stoic theory of definition is given by Diogenes
Laertius in an appendix to his report on the grammatical part of dialectic:

According to Antipater in Book One of his On Definitions, a definition is a state-
ment by analysis expressed commensurably; alternatively, as Chrysippus has it in
his On Definitions, it is a rendering of a peculiar characteristic (idion). A delin-
eation (hupographe) is an account introducing the things (pragmata) in outline, or
a definition having the effect of a definition in a simpler fashion.”" (D.L. 7.6o0,
FEDS 621, SVF 2.226)

80 See Hiilser FDS 62131, Long and Sedley 1987: 11, §32, and SVF 2.224-30. | have not been able to
find much secondary literature. The most useful work I know of is Rieth 1933: 3654, Long and
Sedley 1987: 1, 193—5 and Mansfeld 1992: 326-31.

D.L. 7.60—2 (FDS 621; SVF 3.D.25, 3.A.23, 2.226): ‘Opos 8¢ ¢oTv, s gnow AvtiTaTpos &v T&
TpwTw Tepl Spwv, Adyos kaT qvdAucty TTapTILOVTWS EKPEPOUEVODS. 1], s XpUaITrTros év T
TTept Spwv, idiou &mddoats. UToypapn &8¢ éoTi Adyos TUTTWIGS siodywv els T& TP&yUaTS,
7} 6pos [Sedley: Spou] &mAoUoTepov THY ToU dpou SUvapy Tpocevnveypévos. The translation
follows the MSS; Sedley’s emendation of the genitive (horou) for the MSS nominative (horos) in the
last clause (Long and Sedley 1987: 11, 194) yields ‘or <a statement> having the effect of a definition
in a simpler fashion than a definition’. This implies that there are two kinds of delineation, or two
different ways to characterise delineations; the received text instead disambiguates two senses of the
word ‘delineation’ — i.e. roughly, between ‘introductory book’ and ‘provisional definition’.
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The precise interpretation of the two initial definitions of szrict definition
is controversial. For the purpose of this section, it will be enough, I hope,
merely to assert four points about strict definition that are relevant for the
interpretation of provisional definitions or ‘delineations’:

(a) Chrysippus’ definition may require only that a strict definition specify
a necessary property of the definiendum that is unique to it.**

(b) Antipater’s definition does require only that a strict definition specify a
necessary property of the definiendum that is unique to it.*

(c) In the case of strict definitions of ‘natural kinds’, the property the
Stoics sought was in fact the ‘common quality’ — i.e. something like the
‘essence’ — in virtue of which it was a kind.*

(d) Chrysippus probably thought that a strict definition could be analysed
as an indefinite conditional, for example: ‘If something is a man, that
thing is a rational mortal animal.”®

However, since (a) is uncertain, it seems safest to assume in the light of

(c) and the common example in (d) that the two definitions yield two

distinct conceptions of strict definition, both of which presumably yield rea/

definitions: Chrysippus’ definitions capturing something like the ‘essences’
of the definienda, and Antipater’s capturing necessary properties unique to

the definienda.

82 Chrysippus’ definition is also ascribed to him in a scholion to Dionysius Thrax (FDS 627,
SVF 2.226), and probably alluded to by Alexander iz Top. 42—3 (FDS 628, SVF 2.228). Rieth 1933:
s13 and Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 194 take ‘peculiar characteristic’ (i44on) as a Stoic term indicating
the essential nature of the definiendum, rather than in its ordinary logical sense of ‘property unique
to X’ (Aristotle mentions both senses in 70p. 1.4). This is possible; but it seems more plausible to
understand Antipater’s definition as a version of Chrysippus’ than a criticism of it. One reason for
thinking that Chrysippus did not want to mention ‘essential properties’ in his definition may be
that it is supposed to cover any definition, and hence definitions of things that don’t have ‘common’
or ‘peculiar qualities’, like Jekza or proofs.

Antipater’s definition is likewise ascribed to him in the scholion to Dionysius Thrax (FDS 627, SVF
2.226), and alluded to by Alexander, in Top. 42—3 (FDS 628, SVF 2.228); but it is also given with
minor variants and without any ascription in [Galen] Def med. (FDS 624, SVF 2.227) and twice
in the Suda (under horos and apartian, FDS 625-6). Alexander spells out Antipater’s definition as a
statement containing ‘an unfolding (exaplosis) of the definiendum’ (= ‘by analysis’) which ‘neither
exceeds nor falls short’ (= ‘commensurably’). The scholion replaces ‘by analysis’ with ‘by necessity’,
and glosses the latter as ‘reciprocal’ (kat’ antistrophén) — and the second gloss is repeated in the
second citation from the Suda. As far as I can see, none of these variants suggest that Antipater was
concerned to capture the essential properties of definienda.

Rieth 1933: 52 cites Diogenes of Babylon ap. D.L. 7.58 (cf. n. 8 above), and Simplicius in Caz. 222.30
(SVF 2.378), which notes that the Stoics identified common qualities by ‘peculiarities’ (idiozés) —
although this term may not be a Stoic one, given its use by Porphyry at e.g. in Prtol. harm. 8.7-11.
The individuating functions of these qualities are explained in Sedley 1982 and Menn 1999.

See S.E., M. 11.8, SVF 2.224, FDS 629 — cf. Cicero Ac. 2.21, and n. 30 above. Sextus’ point seems
to be that ‘universals’ and indefinite conditionals have the same truth conditions. But Chrysippus
may have been trying to avoid the appearance of hypostasising a generic Man in his definitions —
see e.g. Caston 1999: 192—9 and the alternative interpretation of Chrysippian ‘conceptual objects’
in Egli 1979: 266—7.
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At first sight, one might think that the notion of a ‘delineation’ should

be more straightforward. The two definitions Diogenes gives are:

(1) Anaccountintroducing (or leading to) the things (pragmara) in outline,

or

(11) A definition having the effect of a definition in a simpler fashion.
The first seems to identify a kind of manual, i.e. a book giving ‘an outline’
of a subject, or an ‘introduction’, rather than a kind of definition, and if so,
is included in order to avoid ambiguity. (Galen e.g. sometimes uses ‘delin-
eation’ (hupographé) in this sense, though rarely in his own voice.)*” So we
can ignore (1). It is perhaps natural to think that a delineating account in the
second sense is one that identifies what something is, whether as a prelude
to strict definition or for the purpose of discussion or teaching, without
(usually) disclosing its ‘essence’.*® After all, the metaphors in these defini-
tions are just formalisations of the ones regularly applied in this context by
Aristotle. In De anima 2.1 fin., for instance, he deploys all the metaphors
used in the Stoic definitions in tandem:

This should be enough to define (diborizein) and delineate an account
(hupographein) of the soul in outline (tupos). (41329-10)

And, as Aristotle uses these metaphors, ‘delineating an account’ is synony-
mous with ‘defining in outline’, and both are provisional definitions. But,
as this case — Aristotle’s definition of the soul — shows, a provisional defi-
nition may be very close or even identical to the best formulation we find
of a strict definition.”® That is, it may be ‘provisional’ in the sense that we
start out with it, and later confirm it, or a ‘delineation’ in the sense that it
is a concise expression of a definition that might otherwise take pages to
enunciate.

This case suggests that a more cautious approach to the second meaning
of ‘delineation’ ((11) above) may be required. If delineations perform the
function of a strict definition ‘in a simpler fashion’, it seems likely that there

8 These definitions are repeated in the Suda under horos (FDS 625), which also gives the correct Stoic
definitions of strict definition. [Galen] Def. med. 1.6 (FDS 624, SVF 2.227) seems to offer related
definitions. Other possibly Stoic definitions are discussed in section two.

87 See Galen, Syn. puls. 9.431.5 or Lib. prop. 19.11.7, which note the use of ‘Delineation’, ‘Outline’,

‘Introduction’, ‘Synopsis’ etc. as titles for books for beginners. A Stoic example of the first title is

the work Delineation of ethical reason found in the catalogue of Chrysippus’ books at D.L. 7.199.

(I am indebted to Jonathan Barnes for pointing out the correct sense of definition (1).)

Cf. e.g. Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 194 or Atherton 1993: 110.

89 TUTrey piv obv TaUTy Slwpiobew kad Uoyeypdebu Tept Wuy .

99 Tassume that this is Aristotle’s strict definition of the soul, despite his demand for the second kind of
definition he recognises — i.e. including the cause, Pos. an. 2.10 at 413a15, and despite the problems
about such a general definition of ‘soul’ raised at 402b1—9 (which greatly exercised the commentators
— see Eustratius, iz Ethic. 41.12-15, Philoponus, in Cat. 167.12-17, in An. 38.11-17, Simplicius, 77 An.
13.1-21, and Themistius, 7 An. 13.16-14.11).
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will be at least as many kinds of delineation as there are of strict definition.

We may thus tentatively identify the following types:

(1) A concise or simplified formulation of a Chrysippian definition — i.e.
something that captures the ‘essence’ of the definiendum.

(2) An abbreviated or simpler version of an Antipatrian definition — i.e.
something that captures a necessary property of the definiendum that
is unique to it. To these we may perhaps add two further possible
candidates on the basis of the results of Part 1 and normal philosophical
usage, respectively:

(3) A preliminary definition — i.e. a formulation of the content of a (Stoic)
common conception, which will capture the essence of the definiendum
as type (1) does, but in a way that requires further ‘articulation’ and
research.

(4) Any short formulation that gives a characterisation of a thing — i.e.
something that identifies a thing either in the way types (1)—(3) do, or
through non-necessary or common properties, or by examples etc.

(The dominant technical sense of ‘delineation’ in later philosophical writers

is something like type (2), though the same authors also use the term non-

technically in the manner of type (4).)”"

Although the evidence may be confused by interference from some of the
sources, we can get some idea of the Stoics’ use of delineations by looking at
three examples contained in SVF 2-3.92 A simple case is Stobaeus’ remark
about ‘madness’:

They also say that every bad person is mad, because he is ignorant about himself
and his circumstances, which is madness. Ignorance is the vice opposed to wisdom;
when it is relatively disposed, and provides unstable and fluttering impulses, it is
madness. Hence they delineate madness thus: fluttering ignorance. (Ec. 2.68, SVF
3.663)”

o' Type (2): Alexander takes delineations to be accounts specifying per se properties that are inseparable
and peculiar (idia) to the definiendum at iz Met. 176.25 (cf. in Top. 421.28-31); his view is followed
by most of the commentators — see e.g. Ammonius in Isag. 54.6—7. Porphyry ap. Simplicius, in Cat.
30.5-15 takes delineations to capture the ‘peculiarity’ (id7ozés) of the thing but not the essence (and
hence to cover items that don’t have an essence (ousia), such as the highest genera under discussion);
see further section two below. Type (4): see e.g. Aristotle Soph. elen. 181a 2, Alexander, in Top. 25.15,
Porphyry, De abst. 2.52, in Ptol. harm. 52.3—4, etc. The TLG version of the CAG and indices such
as Bonitz's on Aristotle generate more examples than one can deal with; I am indebted to Jonathan
Barnes for his lucid discussion of the way the term ‘delineation’ is used by Porphyry and other
commentators (Barnes 2003: 56-62, ad Isag. 2.10-14).

The cases I found were of axioma (2.166), semeion (2.221), apodeixis (2.266), pros ti (2.404) — all
from Sextus — kakon (3.74, Stobaeus), agathon (3.75, Sextus), aretai (3.263, Philo), epitedenma (3.294,
Stobaeus), pathos (3.389, Stobaeus; 462, 479, Chrysippus ap. Galen), hosiotés (3.660, Stobaeus) and
mania (3.663, Stobaeus). Many of these cases are questionable, however, because they only employ
the verb ‘delineate’, which more often has the vaguer, non-technical sense of my type (4).

"Em1 8¢ Aéyouot avTa padlov paiveoBal, &yvolav éxovta aTol kad TGOV ko’ o Tév, ETrep
goTi pavia. Trv & &yvolav sivar évavTiov kakiav Tf) ppovnoel” TauTny 8¢ Tpds Ti Tws Exoucav
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This delineation gives the genus and differentia of the definiendum in an
admirably concise form. If you knew the Stoic definitions of ignorance and
fluttering, this would allow you to understand what madness is; if you knew
only what ‘ignorance’ and ‘fluttering’ mean in ordinary Greek, it would
not. This case perhaps fits type (1); at any rate, the ‘delineating’ element
is simply concision. The second case is Sextus’ remark about axiomata
(‘propositions’) in the course of his discussion of the Stoics’ views about
what is signified:

. . . the signified thing or Jekton, which can be true or false. But this isn’t the case
for all lekta, since some are incomplete, and others complete. Among the latter is
what they call an axioma, which they delineate as follows: an axioma is what is true
or false. (M. 8.12, SVF 2.166)%*

This isn’t an abbreviation of the definition of a ‘proposition’ found in other
texts; and yet, taken with its context, it identifies all and only the relevant
class (i.e. if and only if something is a complete lekzon of the kind that is
true or false, it is an axioma).”> Hence this case seems to fulfil the conditions
of Antipater’s definition of szric definition ‘in a simpler fashion” — e.g. by
omitting the kind of true or false thing it is — and thus is a delineation of
type (2). A final example is from Stobaeus’ and Chrysippus’ commentaries
on the ‘definition’ of emotion (pathos):

[Definition:] They say that an emotion is an impulse that is excessive and disobe-
dient to the demands of reason, or a motion of the soul that is <irrational> and
contrary to nature . . . (£c. 2.88.8—9, SVF'3.378)

[Stobaeus:] ‘Contrary to nature’ is included in the delineation of emotion, because
it comes about contrary to reason in its correct and natural state . . . (£c. 2.89.14-16,
SVF 3.389)

[Chrysippus:] Given that the impulse outruns reason and is borne off in a rush
against it, it is rightly said to be ‘excessive’ and on this account to come about
‘contrary to nature’ and to be ‘irrational’, as we delineated <it>. (PHP 4.5 p. 263,
SVF3.479)%°

AKATAOTETOUS Kad TTTO1CBEIS Trapeyopévny T&s Opuds paviav elvarr 816 kad Uroypdgouct T
paviav oUTws: &yvolay TTolwdn.
94 16 onuaivopevoy TPy pa, Kol AekTov, Otrep dAndés Te yivetan i Weldos. kai ToUTo o ko1véds
&V, GAAK TO pév EAALTIES TO B¢ aUTOTEAES. Kal ToU aToTeAoUs TO KahoUpevoy &Siwpa, &Trep
kol UTroy pdgovTés paotv &§iwpd éoTiv & éoTiv &Andes 1) weldos.
So Frede 1974: 40—4; Mates 1961: 27—9, though he allows that it might have been considered a
definition by some Stoics, on the strength of Cicero, Ae. 2.95; and Bobzien 1999: 92—5, who says
that this gives an essential property of axiomata.
Stobaeus, Ec. 2.88.8—9 (SVF 3.378): TI&Bos &’ elvai paoiv dppnv mAeovéGovoav Kai &edfi T6d
adpolvTt Adyw | kivnow yuyfis <&hoyov> mapd eUow . . . Stobaeus, Ec. 2.89, 14-16, SVF
3.389: kol TO TTapd pUoIV & eiAnTrTan &v Tf) ToU TdBous Utroy pagf, ts cupPaivovtos Tapd TOV

9
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This is the most interesting case in SVF, I think, because it describes what are
often called the Stoic ‘definitions’ of emotion — for instance, by Chrysippus
himself in PHP 4.2 (p. 240, SVF 3.462) — as ‘delineations’, and Stobaeus’
use of that term is confirmed by a direct quotation from Chrysippus. The
reason in this case seems to be that the two Zenonian ‘definitions’ need to
be interpreted as if they were combined to produce the strict definition.””
If so, this case is an abbreviation, and presumably a delineation of type (1).
(The other cases listed in note 92 seem to me to fit either this model of
simplification or the concision exemplified by ‘madness’ above.)

A survey of the attested Stoic uses of delineations thus confirms the second
definition given by Diogenes ((11) above): a delineation is a statement having
the effect of a definition in a simpler fashion than a definition —i.e. one that
gives a concise or simplified formulation of a strict definition, usually (in
the extant cases) of type (1), but sometimes of type (2). It is perhaps not very
surprising that many of the ‘definitions’ we find in our sources are in fact
delineations of type (1), since the texts we have are largely doxographical and
pedagogical. Sextus reports that one of the principal purposes of defining
was to aid teaching (PH. 2.205-11, FDS 623), and one might think that this is
best done by simplified or concise formulations of 7ea/ definitions capturing
the ‘essence’ (or at least necessary properties) of the things. This may also
explain the curious fact that many of the ‘definitions’ we have are disjunctive
or multiple; e.g. the delineation of pathos above, or Cicero’s review of the
multiple definitions of courage by both Sphaerus and Chrysippus at Zusc.
4.53. So much for the delineations we have.

Section two: Ennoematic definition

Part 1 section four argued that the process of inquiry ideally starts from
the secure or known content of a preconception; and I suggested above
that it is tempting to think that that content would be expressed in a
preliminary definition that would amount to a delineation of type (3) —i.e.
a statement of one’s antecedent knowledge which captures the ‘essence’ of
the definiendum without articulating it, and could be used as a criterion for
a strict Chrysippian or real definition. The review of the evidence in section

dpBov kai kT Uoty Adyov. Galen, PHP 4.5 p. 263 (SVF 3.479): UepPaivouca y&p Tov Adyov
1) 6put) kal Tapd ToUTov &Bpdws eepouévn oikeiws T° &v TTAeovalely pnBein kal kot ToUTo
Topd pUoty yiyveoBal kai elval &Aoyos, G5 UTroy pagouey.

97 See Brennan 1998: 30-1 and n. 19, who argues persuasively that Chrysippus wanted to claim that
Zeno got the definition right, but that it could be more easily understood in his own alternative
formulation.
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one above gave no sign that the Stoics recognised this kind of preliminary
definition at all. Nevertheless, I think that there is some evidence for this;
but since it is slight, I introduce it after looking at a false, yet potentially
illuminating, trail laid by some of the fragment collectors.”®

Von Arnim and Hiilser offer bits of the following excerpt from Galen as
part of the evidence for a Stoic theory of definition:

. some of the younger doctors . . . think that they have given a substantial
(ousiodes) definition of the pulse. But as well as being greatly mistaken in that,
they also only gave that kind of definition, without first giving one in accordance
with the conception (ennoia), which has been shown by our arguments about
these matters to be the criterion of a definition in accordance with substance . . . .
So let us start again from ennoematic (ennoematikos) definitions, which we said
were those that induce nothing more than what all men know. But it looks like
no such definition has been proposed even by the Empiricists, who are the ones
particularly suited to use such definitions (which the sophisticators of names don’t
consider to be definitions, but rather call ‘delineations’ (hupographe) and ‘sketches’
(hupotupasis)). (Diff- puls. book 4, pp. 708.16—709.5 K — cf. FDS 306, SVF2.229)%

Von Arnim perhaps thought that an ‘ennoematic’ or conceptual definition
was a Stoic delineation of type (3), i.e. a statement outlining the conception
of the thing designated by a word; and Hiilser may have thought that the

98 A second false trail is from Galen, Def. med. 1.6 (FDS 624, LS 32D = S.E., PH. 2.212): ‘a definition
is a statement leading us, by a short reminder, to a conception of the things underlying the words’.
1) 8pos éoTi S1&x Ppayeias Uropvnoews gis évvolay fuds &ywv TGOV UTTOTETXY Méveov Tads Gpoovais
TpaypdTwv. As Longand Sedley point out (11.194), the only reason to think that this may be another
Stoic definition of ‘delineation’ (misclassified by Sextus and [Galen] as one of strict definition) is that
it comes after Antipater’s version of strict definition in [Galen]. But Galen elsewhere suggests that it
isn’t, by ascribing a very similar definition to Heracleides while explaining his delineation of ‘pulse’:
‘We know, of course, that the Empiricists aren’t at all eager to define things, but rather use “sketches”
(hupotuposis) and “delineations” (hupographé) — for that’s what they call statements that induce, in
a short compass, a conception of the thing whose name we utter.” O pév TapavTivos HpoxAeidns
EUTTEIPIKE) TTPETTOUCAV UTTOY padnV TTOIOUPEVOS TOV odpuUy oV elvai ¢pnot kivnotv &pTnpiddv kai
kapdias. iopev & 6T1 TNV &pynv oU8 6pilecbal oouddlouaty ol &Tro Tiis éuTelpikiis aipectws,
AANX UtroTuTr@oeoi Te kad UTroy pagais ¥ pdvTal. kahoUot & oUTws auTol Tous Adyous, doot S1&
Bpoaxéwv épunueloust Ty Evvolav ToU TpdyuaTos, oU Thv Tpoonyopiav ¢beyydueba (Diff
puls. Book 4, p. 720.5-9 K = Deichgriber fir. 172). Given the Empiricists’ use of ‘hypomnestic
signs’ (Deichgriber frr. 80-1), it seems very likely that the two formulations are variants of a single
Empiricist definition.

Galen, Diff. puls. 708.9-9.5 (SVF 2.2294, FDS 306+): TrpookerTal 8¢ TG Adyw TO &kpidds, &T1
TGV KaT& TH oUoiav &AAos &AAO TTpocbévTes Eviol TEOW vewTépwv IaTpddy 0lio1cdn vopifouaty
Spov eipnréval ToU oQuypoU, TTpos TG KAKEIVO péy10ToV fuapTNKEVaL, TOV pdvov elpnréval TO
6p1LopevOY UTE A TGV 0UC18M, UT) TTPOELPTMEVOU TOU KT TNV évvolaw, 85 év Tols Trepl ToUTwv
Aoyiouois Nuiv EmdédeikTal KPITHAPIOV Yevduevos ToU kaTd ThHy oUoiav. AN oUdE ToUT aUTd
YWGOKOVTES, €ikdTwS &ogaivovtal TO §6Eav &Adyws éauTols. &pEopeba oty albis &md TéV
EvvonuaTiKGOY Spwv. oUs oUdty Epaey Epunveely TTAéoV v &TravTes &VOPWTTOL YIVGOKOUGTY.
golke & oUdels eipfiobat ToloUTos 0US UTTd TGV EuTrelpikddy, ofs ETrpeTre UEAIT T TTEVTWY dpols
Xxpfiobar ToloUTols, oUs o Sewol Tepl T&s TTpoonyopias oUd dpous &&loUoty, AN UTroy papds
Te Kal UTTOTUTT00Els Svouddelv.
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conception must be a Stoic preconception or common conception, since
it is supposed to serve as a criterion for a real definition. Their motives
for thinking that this text is evidence for a Stoic view were probably two:
first, Galen’s dismissive comment in the final bracket above, identifying
ennoematic definitions with delineations, and ascribing the latter to ‘the
sophisticators of names’; and secondly, the general context of the work,
which is largely directed at Archigenes’ practice of definition and division
in his work On Pulses. (Archigenes was a ‘Pneumatic’ doctor, and hence
indirectly linked to the Stoa via the school’s founder Athenaeus, a student
of Posidonius.'°)

But if this is evidence for a Stoic view, then that view is presumably
the one Galen sets out in the pages surrounding this excerpt (pp. 70411,
Kiihn), which distinguish ennoematic from substantial definitions."”" The
characteristics of the former kind can be summarised in four points:

(1) Ennoematic definitions are agreed by all or all users of the same language
(708.17, 704.12);

(2) they are criteria for substantial definitions (708.14, cf. 704.7-11);

(3) they amount to what Aristotle called a logos onomatodes (APo. 2.10) or
‘nominal definition’ (704.11-13); and

(4) they don’t grasp the essence of the thing, but only its accidents (704.17—
5.7, 705.14—18).

Galen explains ‘substantial” or real definitions by direct appeal to his com-

mentary on Aristotle’s discussion in the Posterior Analytics (705.13—6.3), and

in particular to 2.10. (Galen notes that there are two kinds of real definition

at 712.9—13.)

If there was a Stoic original of this theory of definition, it presumably
distinguished between giving a delineation setting out the content of our
preconception or common conception of the thing and giving a strict def-
inition of its Chrysippian idion. Curiously, as Rieth pointed out (1933: 38),
it looks as if there is further evidence to support this hypothesis in a frag-
ment of Porphyry (replying to a criticism by Plotinus (Enn. 6.1.10.1) of
Aristotle’s explanation of ‘quality’ via ‘qualified things’ (Caz. 8b2s)):

190 See Posidonius, fr. 190 EK (Galen, De causis contentivis 2.1-2). The pneumatic doctors have not
received much scholarly attention; see Wellman 1896, Kudlein 1968, and Wellman 1895 esp. 5—22
and 169—201 (a reconstruction of Archigenes’ work on pulses). The Stoic elements of their theory
appear to be entirely ‘physical’ and hence medical — e.g. the pneuma itself, the location of the
‘mind’ in the heart, the causal theories reported in Posidonius, fr. 190, etc. I have not found any
evidence that Archigenes was interested in ‘logic’ or philosophy as such.

Elsewhere Galen uses ‘ennoematic’ technical terminology rather sparingly; see Thrasybulus s. 811.9—
15 K, and De tremore 7.607.4 and 609.17 K. It doesn’t seem to have been a usual part of his own
Aristotelian theory of definition; see Ars medica 1.306.12-15 K.

g
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The definition of quality is ennoematic, not substantial. An ennoematic defini-
tion is one taken from what is known to all and agreed by all in common, for
instance: [i] “The good is that from which one can be benefited.” [ii] “The soul
is that from which being alive results.” [iii] ‘Utterance is the proper object of
hearing.’ Substantial definitions, however, are those which also teach the sub-
stance of the definienda, for instance: [i+] ‘Good is virtue or what participates
in virtue.” [ii+] ‘Soul is a self-moving substance.” [iii+] ‘Utterance is beaten air.’
Further, ennoematic definitions are the same for all because they are agreed by
all in common; whereas substantial definitions are contradicted by their promot-
ers’ opponents because they are adduced by distinct schools. So [iii-] the ancients
don’t agree with those who say that utterance is air, because they define it as
an incorporeal activity and blow; and [ii-] those who extend the good through
all <the alleged kinds of good> disagree with those who put it in virtue and
fineness alone. So the right thing to do is to use the definitions agreed by all in
introductory works, since they are more familiar and more suitable for a first read-
ing, while the other kind of definition requires first philosophy, which examines
beings qua beings. Hence Aristotle gave the substantial definition of quality in
the Metaphysics, and the ennoematic definition here. (Porphyry ap. Simp. in Cat.
213.8— 28)'%*

Porphyry contributes three improvements. First, he generalises the ennoe-
matic/substantial distinction — that is, he removes it from the specifically
Aristotelian conception of real definition, by ascribing the ennoematic half
to all the philosophical schools. Secondly, he offers three examples that
are clearly Stoic, and also plausible candidates for the category of Stoic
common conceptions.” And thirdly, though not in this passage, he rou-
tinely describes ennoematic definitions as ‘delineations’ (e.g. at Porphyry

192 rpos & pnotw 6 Tlopeuplos, 8T1 6 Trepi Tfis TOIOTNTOS AdY0S EVvonuaTIKOs 0T, SAN’ oUK

oUo1dNs. 0TV 8& EvwonuaTIKOS O &TTO TGV yvwpidwy Tols T&ow eiAnupévos kai Kolvij
Tap& T&EOW OuoAoyoUuevos, ofov 611 Gyafov éoTv &’ oU oupPaivel dgeheiobal, wuym
toTv &@ fis UTTapXEr TO Ly, uwvr) EoTiv TO 1810v aiofnTov dxofis’. oUoimdels 8¢ eiov dpot
ol kai TNV o¥oiav alThv T&OV Opilopévwov diddokovTes, olov Gyabdv éoTwv 1) &peTh 7 TO
HETEXOV &PETTS, YuyT EoTiv oUoia alTokivnTos, pwvn 0TV &Mp TETTANYPéVoS. Kad ol uév
gvvonuaTikol 6pol &Te Kowf] Tapd T&o1v dpoAoyoupevol oi auToi eioty, oi 8¢ oUolcdels
kot oipéoels 18iag Tpoaryduevol dvTiAéyovTal UTd TV ETepoddEwy: Tols yolv Aéyouoiv
&épax THY QwvTy Kal odua oUy SpoyvwpovoUotv of &pyaiol KT évépyeiav aUThy doOua-
Tov &popifoduevol Kal ANy, Kal Tois TO &yadov &v &peTi] Kal puovw TG KoAG Tibepévols
upioPnToloty of di1& TavTwy aiTd SiaTeivovTes. SESokTan oUv &v Tads TPTAIS eloay wyos
Tols Tapd o1V SpoAoyoupévols dpols kexpfioBar: alTtol yap gio yvuwplpdTepol Kai Tpods
THY TPOTNY &kpoaotv EmiTndeldTepol, oi B¢ ETepol Tiis TPWTNS SéovTarl prAocopias, ATis T&
SvTa fj dvTa Bewpel. 816Tep TOV pgv oUo16ddn Adyov THis To1dTnTos év Tois MeTd T& puotkd
6’Ap1oTOTEATS &GTTOBESCKEY, TOV B¢ EvvonuaTIKOV EvTaldd.

(iii) and (ili+) are apparently direct borrowings from Diogenes of Babylon (D.L. 7.55, SVF3.D.17).
(i) and (i+) identify the Stoic preconception of the good and its primary referent (S.E., M. 11 25,
SVF 3.75 — cf. 74 and 76, from D.L. 7.94 and Stobaeus, Ec. 2.69). (ii+) uses ‘ousia’ in an unusual
sense for a Stoic, but adequately captures a Stoic view (SVF 2.777, 780).
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in Cat. 73.22). Thus one might think that this begins to look like a more
or less direct borrowing from the Stoa.’**

Sadly, itisn’t: the passage from Galen doesn’t refer to the Stoics directly by
the phrase ‘the sophisticators of names’ or indirectly in the earlier attack on
Archigenes in Diff” puls. First, the ‘sophisticators of names’ in this passage
are pretty clearly the Empiricists themselves, rather than the Stoics. For,
although the insult seems like a typical Galenic slur on the Stoa, and the
terminology looks Stoic, both appear to be used only on one other occasion
in the relevant senses, and neither refers to the Stoics. The insult is applied
to unspecified medical writers in contrast to Hippocrates (in Hipp. prog. 3,
p. 255 K); and the combination of hupographe and huporuposis reappears
later in the Diff puls. (book 4, p. 720.5-9 K, cited in note 98 above),
where they are explained as the Empiricists’ own terms for their supposedly
non-dogmatic definitions — which is presumably why Galen calls them
‘sophisticators of names’.'” Perhaps more telling, however, is the indirect
context: the point of Galen’s long excursus on ennoematic definition is
precisely to explain to all previous writers on the pulse why their substantial
definitions have gone wrong: they (and hence Archigenes) didn’t use an
ennoematic definition to secure their various conflicting candidates. As for
Porphyry, it seems clear that he has specifically chosen Stoic philosophical
doctrines for his +-group, but that he did so in order to be able to show how
philosophical doctrines can be mistaken, unlike the ennoematic definitions
all philosophical schools rely on.”*®

This negative result is consistent with the view of the common concep-
tions sketched in Part 1. For on that view, the later theory of Galen and
Porphyry is incompatible with the Stoic theory in three respects: it assumes
that an ennoematic definition is (1) agreed by everyone, (3) equivalent to
a nominal definition, and (4) restricted to grasping accidents of the thing
(see p. 193). The rough relation between these points in the later theory is
fairly clear, I think: the theory assumes that concept- and hence language-
acquisition depends in the first instance on normal perception, and that
normal perception delivers accidentalfeatures of the relevant kinds, but ones

194 The ennoematic/substantial distinction was picked up from Porphyry by the Aristotelian com-
mentators in connection with explaining the difference between delineations and real definitions
(loc. cit. n. 91 above, and Barnes 2003: 56-62, ad Isag. 2.10-14), and applied to definitions of the
Aristotelian 10 genera (ad Porphyry Isag. 3.19; see e.g. Ammonius iz [sag. 56 and 69). As a result,
there is a lot of ‘evidence’ of this kind in the CAG.

195 Galen dboes frequently call Archigenes et al. ‘sophists of names’ in book 2, but the terms are different
(sophistai ton onomaton in book 2; deinoi peri tas prosegorias in book 4).

196 The ennoematic definitions Porphyry cites are all familiar from arguments in Plato: e.g. something
like (i) is found at Prz. 333d; (ii) at Phd. 105; and (iii) at Thz. 185a.
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generally sufficient to single out ordinary individuals falling under those
kinds.””” The fundamental difference between this and the Stoic theory is
the final point (4): since Stoic preconceptions yield secure, if only partial,
knowledge of what the thing is, they don’t yield ‘conceptual or linguistic
knowledge as opposed to knowledge about the substance or essence of the
things.”® Hence, for the Stoics, the content of a preconception #sn %, or
may not be, equivalent to ordinary linguistic meaning — the word ‘god’
doesn’t mean blessed and imperishable animal that is beneficent to men,
in ordinary English."® But this is not to suggest that the word ‘god’ in the
sentence ‘There is a god’ doesn’t signify that there is something such that
it is a blessed and imperishable animal that is beneficent to men, on the
Stoic view. It is rather the claim that that isn’t what everyone who speaks
English understands, or even the majority of people, when they speak or
hear that sentence.

Section three: Ordinary language, preconception and definition in the Stoa

The theories of ‘ennoematic definition’ in Galen and Porphyry are clearly
not identical with the Stoic theory of the common conceptions or with any
Stoic theory of preliminary definition the latter may have led to. Nor are
these later views theories of ‘common sense’ if a common-sense theory is
one that posits a general and immediate relation between ordinary thought
or concepts and the essential nature of the world — for they claim that
ordinary language and thought capture only accidental features of the world
(or of the parts of it relevant to philosophical inquiry). Despite the serious
differences between these later views and the Stoics’, however, it is still
tempting to think that the two are connected, since both groups start out
with a ‘common conception’ of some sort, and both use it as a criterion for

197 The motives Galen and Porphyry have for holding the later theory differ: Galen thinks that
perception is or provides a fundamental criterion of truth (see e.g. Hankinson 1994), while Porphyry
needed something like a Stoic theory of empirically generated conceptual genera in order to
maintain his interpretation of the Cazegories as alogical work, rather than an exercise in metaphysics
(see Rieth’s brilliant Excursus 8, 1933: 177-80, and e.g. Lloyd 1990: ch. 2 or Ebbesen 1990).

This is my principal disagreement with Rieth (e.g. 1933: 38). On Rieth’s view the Stoics started off
with (i) the content of their preconception, i.e. in his view, the ordinary meaning of the word, and
transformed it into a technical conception by means of four further procedures: (ii) etymology;
which led to (iii) a division of the senses of a word; (iv) a division (or partition) of the relevant
thing; and (v) a definition, yielding understanding. As well as disagreeing with his interpretation
of (i), I think that the purpose of (ii) was to try to guarantee that (i) was in fact a preconception;
and [ think that (iii) is posterior to the discovery of real definitions (his (v)).

I assume that the Greek word ‘#heos’ probably meant something more like ‘superhuman being to
whom ritual honours are due’ — i.e. that it singles out accidental features of god in line with the
later theory’s prediction.
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some kind of strict definition. But it would be more tempting if there were
some evidence to show, first, that the Stoics actually had something like a
theory of preliminary definitions (see below), and secondly, that there was
a discernible process of development between the Stoic theory and these
later theories in Galen and Porphyry (see Part 3).

Unfortunately, although the evidence collected in Part 1 section four
shows that the Stoics needed, or at least had an obvious space for, a theory
of preliminary definition, direct evidence is hard to find. We are explicitly
informed about a direct relation between the content of a common con-
ception and a technical definition only in one controversial passage from
Sextus:

The Stoics, relying on the common conceptions, define (horizein) the good in
this way: ‘Good is benefit or not other than benefit.” They say that virtue and
virtuous action are benefit, and the excellent man and the friend are not other than
virtue . . . So every good is covered by the definition (horos), whether it happens to
be benefit or not other than benefit. Hence, and as a consequence of this, they say
that ‘good’ is said in three senses, and they go on to delineate (hupographein) each
of its significations individually. In one way, they say, that by which or from which
one is benefited . . . is said to be good [virtue]. In another way, that in accordance
with which it results that one is benefited . . . [virtue and virtuous action]. In
the third and final way, what is capable of benefiting is said to be good, and this
rendition (apodosis) includes both the virtues and virtuous actions and friends and
good daimons. (M. 11.22—7; SVF 3.75)"°

On the face of it, this passage connects three distinct items — the com-
mon conceptions, a definition of the good, and delineations of three
‘significations’ apparently of the term ‘good’ — by two processes: the com-
mon conceptions yield a definition, and the definition yields three ‘signifi-
cations’. If we follow Sextus” directions here, the order of discovery in this
case will be something like this. First, identify the content of the common
conception of the good, which other sources suggest is ‘something is good

1O of ptv oUv ZTwikol TV KoY s elTrelv vvolddv éxopevol opilovTtal Ty abdv TpdTe THSe
‘Gyaodv EoTiv Qéleiax T) oUy ETepov GPeNelas Pérelav pEv AéyovTes TNV &PeTNV Kad THV
omoudaiav Tpa&iv, oUy ETepov 8¢ MpeAeias TOV oroudaiov &vBpwTrov Kad TOV pidov - . .. doTe
T&v &yoBov TG dpw Eptreplafipban, &dv Te £§ elbeias déhela TuyydvT), E&v Te pf) ) ETepov
apeheias."Evbev kad kat’ dkoloubiav Tpixdds sirovTes &yabov pooaryopeleaban, EkaoTov TGV
onuatvopévewy Kot idlav méAw émPoAny Utroypdeouctv. Aéyetan yap &yabdv, aot, kb’
gva pgv TpdTToV TO U’ 0U 1) &’ oU EoTv dgeheioBan, & 81y &py ik TaTOV UTTTipYE Kaxi &pETT) -

&TrO y&p TAUTNS COOTTEP TIVOS TrM Y fis TTaoo TréPUKeY &vioxelv doéhela. kb ETepov 8¢ TO Kad’ &
oupPaivel deeAeiobar oUTws o udvov ai &petad AexBricovTton &yabd, dAA kai ad kot alTas
Tp&Eers, itep kol KaTd TauTas oupPaivel deerelobal. kaTd B¢ TOV TpiTov Kal TeEAeuTalov
TpdTTOV AdyeTan &yadov TO oldv Te PeAelv, éutrepiAauBavouons T1is &rodooews TaUTns TS
Te &PeTas kol TS évapéTous TTPGEels kal Tous pidous kad ToUs oroudaious &vbpcTrous, Beols
Te kad oTroudaious Saipovas.



198 C. BRITTAIN

if and only if it is beneficial’."" Next, using that and, presumably, the com-
mon conceptions of benefit and virtue (etc.), work out what is good: virtue,
virtuous actions, virtuous people. Then, give a rea/ definition of the good:
‘benefit or not other than benefit’."* And finally work out the connections
between these goods: all of them are capable of benefiting, but in different
ways (i.e. the nested significations 1-3).

The final stage is controversial, partly because its semantic terminology
seems to reflect a post-Chrysippian Stoic position, despite the close parallels
to this passage in D.L. 7.94 and Stobaeus, 2.69 (SVF'3.74 and 76)" — but
mainly because it is unclear what its precise function is here. The first
and second significations of ‘good’ give the causes of benefit, construed
narrowly and more broadly (respectively); and the third signification seems
to restate the real definition in terms designed to point out why things
‘not other than benefit’ should also be considered good.”* This looks to
me something like a semantic version of the material distinctions between
kinds of good as ‘productive’ or ‘constitutive’ or both (set out e.g. in Cicero,
Fin.3.ssand D.L. 7.96, SVF3.107). But whatever exactly the authors of this
triple distinction were doing, it seems clear that they weren’t attempting
to achieve a technical definition by means of lexical analysis of ordinary
language or nominal definitions.”” For there is no reason to doubt Sextus’
explicit claim that this was an activity subsequent to the discovery of the
real definition; and our other evidence shows that these patently Stoic and
philosophical ‘significations’ cannot have been the content of ‘the common
conceptions’ which Sextus says were used to make that definition.

Unfortunately, once the irrelevance of the final stage of the process is
granted, Sextus reports only the final stage of real definition, merely noting
that it rests on some preconceptions. His failure to elucidate the earlier stage
explicitly, and his confused definitional terminology, make it impossible
to take this passage as direct evidence that the Stoics used a preliminary

" This is derived from D.L. 7.94 init. (&yaB0v 8¢ kowdds pév 16 Ti 8geAos . . . “The good is

generically something beneficial . . .’) and Simplicius i Ench. 68.19—25 Diibner = p. 319 Hadot (ai

kowad TéV &vbpatraov Trepi THs TEOV Tpay u&TwY pUoEWS Evvolal, kab’ &s ol Siapepdueda, GAN

Spodogolpev &AATA01S of &vBpwTror olov, 6T1 TO &yaBov eéAiudy 0T, Kai TO PEALHOV

&yabov. .. ‘The common conceptions of men about the nature of the things are those in accordance

with which we men don’t differ but have the same beliefs as each other — for example, that the

good is beneficial and the beneficial is good . . .’). Cf. Porphyry ap. Simp. in Cat. 213.8-28, cited

in n. 102, and Epictetus, Diss. 1.22.1.

M. 11.22—4 and D.L. 7.94 idios.

See Atherton 1993: 105—-6. On the relations between these three passages, see Mansfeld 1989.

"4 M. 11.27 and Stobaeus, 2.69.

5 Contra Rieth 1933: 36—54. Sextus clearly suggests that distinguishing the significations of this term
was posterior to discovering the general strict definition; see further Atherton 1993: 105-6.
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definition or ‘delineation’ of type (3) as a ‘criterion’ with which to construct
their real definition of the good. But it is, of course, further evidence that
common conceptions were criterial for definitions in some sense. And one
can reasonably claim on the basis of this passage, I think, that, if the real
definition can be more or less correctly summarised in such away thatitadds
only ‘or not other than’ to the formulation of the content of the common
conception, then the common conception captures an essential property
of goodness, rather than accidental features or the ordinary meaning of
‘good’.
The terminological results of this Part can be summarised thus:

* the Stoics did not describe delineations or definitions as ‘ennoematic’
(Galen, Diff puls. 4, pp. 708—9, FDS 306, SVF 2.229; Porphyry ap. Simp.
in Cat. 213.8—28);

* they probably did not describe delineations as ‘short reminders’ (Galen,
Def. med. 1.6, FDS 624, = S.E., PH. 2.212);

¢ they did describe simplified or concise versions of strict definitions of
‘essences’ as ‘delineations’ (type (1) in section one, e.g. ‘madness’);

* they, or some of them, probably did describe accounts specifying neces-
sary and unique properties as ‘delineations’ (type (2) in section one, e.g.
‘proposition’);

* they may have described preliminary definitions giving the content of
common conceptions as ‘delineations’ (type (3) in section one), but the
direct evidence does not confirm this.

If these conclusions are right, the hypotheses that the Stoics had an explicit

theory of preliminary definition and that a theory of common sense devel-

oped from this will only be plausible if a more direct link between the Stoic
and later theories can be identified.

PART 3 CICERO’S RHETORICAL THEORY OF DEFINITION

The Stoics thought that the common conceptions grasped essential features
of a range of objects sufficient to generate ‘wisdom’ once the content of
those conceptions had been ‘articulated’ and supplemented with empirical
evidence. If they had a formal theory of preliminary definition, that theory
claimed that the content of the common conceptions set out in preliminary
definitions served as the criterion for the real definitions which articulated
it. But preliminary definitions are not equivalent to nominal definitions
specifying the ordinary linguistic ‘meaning’ of the definienda, since, while
the common conceptions are in principle common to all rational beings
qua rational, their content is often lost or at least obscured and distorted
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by ordinary people. The later ennoematic theory of definition recorded
in Galen and Porphyry, by contrast, claims that ordinary competence in
a natural language presupposes the possession of ‘common conceptions’
which identify accidental features of the basic natural kinds that structure
the world, and can thus be used as partial criteria for the real definitions
that philosophers seek.

A theory of preliminary definition claiming that ordinary concepts acces-
sible to all competent language users yield a partial grasp of essential proper-
ties, would constitute a theory of ‘common sense’, since it would imply that
we can understand the basic structure of the world just in virtue of concepts
generated by ordinary experience. Such a theory would also provide the
direct historical link between the Stoic and later ennoematic theories, if it
were found in a source directly informed by the Stoa, but also diverging
from it, ideally under the influence of the late Academy (see notes 4—s
above). In this part, I argue that Cicero’s late rhetorical works outline a
theory of preliminary definition which is intermediate between the two
theories discussed in Part 2. Section one briefly reviews three passages from
the Zopica which suggest that Cicero’s theory of definition was conceived in
a generally Stoic framework; and section two sketches a novel connection
between common sense, preconception and definition in some of Cicero’s
rhetorical works which modifies the Stoic view in the direction of the later
theory of ennoematic definition.

Section one: Cicero’s formal theory of definition

Definition appears as a theoretical subject in Cicero’s rhetorical works in
three contexts: as the second staszs in his various theories of ‘invention’, as
a device for organising a speech or systematising an art, and as an ‘intrinsic
topic’ or general source of arguments for orators."® The sources of most of
these passages are extremely controversial, and the details of his evolving
theory of definition (and division and partition) in the later works are
quite obscure.”” But there is no reason to doubt Cicero’s repeated claims
that his mature rhetorical theory is an original synthesis of the technical
rhetorical material he learned in his youth, his own extensive experience of

16 The principal loci, in chronological order, are: De inventione 2.52—6, De oratore 1.189 and 3.115,
Orator 116-17, Partitiones oratoriae 41, 62 and 123—4, and Topica 8-10, 26-34 and 81-3.

"7 Source questions usually revolve around whether Cicero took a theory from Antiochus, from Philo
of Larissa, or made it up himself; for an example concerning De or. 3.115, see Brittain 2001: ch. s.
The most useful discussions I have found on the theory of the later works are Mansfeld 1992: 326-31,
Norr 1972 and Riposati 1947. The best commentaries on this material are still the De difinitionibus
by Marius Victorinus (ascribed to Boethius in the PL (vol. 64, cols. 891—910); ed. in Hadot 1971)
and the Com. in Top. Ciceronis of Boethius. But see now T. Reinhardt (ed.) Ciceros Topica (Oxford)
2004.
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forensic oratory, and his philosophical interests in the Stoaand late Academy
(under Philo and Antiochus). For our purposes, it is sufficient, I think,
merely to note that the philosophers who influenced him were themselves
interested in rhetorical theory, and, at least in the case of the Stoics and
Philo, taught rhetoric as part of the philosophical education they offered
Roman students in the first century Bc. There is thus sufficient reason to see
Cicero’s rhetorical theory of definition as part of the philosophical debate
on the connections between language and the world, whether it is his own
creation or a direct borrowing from the Stoa or an Academic adaptation of
a Stoic original.

Cicero’s closest approach to a formal theory of definition, and his most
clearly Stoicising treatment of the subject, is set out in the Zopica, his last
rhetorical work (written in 44 Bc). His definition of definition is given
there in the form of a practical rule:

There are also other kinds of definition [beyond those from divisions and
partitions], but they aren’t relevant to the purpose of this book. All that remains
is to give the method by which one makes a definition. The ancients gave the
following rule: when you have got hold of the properties common to the thing you
want to define and to other things, carry on until a unique property (proprium) is
produced, i.e. one which can’t be transferred onto anything else. (75p. 28-9)"*

This rule for discovering a definition is compatible with Antipater’s defini-
tion of strict definition, since it requires only a proprium of the definien-
dum. But the context makes it relatively clear that Cicero at least sometimes
intended this to meet Chrysippus’ conditions for strict definition, since he
takes it to supply ‘differentiations’ of species of a genus — i.e. definitions by
genus and differentia (see Zop. 31, cited below).

The Zopica thus works with a notion of strict definition that is at least
compatible with the Stoic definitions we have. Despite the obscurity of
Cicero’s theory of definition in Zop. 26-34, two further passages pro-
vide some reason to think that it was in fact conceived within a roughly
Stoic framework.”” The first is a notoriously perplexing distinction of

definienda:

U8 Top. 28-9: Sunt etiam alia genera definitionum, sed ad huius libri institutum illa nihil pertinent;
tantum est dicendum qui sit definitionis modus. [29] Sic igitur veteres praecipiunt: cum sumpseris ea
quae sint ei rei quam definire velis cum aliis communia, usque eo persequi, dum proprium efficiatur,
quod nullam in aliam rem transferri possit.

"9 One reason for the obscurity is that Cicero doesn’t distinguish the topic of definition (ex zot0, 8)
from the topic of the enumeration of parts (ex partibus, 8) in this section of the work. Some of
the problems in his three apparently inconsistent explanations of definition — distinguishing types
of definienda (70p. 26—7), means of definition (division and partition, 70p. 28), and the method
(70p. 28—9) — may stem from this failure.
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A definition is an account that explains what the definiendum is. There are two
principal kinds of definition: one of things that exist, and the other of things that
are understood (intelleguntur). By those that exist I mean things which can be
perceived (cerni) or touched, like a farm or building . . . By those that don’t exist
mean things which cannot be touched or pointed out, but can be perceived (cerni)
or understood by the mind, like a property right by occupation, or guardianship
or clan . . . things which no body underlies, but of which there is a delineation
(conformatio) marked and impressed on the intellect, or what I call a ‘concept’.
The latter must often be explained by a definition during your argument. (70p.
26_7)17.0

At first sight, Cicero seems to be appealing to a Stoic distinction between
existents (bodies) and non-existents (e.g. lekta and ennoémata). But if so,
he doesn’t capture it very well, since his examples of the second category
are Stoic relations, which are underlain and explained by bodies.”" At
a second glance, it looks like a pre-emption of the distinction between
substantial and ennoematic definitions.”” But it doesn’t fit the later the-
ory in Galen or Porphyry, since that theory depends on there being rwo
kinds of definition for the same definiendum, and correlates ennoematic
definition with perceptible properties and substantial definition with non-
perceptible properties, while 7op. 26—7 does the reverse. Furthermore, the
passage doesn’t fit Cicero’s own theory, since it turns out that all defini-
tions by division — which include definitions of both kinds of thing (7op.
29) — involve the explication of concepts. Thus it is hard not to agree
with Boethius’ comment that this distinction is a concession to the vain
(i.e. materialist) opinions of his audience rather than something directed
at the truth."” Sdill, one point in this passage seems clearly Stoic: the elu-
cidation of a ‘concept’ (notio) as a ‘delineation’ (conformatio) marked and
impressed on the intellect (inzellegentia). For although ‘conformatio’ occurs
only here in this sense, it is a simple variant on ‘#nformatio’, a term used

29 Top. 26—7: Definitio est oratio quae id quod definitur explicat quid sit. Definitionum autem duo
genera prima: unum earum rerum quae sunt, alterum earum quae intelleguntur. [27] Esse ea dico quae
cerni tangique possunt, ut fundum aedes, parietem stillicidium, mancipium pecudem, supellectilem
penus et cetera; quo ex genere quaedam interdum vobis definienda sunt. Non esse rursus ea dico quae
tangi demonstrarive non possunt, cerni tamen animo atque intellegi possunt, ut si usus capionem, si
tutelam, si gentem, si agnationem definias, quarum rerum nullum subest corpus, est tamen quaedam
conformatio insignita et impressa intellegentia [Di Maria: intellegentiae], quam notionem voco. ea sacpe
in argumentando definitione explicanda est.

Boethius points out that there are bodies that underlie property-rights, guardianships and clans (in
Top. Ciceronis 1092b—1093b). Cf. Riposati 1947: 60—1, who is rightly sceptical of Wallies 1878: 30-1.
22 So Wallies 1878: 30-1.

Boethius, in Top. Ciceronis 1092d. Marius Victorinus also assumed that Cicero did not intend a
Stoic distinction here (he gives ‘virtue’ as an example of something that doesn’t exist on Cicero’s
view); his reaction is to point out that, unlike Cicero, we follow Aristotle’s categories (De dif.
899a—b).
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to describe Stoic and Epicurean preconceptions (VD 1.44 and 2.13); and,
given the examples he uses, it seems unlikely that Cicero means these to
be innate concepts of Platonic forms, as opposed to ones generated by an
empirical process."**

If this is correct, it may help to explain the second obscure passage:

They [the Greeks] define genus and species in this way. A genus is a concept
pertaining to several differentiations; a species is a concept whose differentiation
can be referred to the head or as it were source that is the genus. I call a ‘concept’
what the Greeks call an ‘ennoia’ or a ‘prolepsis. It is an engrafted understanding
[some eds. and Boethius read: of the form] of each thing, known by the mind,
which requires explication. [Some MSS: It is an engrafted and previously grasped
understanding of each thing, which requires explication.] Thus species are what a
genus can be divided into without any omission, for instance, if one divides right
(ius) into positive law, custom and equity. (7op. 31)'*

The central points here are, first, that species are determinate sub-sets of
genera and are characterised by the properties of the genus, and, secondly,
that both genera and species are ‘concepts’. The second point seems odd.
Boethius tried to remedy it by making a Ciceronian concept the concept
of a form (whether Platonic or Aristotelian); but this makes the definition
of the ‘forms’ — i.e. of genus and species — incoherent. But the key to
this passage is to recognise that Cicero systematically conflates ‘concepts’
with ‘conceptual objects’: this seems to be a metaphysical distinction he
never observed, and which perhaps escaped him. Given this, we can see
that his aim here is to sketch a Stoicising ‘conceptualist’ theory of genera
(cf. D.L. 7.60-1, SVF 3.D.25, FDS 621)."”° For our purpose, however,
Cicero’s gloss of ‘notio’ by both ‘ennoia’ and ‘prolepsis’ is perhaps more
significant than his elusive forays into (Stoicising) metaphysics. For while
this remark is consistent with his usual practice of conflating these Greek
terms (cf. Ac. 2.30), it seems out of place here, unless he wants to intimate
that either kind of ‘concept’ may constitute a ‘form’. If that is right, his pur-
pose may be to claim that genera and species are ways of classifying things

4 They might still be Antiochian forms, however, as Ac. 1.30—2 shows. On Cicero’s translations of
these ‘conceptual’ terms, see Hartung 1970: 78-101.

Top. 31: Genus et formam definiunt hoc modo: Genus est notio ad pluris differentias pertinens; forma
est notio cuius differentia ad caput generis er quasi fontem referri potest. Notionem appello quod Graeci
tum Evvoiav tum TPSANWIV. Ea est insita et ante percepta [or: animo praecepta) cuiusque [some MSS
and Boethius add: formae] cognitio enodationis indigens. Formae sunt igitur eae in quas genus sine
ullius praetermissione dividitur; ut si quis ius in legem, morem, aequitatem dividat.

See e.g. Egli 1979: 266—7, Sedley 1985, and n. 85 above. On the lacuna at the end of D.L. 7.60-1,
see Brunschwig 1994: 108-10 (contra Von Arnim, Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 179-83 and 11, 182, and
Marcovich ad loc., who adopt the emendation suggested in the margin of one manuscript).
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that result partly from a natural process of concept formation from percep-
tual experience (‘preconception’), and partly from subsequent thought or
attention (‘conception’). This interpretation leaves it open whether Cicero’s
direct source was Academic, Antiochian or Stoic. But it does yield an addi-
tional point which is authentically Stoic: our preconceptions grasp essential
features of things, though they do so in a way that requires further ‘articu-
lation’."”

These passages are not, of course, conclusive evidence that Cicero was
working within a Stoic framework. But his theory of definition is relevantly
similar in three significant respects: its definition and method of definition
are compatible with the two Stoic definitions; it is fiercely (if naively)
‘conceptualist’ about genera and species; and it assumes that real definition
is a matter of the articulation of concepts.

Section two: Cicero’s commonsense theory of definition

The basic evolution in Cicero’s treatments of definition, and his increasing
interest in the topic, can be seen in two passages which preceded the more
formal theory of the Topica. The first is the most detailed discussion of the
stasis of definition in the early De inventione (from the 8os Bc). When a
legal case turns on a disagreement about the nature of the action:

The first task for the prosecution is a brief and obvious definition following ordinary
thought (ex opinione hominum) of the word whose meaning (vs) is in question . . .
Once this has been given, it should be supported by further words and arguments
and shown to be as you have described it. (Znv. 2.53)"*

This doesn’t present or imply a theory of definition; it merely prescribes for
a series of wrangles about whether e.g. stealing sacred objects from a private
house is a case of ‘theft’ or of ‘sacrilege’. The kind of definition involved here
looks entirely ‘rhetorical’, as Marius Victorinus noted dismissively in De

127 Boethius thinks that the genus needs articulation into species (i Top. Ciceronis 1106c-1107a); but,
unlike our concept of it, a genus isn’t the kind of thing that needs articulation. (It is possible that
the articulation of one’s concept of a genus is what Cicero means by his strange suggestion in Orazor
116-17 that one should start with a definition identifying the genus of the thing, and, if necessary,
thereafter specify its species or parts (cf. Montefusco 1987: 69—70). On the other hand, he may
have just been misdescribing the difference between defining something by its differentia and the
genus 7 falls under, with defining the species that fall under it.)

Primus ergo accusatoris locus est eius nominis cuius de vi quaeritur brevis er aperta er
ex opinione hominum definitio . . . hoc sic breviter expositum pluribus verbis est er rationibus con-
firmandum et ita esse ut descripseris ostendendum . . .
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difinitionibus 893b—c. The second passage is Cicero’s influential definition
of definition from the De oratore (written in 55 BC):

A definition is a brief and outline (circumscripte) explanation (explicatio) of the
properties belonging to (propriae) the thing which one wishes to define. (De or.
1.189)"*?

The context is a discussion of how to organise an art of civil law: first define
the goal of the art, then classify its genera and their ‘parts’, and finally define
each of those. This is clearly intended to introduce a rigorous system of
classification and definition, but the context still gives reason to doubt that
it amounted to a formal theory of strict definition.” We can infer from
these passages, I think, that Cicero’s discussions of definition prior to the
Topica do not usually, and certainly do not always, involve szrict definition.

A first approach to something like the theory of preliminary definition
we are interested in is found in Cicero’s first philosophically influenced
reworking of the szasis of definition from /nv. 2.53 (cited above) into a
source for arguments in the De oratore:

Arguments from definitions occur in four ways. When [1] one investigates what
is as it were impressed on the common mind — for instance, in discussing whether
justice is the interest of the stronger. Or [2] when one investigates what the unique
property (proprium) of each thing is — for instance, whether elegant speech is the
unique property of orators or other people can also achieve this. Or [3] when a
thing is partitioned into parts — for instance, in investigating the classes of ends,
e.g. asking whether they are three (goods of the body, of the soul, and of external
things). Or [4] when one describes the form and as if it were natural characteristic
of each thing — for instance, in investigating the type of an avaricious or seditious
or vainglorious person. (De or. 3.115 — cf. Part. or. 61—2 and Top. 81-3)""

29 Est enim definitio rerum earum, quae sunt eius rei propriae, quam definire volumus, brevis et circum-
scripta quaedam explicatio.

One reason is the casual substitution of ‘part” for ‘species’ in the preceding lines, which is charac-
terised as a ‘dumb’ error in Topica 31 (‘non satis acute’), indicative of someone who cannot properly
distinguish division from partition. A second reason is the similarity between De or. 1.189 and the
rather baffling description of definition in Orasor 116-17 (see n. 127 above). The kind of classi-
ficatory system Crassus is suggesting for jurisprudence is exemplified by the standard rhetorical
handbooks themselves; but the study of classification doesn’t seem to have been regarded as a part
of the content of rhetoric.
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BY Definitionis autem sunt disceptationes aut, cum quaeritur, quid in communi mente quasi impressum
sit, ut si disseratur, idne sit ius, quod maximae parti sit utile; aut, cum quid cuiusque sit proprium
exquiritur, ut ornate dicere propriumne sit oratoris an id etiam aliquis praeterea facere possit, aut, cum
res distribuitur in partis, ut si quaeratur, quot sint genera rerum expetendarum, ut sinine tria, corporis,
animi externarumque rerum, aut, cum, quae forma et quasi naturalis nota cuinsque sit, describitur, ur
si quaeratur avari species, seditiosi, gloriosi.
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The four kinds of ‘definitional” arguments set out in this passage depend
on a theory of definition something like the one Cicero was later to offer
in the Topica. Arguments of kinds (2) and (3) are the products of divi-
sion into species and partition, which are themselves the means by which
the definitions that generate arguments of type (1) ideally come about. In
the later theory of the Topica, the vaguer topic of descriptio, the source of
arguments of type (4), is relegated to a subsidiary role. But the parallel
passage in the earlier Part. or. 41 explains that descriptio is useful because
establishing the propria that lead to a definition is often controversial (cf.
Inv. 2.53 fin. above). Thus, since ‘descriptio’ is glossed by the Latin com-
mentators as hupographiké — ‘delineation’ — it seems clear that, despite the
relative sophistication of this passage in comparison with /zv. 2.53, the
kind of definitions Cicero is interested in in De or. 3.115 are still provisional
definitions.

What matters in De or. 3.115 for our purpose, however, is the way it
identifies the origins of the provisional definitions of type (1). In /nv. 2.53
the meaning of the term to be defined was gleaned from ordinary thought
(ex opinione hominum); here it derives from what is impressed on the com-
mon mind (communis mens). The significance of this change is spelled out
in the elaboration of this philosophically revised topic in the Partitiones
oratoriae (from 46/5 BC):

In this topic [definition] the rules for the prosecution and defence are the same.
For the one who penetrates further into the sense (sezsum) or thought (opinionem)
of the judge by defining or describing a word, and the one who comes closest to
the common meaning (vim) of the word and to the preconception (praeceptionem)
which his listeners have in outline (incohatam) in their minds, will necessarily be
the winner. (Part. or. 123)">*

The meaning of the disputed word is ultimately determined by the precon-
ception the audience have of the thing it names. The competing definitions
the lawyers give are thus attempts to approximate the content of this pre-
conception; the closer one gets to it, the more likely one is to win. Although
Cicero doesn’t say explicitly that there is o7e ‘preconception’ shared by every-
one pretty much universally, this is the obvious implication of the phrase
‘communis mens’ in De or. 3.115. And this is confirmed when communis mens

32 Communia dantur in isto genere accusatori defensorique praecepta. Uter enim definiendo describendoque

verbo magis ad sensum iudicis opinionemque penetrarit, et uter ad communem verbi vim et ad eam
praeceptionem quam incobatam habebunt in animis ei qui audient magis et propius accesserit, is vincar
necesse est.
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is replaced by communis sensus, the phrase Cicero uses most often to char-

acterise ‘common sense’ (Part. or. 126).'5

The connection between meaning and preconception posited by Cicero
here is also found in the later rhetorical tradition, where the range of the
rhetorical thesis— the subject under discussion in De or. 3.109—19 — is usually
determined to be exhausted by ‘practical’ theses on ‘civic’ or ‘political’
questions, i.e. subjects that fall under the ‘common conceptions .”* The point
in these later texts is the straightforward one that there are some subjects
which anyone can discuss, because everyone has some wunderstanding of
e.g. moral matters, whereas other subjects require technical expertise.”’ It
doesn’t follow that there is universal agreement on all such questions; if
there was, there would be no point in presenting a #hesis on them. But
Cicero’s assumption is clearly that the content of preconceptions will gain
general assent if it is correctly formulated. This assumption is also evident
in the use of appeals to ‘common sense’ in his own speeches, where it is
consistently tied to the ‘commendation of human nature’ (Pro Cluentio 17,
De domo suo 97, and Pro Plancio 31 and 34).

The rhetorical ‘preconceptions’ of Parz. or. 123 are, I think, direct ana-
logues of the Stoic common conceptions, and were no doubt modelled on
Cicero’s own Stoicising exposition of the natural and empirical origin of
reason in De legibus1.30. We are informed there about common conceptions
that:

(1) theyare ‘inchoate’, i.e. incomplete sketches, representing partial knowl-
edge of the object;

(2) their content is properly subject to universal agreement, since they
are imprinted on the mind by nature, though our agreement can be
obscured by differing formulations; and

(3) they constitute the basis of reason, i.e. if properly formulated, their
content amounts to a ‘preliminary definition’.

33 Cf. e.g. De or. 1.12, 2.68, 3.195 (?). I presume the English phrase ‘common sense’ derives directly
from Cicero. (Philosophical Greek doesn’t permit this sense of aisthésis, but Plutarch uses koinos
nous at Com. not. 1077E.)

See Hermogenes, Progymnasmata p. 17 (Spengel 1853-6: vol. 1), along with the parallels in Aph-
thonius (vol. 11, p. 49), Nicholaos (vol. 111, p. 493) and the disagreement of Theon (vol. 11, p. 121).
Hermogenes' — or Cicero’s — view is also maintained in the Latin tradition, e.g. in the full discussion
in Augustine, Rbet. 4 (pp. 138—9 in Halm 1863: sunt autem civiles quaestiones quarum perspectio in
communem animi conceptionem potest cadere . . .), and the briefer remarks of Fortunatianus, Ars rhet.
L1 (p. 6 ed. Halm): Quae sunt civiles quaestiones? quae in communem animi conceptionem possunt
cadere, id est, quas unusquisque potest intellegere, ut cum quaeritur de aequo et bono.

Cf. the Stoic distinction between preconception and conception in Aétius 4.11, SVF 2.83 (cited in
n. 16 above).
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(Whether or not Cicero’s exposition in Leg. 1.30—4 is in fact a direct bor-
rowing from a Stoic source — as I think — or mediated through a late
Academic lens, is controversial. But since the general features (1)—(3) are
attested for the Stoics elsewhere, and since we are anyhow looking for pos-
sibly Academic influenced developments from the Stoa, this question is not
important here.”®)

The rhetorical preconceptions are also inchoate, subject to initial but not
fundamental disagreement, and, I have argued, when articulated, amount
only to delineations or provisional definitions. But the two theories are
distinct for at least two significant reasons. The first is that the rhetorical
theory doesn’t allow for De legibus 1.31—4, where we are reminded that in
the philosophical theory the common conceptions are in fact subsequently
thoroughly obscured by the perversions or misconceptions of human rea-
son (cf. note 66). In this respect, the rhetorical works offer a common
sense theory of preliminary definition that points towards the ennoematic
definition found in Galen and Porphyry: everyone agrees.

The second major difference between the rhetorical view and either
philosophical theory, of course, is that rhetorical definitions are rherorical,
i.e. pragmatic: a definition approved by common sense is just whatever the
crowd and hence the judge will accept. It is not clear that Cicero takes them
to have any scientific or philosophical value at all (cf. De or. 1.12 and 44).
But Cicero wasn’t always sceptical about common sense (see note 3), and
his formal theory of definition in the Zopica seems to define genera as pre-
conceptions (see section one). So Cicero’s intermittent scepticism needn’t
stand in the way of the hypothesis that his writings attest a development
from the Stoic theory of the common conceptions to one of ‘common
sense’.

Section one has argued that Cicero was working within a roughly Stoic
framework; and this section has argued that he identifies fundamental word-
meaning with the content of preconceptions, and preconceptions with
‘common sense’. Since he also thinks that provisional definitions delineate
the content of preconceptions, it is perhaps not implausible to think that
his theory is a modification of an original Stoic theory of preliminary defi-
nition, and one that points towards the later ennoematic view. At any rate,
irrespective of its place in a more general history of ‘common conceptions’,
Cicero’s theory of definition is, I think, a fragment of a theory of common
sense, since — unlike the Stoic and later ennoematic theories — it implies

136 For Stoic parallels to points (1) and (3) above, see Part 1 section four and Cicero, e.g. Ac. 1.42; for
point (2), see Part 1 section three and Cicero, e.g. Tusc. 4.53.
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a general and immediate relation between the ordinary thought and lan-
guage captured in Ciceronian preconceptions and the essential nature of
the world.””

57 Some indirect evidence that something like this may be present in Cicero is found in
Boethius’ comment on 70p. 28 fin.: “There are many kinds of definition which are used in
speeches but aren’t proper definitions. The name they are all covered by is “descriptio” [=
hupographike]. Some of them come about by partition, some by division in the way discussed
above. Others still include substantial differentiae, but don't add the genus; this kind is call
‘ennoematic” by Victorinus, i.e. containing, as it were, some common conception. An example is:
“Man is what flourishes with rational thought and is subject to mortality.” In this case the genus
isn’t given, but only the substantial differentiac.” (Earum vero definitionum quae in oratione con-
sistunt, neque tamen sunt propriae, multae sunt diversitates. Quarum est omnium nomen communis
descriptio. Harum aliae fiunt partitione, aliae divisione, de quibus superius, ur dictum est. Aliae vero
substantiales quidem differentias sumunt, sed genus non adjiciunt, atque haec quidem a Victorino
EVONUCTIKN dicitur, quasi quamdam communem continens notionem, veluti si quis dicat: Homo
est quod rationali conceptione viget mortalitatique subjectum est. Hic igitur genus positum non est,
sed differentiae substantiales (Boethius, in Topica Ciceronis book 3, 1099a-b).) Unlike Porphyry or
Galen, Marius Victorinus and Boethius perhaps thought that an ‘ennoematic definition’ could be
a preliminary definition that captured the content of a common conception and thereby some of
the essential properties of its object. (It is possible that Boethius’ text of Victorinus was corrupt,
however, since the relevant lines of De 4if. don’t mention ‘common conceptions’, but instead read
‘Secunda dicitur ennoématike, quam “notionem” non proprio sed communi possumus dicere (902b).
(Hadot 1971: 171—4 is not helpful.))



CHAPTER 7

Varros anti-analogist
David Blank*

In the Summer of 47 BC Varro promised to dedicate a large and important
work to Cicero (A#t. 13.12.3 = 13.24.3 Kasten). In mid 45 Cicero was still
waiting for the fulfilment of Varro’s promise, and his irritation over this
delay may have caused him not to accede immediately to Atticus’ advice to
dedicate a work to Varro." Scholars agree that the large work Varro intended
to dedicate to Cicero was the treatise De lingua Latina, which in its eventual
twenty-five books was certainly weighty enough. It was also appropriate as
a gift to Cicero, offering both theoretical discussions of the methods to be
used in determining linguistic correctness and counsel on how to apply the
methods deemed best in practice.

Varro organised his work according to a three-fold division of speech
into the ‘imposition’, ‘flexion’, and ‘combination’ of words (8.1). For each
of the first two of these, corresponding to the study of etymology and
of analogy in inflection-derivation (or ‘flexion’: declinatio, Greek klisis),
Varro wrote six books, the first three dealing with the discipline itself — one
arguing against the existence and utility of such a discipline, one arguing
for the discipline, and one expounding it — and the next three comprising
applications of the discipline. Since we know, at least for the second century
AD, that there were arguments for and against the existence of a discipline
of syntax,” it is likely that the last section of the work, that on syntax,
followed a similar pattern, only at twice the length. It has often been thought

* My thanks go to Catherine Atherton, Maria Broggiato and Andrew Dyck, who commented on earlier
versions of this paper, as well as the editors of this volume. The revision is also indebted to the lively
discussion held at the Symposium.

! See the discussion of this question in Barwick 1957b: 298-304, at 302—4 and Ax 1995: 146—77, at
146—52.

* See Apollonius Dyscolus, Syntax 1.13 = 16.6-11 and 1.60 = 5.1, with Blank 1982: 1119, 71-5. To
judge from the only substantive fragment of the syntactical books (fr. 29, from Gellius, Noct. Atz.
16.8.6-14), Varro dealt at some length with the theory of the proposition and the combination of
propositions to form arguments and other types of connected discourse, as in the Stoic ‘syntax of
lekta’, on which see Frede 1978.
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that the first book on flexion, book 8, which gives arguments against the
existence and the advisability of analogies in flexion, was taken from Crates
of Mallos, who was therefore thought to have been an anti-analogist, or
indeed an ‘anomalist’. In this paper, I shall argue for a different picture
of LL 8. Its major source, I shall claim, was an empiricist attack on the
analogical discipline which studies flexion. Crates appeared in this source
as a grammarian who disagreed with Aristarchus over how to interpret
and apply the rules of analogy; their disagreement was cited by Varro’s
source in an argument from ‘disagreement’ (diaphonia): if two of analogy’s
major proponents did not agree on its application, then analogy has no
claim on our attention. Varro, however, may not have realised that Crates
was not actually a protagonist in the debate, but had been used as an
example.

A major reason to clarify Crates’ role in Varro’s book is that one interpre-
tation of the history of grammatical studies in antiquity has as its centre-
piece a great struggle between Crates’ Pergamene school of ‘critics’ and the
Alexandrian ‘philologists’ under Aristarchus, the latter arguing for ‘analogy’
or the regularity of linguistic phenomena and the former arguing against
such regularity and for anomaly’.’ This view takes off from Varro’s work,
especially LL 9.1, and it can be seen already in Gellius,* who is wholly
dependent upon Varro.” While some scholars have made this supposed
quarrel the major fact of the development of grammar in the Hellenistic
period, others have made it more a matter of emphasis: should one rather
follow analogical rules or avoid them in favour of common usage? Still
others, myself included, have denied that the quarrel between analogists
and anomalists took place at all.® Since Varro is our only source for the
quarrel, it will not do to interpret it in a way that goes contrary to his
indications. But, while Varro’s anti-analogist insists that one follow com-
mon usage or what he also calls ‘anomalies’ or ‘dissimilarities’, rather than
analogical rules, he also indicates that those rules are non-existent and that
any grammatical study which goes beyond what is strictly necessary for
clear and brief speaking and writing — which is possible with observation
of common usage alone — is a useless waste of time. This is exactly the same
attitude taken to grammar by the sceptical philosopher Sextus Empiricus

3 For references to this literature, see, e.g., Blank 1982: 1—s, Taylor 1986; for another view see, e.g.,
Ax 1991,

4 Noct. Att. 2.25.1-11, especially 4: “Two famous Greek grammarians, Aristarchus and Crates, with the
highest skill used to defend analogy and anomaly respectively.’

5 The argument for this dependence is made by Fehling 1956: 223—4.

¢ This line was taken especially by Fehling 1956—7.
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in his book Against the Grammarians,” but it is not the attitude of a gram-
marian of any stripe at all, let alone one of Crates’ stature. Thus, Varro’s
account of a quarrel should be interpreted in the same light as that of
Sextus, as a struggle over the technicity of grammar, including the episte-
mological status of its rules and its usefulness for life. The analogist side
was technical and rationalist, maintaining that language was a rationally
ordered system which could be described and understood through precise
rules allowing the solution of questions which might arise in the course of
reading, writing and interpreting. The empiricist side argued that no com-
plex expertise of grammar could exist, that the rules of technical grammar
were incoherent, and that all one needed was the ability to observe common
usage and model one’s own linguistic practice on that. While there were
clearly disagreements among grammarians over the way in which gram-
matical rules and criteria should be applied, the empiricists were evidently
not grammarians, but rather included Epicureans, Pyrrhonian sceptics, and
(probably) Academics. These philosophers used their standard techniques
to undermine the utility and/or the existence of grammatical science, for
which they also drew on the disagreements among grammarians. I shall
argue that the source of Varro’s LL 8 was such an empiricist book.

THE STRUCTURE OF DE LINGUA LATINA

Of the original twenty-five books of this work, books s—10 are preserved in
a corrupt and somewhat lacunose state in a Laurentian manuscript written
in Cassino in the eleventh century. From other books we have a number
of citations by grammarians, from Quintilian to Gellius and Diomedes. In
these citations books 3, 7, 8, 11, 13, 22, 23 and 24 are said to be from a work
dedicated to Cicero, and other citations also mention Cicero as the dedi-
catee, but without a book number. Subscriptions marking two transitions
from one book to another (45, 9—10) in the Laurentian manuscript also
speak of the work as dedicated to Cicero.”

Introducing his fifth book to its unidentified addressee, Varro says (5.1):
‘I have undertaken in six books to expound the way in which words were
imposed on things. Of these I wrote three books before this one, which
I sent to Septumius,’ in which I treat of the discipline which they call
etymologike (“etymological art”) what is said against it in the first volume,
what for it in the second, what concerning it in the third. In these I shall

7 Hence, Mette 1952 took over much of Sextus’ book, in addition to large chunks of Varro’s eighth
book, as ‘fragments’ of Crates.
8 Cf. Barwick 1957b: 298-300. 9 Le. Publius Septumius, Varro’s quaestor.
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write to you from which things (2 guibus rebus) words have been imposed in
the Latin language . . .” Thus, books 2—4 were addressed to Septumius and
presumably published separately. It appears that books 5—7, which contain
several references to their addressee,® were also published separately. This
addressee is commonly assumed to be Cicero, who was also the addressee
of the entire work." In the later books, as they have come down to us,
there are no further references to sending any of the books to an addressee,
although there are numerous references to a second person singular, some
of them undoubtedly hypothetical (‘if you do this, you will se¢’, etc.) and
thus not clearly implying a specific addressee. This state of affairs has given
rise to much speculation about the publication and dedication of parts of
LL, as well as the whole.”” I incline to believe that the sets of books 2—
4 and s—7 were dedicated separately and published separately, but that a
second edition was made once all the books were finished and this edition,
dedicated to Cicero,” may have been published after Cicero’s death on 7
December 43." Further, we may have, not the second, but the first edition
of books 5—7, i.e. the edition which was sent to Cicero: it continues to speak
of books 2—4 as having been sent to Septumius, and it indicates that books
5—7 are being sent separately to their addressee. Our copy of books 8-10
would then belong to the final product, which would not have spoken of
books being sent to their dedicatee Cicero, who would no longer have been
alive.” The first book was presumably a general introduction, written for
the complete edition.

At 7.109 Varro repeats his explanation of the contents of the books on
the origins of words:

Therefore, since six books have been set up about how Latin names were imposed
upon things for our use (of which I wrote three to P Septumius who was my
quaestor, three to you, of which this is the third, the former [2—4] about the

' Besides the initial reference in 5.1, see 6.97 and 7.110.

™ For the practice of dedication and revision in the time of Cicero, see the excellent treatment in
Griffin 1997, which focuses on Cicero’s Academica, a treatise in whose genesis a dedication to Varro
played a substantial role.

> These are well summarised by Ax 1995: 149—52.

3 The existence of two editions would explain the fact that book 3 is once cited as being dedicated to
Cicero, along with the citations which indicate that the entire work was dedicated to Cicero.

' Varro died in 27. That he may have finished and dedicated the entire work to Cicero after the latter’s
death was suggested by Miiller 1833: iv—xi, followed by others; the suggestion has been revived by
Ax 1995: 151, who also allows for the possibility that the final edition was undertaken by an editor
after Varro’s death.

5 It is, of course, still possible to argue that books 8-10 did not receive Varro’s own final polish (so
Ax 1995: 176, who suggests posthumous publication by an editor). But such an argument relies on
judgements of the coherence, consistency, and finish of the work, rather than on the presence or
absence of an addressee.
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discipline of the origin of words (de disciplina verborum originis), the latter [s—7]
about the origins of words), in the first of the earlier books [2] is what is said as
to why etumologike (‘the alleged etymological art’) is neither an expertise (475) nor
useful (uzilis), in the second [3] what the arguments are as to why it is an expertise
and useful, in the third [4] what is the shape (forma) of etymology; in the second
three books, similarly divided by genera, which I have sent to you, the first [s] is
that in which are the origins of the words for places and the things which tend to
be in places, the second [6] is that in which it is said by which words times are
indicated and the things which happen in time, the third [7] is this one, in which
those which I gave in the two books for prose are taken up by the poets.

On this description, the first set of three books on etymology, now lost,
corresponded to the three preserved books on inflection. Varro also gives us
brief characterisations of these books: ‘About the flexions (declinationibus)
of each kind [viz., voluntary and natural] I shall write two sets of three books,
the first three [8—10] about the discipline of these flexions, the latter three
[11-13] about the results of this discipline (eius disciplinae propaginibus).
The first of the former books [8] will be this one, [which will contain] what
is said against similarity (similitudinem) of flexions, the second [9] [what
is said] against dissimilarity (dissimilitudinem), the third [10] [what is said]
about the form of similarity’;"® ‘About this thing [viz., the discipline of
derivations of words] in the first book [8] I have stated what is said about
why dissimilarity should be our guide, in the second [9] what is said against
it, why it is rather better to prefer similarity. Since the foundations of these
things have not been laid by anyone nor has their order and nature been
explained as the subject matter demands, I myself shall expound [10] the
form of this thing’ (10.1).

ANALOGY AND ETYMOLOGY: PROPONENTS AND OPPONENTS

I begin by stressing the relationship between the two sets of books, 2—4
and 8-10. They deal with the two criteria of Hellenism which Quintil-
ian, probably following Varro, says comprise ‘reason’.'” Ratio, in fact, is
the overarching principle of Varro’s entire approach to language, which is
divided (8.1) into these two parts, imposition and flexion of names, and

16 8245 cf. 8.25: quod huiusce libri est dicere contra eos qui similitudinem sequuntur . . .

17" Inst. Orat. 1.6.1.1: Sermo constat ratione uetustate auctoritate consuetudine. Rationem praestat praecipue
analogia, nonnumquam etymologia. Fehling 1956: 253 makes the case that the combination of the
otherwise separate criteria analogia and etymologia under the heading of ratio was Varro’s own way
(in his De sermone Latino) of keeping the number of criteria at four, once he had added his own
favourite, natura. He also (268) notes the relation between Varro’s books 2—4 and 8-10, adding
ironically that only the loss of books 2—4 has prevented historians of linguistics from speaking of a

»
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also a third, in which one shows how words ‘joined by reason express a
thought’ (ratione coniuncta sententiam efferant). Both sets of books have the
same overall structure and sequence of topics, and these topics reflect the
caution or keen judgement which, as Quintilian says, is demanded in
the application of the criteria of Hellenism, especially analogy.”® Unlike
the criteria of antiquity, authority and usage, etymology and analogy are
based on a theory of language, and their application can easily result in con-
flict between the theoretically correct form and that which is commonly
accepted. Quintilian’s discussions of the criteria are weighted accordingly:
analogy, as the one requiring the most careful judgement, is treated in
paragraphs 4—27, etymology in 28—38; then the others are handled quickly:
antiquity from 39—41, authority in 42, and usage in 43—4s.

Early treatments of Hellenism and Latinity seem to have devoted much
discussion to these criteria, focusing on their justification, the rules for their
use, the order of their application, and the resolution of cases in which they
give conflicting results.”” The particular answers will surely have varied
according to the purpose each writer had in mind: the rules used in deter-
mining the proper reading of a passage of Homer will be different from
those used to decide how to speak to crowds. The champions of analogy and
etymology will have been in first instance philosophers, and then philol-
ogists. The Stoics in particular developed the discussion of Hellenism —
which was already a ‘principle of diction’ for Aristotle (Rbetoric 1407a19)
and one of Theophrastus’ ‘virtues of style’ — in the context of their log-
ical project to allow the analysis of the pragmata signified by sentences,
and this project was guided by the ubiquity and correctness of /ogos in the
world. Students of literature then developed an ‘expertise of grammar’ or of
‘criticism’ to cover their activity as a whole. They developed the themes
taken up by the Stoics in the ‘expertise concerning voice” into the ‘expert
part’ of grammatical or critical expertise, whose centerpiece was the ‘exper-
tise of Hellenism’.”® Analogy was central to this expertise, which Sextus says
was built around that principle (M. 1.176) to the extent that he even refers

8 1.6.3-4: Omnia tamen haec exigunt acre iudicium, analogia praecipue.

9 Works called On Hellenism, On Latinity, and other comparable titles (e.g. Caesar’s De Analogia,
Varro’s De sermone Latino, Pliny’s De dubio sermone) are attested (evidence in Funaioli 1907: 118;
Siebenborn 1976: 32—52), but none On Anomaly beyond Chrysippus’, and Fehling (passim) makes the
‘Introduction to the techné peri Hellenismon’ (his reconstruction of these works builds on Barwick
1922: 176, 200, 227) the source used by Varro for his treatment of analogy in books 8—9. There were,
however, also sections on Hellenism in more general grammars, and one of these, by Asclepiades of
Myrlea, was Sextus’ source. It will be apparent, however, that I think the direct sources of ZL 8 and
M. 1 were not these grammatical works, but empiricist treatises which used them (cf. Blank 1998:
xlv-1).

*° On the parts of grammar, see Blank 2000.
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to Hellenism as ‘the analogical expertise’ (M. 1.214; cf. 179, 199). The same
philosophers and philologists were also proponents of etymology,” which
played an important role in judging many doubtful points: the meaning
of obscure words (yAdooa1) was often determined by means of etymo-
logical analysis, as is still the case today; orthographical questions were also
resolved in this way, for instance the aspiration of words which could be
seen as derived from words which themselves had initial aspiration. How
did the ‘rational’ criteria of Hellenism, analogy and etymology, become so
important? After all, one might think that observation of common usage,
or of the usage of good, respectable authors would be the basis of speaking
and writing good Greek. It is, of course, also true in fact that usage was
the basis of grammar and philology. What was at stake here was rather
the understanding by philologists or grammarians that they practised an
expertise or science (techné). This required rules, a method by which all or
nearly all cases or questions could be regulated, for which observation of
usage would not have been enough.”

The opponents of this expertise of Hellenism, then, argued that obser-
vation of usage was sufficient to allow one to express oneself clearly and
correctly — or at least correctly enough for practical purposes. Further, they
argued that the theoretically based considerations of the Hellenists were
not well founded and would lead one into absurdities and contradictions.
These opponents will not have been philologists, for it is evident that the
philologist’s work is found mostly in those points which are dubious and
which would not be settled by observing usage.”” While it would be impor-
tant to ‘explain Homer from (observation of) Homer’ and his usage, this
would not be enough to resolve all questions relating to the Homeric text
without exception; at some points, appeals to principle, i.e. to theoreti-
cally based rules, must be made to choose between alternatives. It might
have been possible to argue for a grammatical expertise based solely on

' Thus, it seems perverse of Gourinat 2000: 166 to separate the proponents of analogy and etymology,
assigning the Stoics to ‘those who judge Hellenism by etymology’ and citing M. 1.241, where Sextus
moves from his demolition of the analogical discipline of Hellenism to attack analogy. For there
Sextus says: “The same things must also be said against them when they want to judge Hellenism
by means of etymology’, whereby it is clear that those who relied on etymology and analogy were
the same.

See Herodian, who says (On Uniquely Declined Words 909.18 Lentz) that ‘whether words are common
or rare, they will be known by analogy which produces predictions about every Greek word and
with its expertise contains (cuvéxel) as if in a net the manifold utterance of human language’.
This is constantly assumed by Sextus — who, of course, argues against the technicians’ position; cf.,
e.g., M. 1.93: the grammarians explain what is unclearly said, judge the sound and the unsound, and
sort the genuine from the spurious; 184—s; and 278 on the literary part of grammar: what is useful
in poetry is what is clear and not in need of grammatical explanation.
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empirical principles, such as historical research (viz. the criteria of ‘antiq-
uity’ and ‘authority’), autopsy (i.e. observation of ‘usage’), and transition
to the similar. This would have looked something like empirical medicine,
which claimed that it lacked nothing of medical expertise, while avoid-
ing ‘rationalist’ modes of argumentation.”* Yet nowhere do we have any
indication that this was done. The arguments over whether grammar is an
expertise (techné) or a kind of experience (empeiria), for example in the
commentaries on Dionysius Thrax’s grammatical handbook (e.g. Sch. Vat.
165.16 ff.), do not mention the possible exclusion of rationalist criteria,
but only the limitations on their application. On the contrary, everything
indicates that to oppose grammatical analogy and etymology was to favour
not having an expertise of grammar at all which went beyond the skills
of reading and writing contained in a kind of basic art sometimes called
‘grammatistic’.”’

Thus, Apollonius Dyscolus says that ‘some people who act ignorantly
in these matters soothe their ignorance by saying that one need not spend
time in such investigations and assume that these phenomena have been
imposed by chance’ (Syntax 1.13 = 16.6 ff.), and complains that ‘Since
such constructions as these are so obvious, some people will think they
can observe correct syntax even if they do not grasp the reason behind it’
(1.60 = s1.1ff.). These are the typical moves of the opponent of analogical
grammar: one ought not to waste one’s time on grammatical investigation;
grammatical phenomena are (at least in part) a matter of chance, rather
than rational ordering; in any case, it is easy to observe enough to correct
one’s own usage by listening to one’s fellow citizens.

These are also the characteristic moves of Sextus in his attack on grammar
asawhole and on Hellenism or analogy in particular.’® Sextus employs two
basic strategies in this work, which he characterises in the introduction to
Against the Musicians (M. 6.4—6) as Epicurean and sceptical respectively: the
Epicurean arguments show that musical expertise is not useful for happiness
and even harmful; the sceptical arguments aim to shake the fundamental
hypotheses of the musicians and thereby destroy all of musical expertise
(cf. 1.1—7).77

About Varro’s book against the discipline of etymology we know virtually
nothing besides what I have already cited from the later books, particularly

24 See Frede 1987: 243—-6o0.

5 Sextus insists that ‘grammatistic’ both exists and is useful, qualities he denies to expert grammar:
M. 1.49—53; note too the assertion at 177 of the existence of ‘two kinds of Hellenism’, the second of
which is non-technical and legitimate.

26 See especially M. 1.189, 191-2. 27 See the discussion in Blank 1998: xxviii—xxxii.
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7.109: ‘in the first of the earlier books is what is said as to why ezumologike
is neither an expertise nor useful’. Even this much, however, is enough
to show that the concerns of this book will have been very much in line
with what we know in general about attacks on grammar. The claim that
etymology is not an expertise gives the impression that the opponent is not
a philologist.” The claim that it is not useful makes one think immediately
that the opponent may be an Epicurean.

DE LINGUA LATINA 8, A BRIEF SUMMARY

Varro begins this set of books with an explanation of flexion, including both
inflection and derivation (8.1-24) which he will eventually (21) refer to as
‘natural’ and ‘voluntary’ flexion (naturalis, voluntaria declinatio) respec-
tively, organising his treatment into why flexion exists, what are its prod-
ucts, and how it occurs. Flexion was introduced into all languages because
it was useful and necessary to minimise the number of different, unre-
lated words one had to learn: it would be more difficult to learn Latin if
what is expressed by lego and legi were expressed instead by Priamus and
Hecuba, which give no idea of the unity expressed by the former pair (8.3).
While only a ‘historical’ study can deal with imposed or primary names,
for derived or declined names an expert treatment is required, in which a
few rules can be made to explain innumerable word forms (5). Varro admits
that there are disturbances in the system by which word forms are inflected,
but he claims that they are not as serious as people think: it is less important
that scopae (nominative plural) expresses a singular object (a broom) by a
plural name than that it is just as easy to derive scoparum (genitive plural)
from it as to derive the genitive singular from the nominative singular
(8). He then defines where one will find flexion, namely in the declinable
words, the names and verbs (9—12), and he goes on to speak of the kinds
of derivation and inflection which will be found in these classes (13—20).
Finally, under the heading of how flexion occurs, Varro introduces the dis-
tinction of inflection and derivation, in his terms natural versus voluntary
flexion, and the fact that in each of them there are elements of similarity
and dissimilarity among the words so formed. This mixture of the similar
and dissimilar, Varro says, has induced Greeks and Romans to write many
books, ‘since, on the one hand, some thought it right that those words be
followed in speaking which were similarly derived (declinata) from similar
words, which they called analogias, while on the other hand, some thought

2 See especially the charge that investigation beyond what is necessary to speak as correctly as others
do would be idle (8.27).
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this should be ignored (negligendum) and dissimilitude was rather to be fol-
lowed, which is in customary usage (consuetudine), and which they called
anomalian’ (8.23). Unfortunately, Varro gives no indication here of what
these many books were or who wrote them. For his part, though, Varro
thinks (23) that both principles ought to be followed, anomaly being more
present in voluntary flexion, analogy in natural.

At this point (25) Varro’s anti-analogist advocate says that he will speak™
against those who follow similarity, first against analogy in general (con-
tra universam analogiam), then concerning its individual parts (de singulis
partibus). The attack begins from the nature of speech, which he says ought
to be aimed at utility and thus should be clear (aperta) and brief (brevis),
the former quality allowing it to be understood, and the latter allowing it to
be understood quickly.’® These two qualities are achieved by the speaker’s
adherence to common usage (consuetudo) and his self-control (temperantia)
respectively, so that analogy is unnecessary. After all, once one has obtained
one’s object, it is idle to go further, and such additional investigation ought
to be avoided (26—7).

The general argument against analogy continues (28—30) with a set piece
to the effect that in the things of life — e.g. tools, clothing, buildings,
furniture — we seek dissimilarity or variety, rather than similarity, so that
dissimilarity ought not to be rejected. Even if refinement (elegantia) is added
to utility as a natural goal in our use of things, we can see that variety is a
greater source of pleasure than is similarity (31-2).

But if we must seek similarity, it will be either the similarity which is
present in usage or that which is not; if the former, then we do not need
expert rules (praecepta); if the latter, we will be called crazy for using strange
‘analogical’ forms (33). Further, analogy is simply not borne out in our
language: it is not the case that from dissimilar forms are derived dissimilar
forms, as one would expect, given that similar forms are supposed to be
derived from similar forms; in fact, even from the same words dissimilars
may be derived, while the same word forms may be derived from dissimilar
ones (34—6). If there is analogy in speech because there is similarity in many

» Ax 1995: 154—5 helpfully distinguishes between Varro’s different voices, the ‘Autor-Ich’ and the
‘Rollen-Ich’ of the prosecuting attorney. Their separation is far from clean. Here (25), for instance,
Varro speaks about the purpose of #his book (usually a task of the authorial voice), saying what T’
will do in it, then he says ‘I shall speak (dicam) against’, failing to do anything to introduce another
persona to us. I think that we need not find the authorial persona anywhere in this book after 24.

These are two of the virtues of a narratio in rhetorical theory (e.g. Anaximenes, Rber. 1438a21—2
‘clearly, briefly, not implausibly’; [Cicero], Rbet. ad Her. 1.14: ‘A narrative should have three things:
brevity, clarity, verisimilitude’; Quintilian 4.2.32, where these virtues are attributed to Isocrates, while
Aristotle is said to have ridiculed Isocrates’ call for brevity; and Aphthonius, Rbetores Graeci 10.3.3
Walz: clarity, brevity, persuasiveness, Hellenism), as well as two of the virtues of style commended
by the Stoics (D.L. 7.59: Hellenism, clarity, brevity, appropriateness, adornment; cf. Atherton 1988).

o
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words, then since there is dissimilarity in still more words, we ought not to
follow analogy (37); if there is analogy in speech, it must be in all parts of
speech or in just one part, but it is not in all, and being in just one part is
not sufficient, as the Ethiopian’s white teeth are not enough to make him
white (38).

Finally, the proponents of analogy promise that forms derived from
similar words will be similar; but since they then say that words are similar
only if they decline similarly, they reveal their ignorance both of where
analogy should be located and of how one judges whether similarity is
present. Therefore, as they are incapable of speaking about analogy, we
ought not to follow them (39). About this incapability Varro gives two
arguments (40-1) and (42-3), which I shall go into later.

Next (44—fin.) comes the argument against analogy in the individual
parts of speech. These parts are divided into those with case, with tense,
with neither, and with both, sometimes called the parts of ‘naming, saying,
supporting and joining’. The first to be treated will be those of naming, of
which there are four kinds, each of which should have three genders, two
numbers, and both nominative and oblique cases. But it is not the case
that all examples of the word classes exhibit the same number of genders,
numbers and cases (44—s51). The common nouns (vocabula) are treated first
(52—74). These undergo four kinds of flexion: thus, equus > equile (‘horse >
stable’: naming), equus > equum (nominative > accusative: case), album >
albius (‘white > whiter’: augmentation), cista > cistula (‘box > little box’:
diminution). But the derivation of new words or nominatives does not
follow analogy (53—62). Neither do nominatives decline to form their cases
in a regular way, an area in which the Aristarcheans exerted their energies
(63—74). Degrees of comparison also do not follow analogy (75-8), any
more than the words which have diminutives and augmentives do (79).
The final preserved chapters of the book begin the demolition of analogy
in proper names (80—4). From the responses in book 9.95-109 to the lost
arguments of book 8, we can tell that Varro did go on in this book to argue
against analogy in verbs (cf. Gellius 2.25.5 ff.). His final argument was that
there is no analogy because those who have written about it disagree, or else,
where they agree, their precepts disagree with common usage (9.111-12).

CRATES AND THE OPPONENT(S) OF ANALOGY

A couple of things seem clear about the ‘many books’ Varro says (23) were
written by the Greeks and Romans, in which they advocated following
analogies or anomaly in speaking. First, they dealt with recommendations
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for the word forms one should actually use in speaking: should one use the
forms which grammatical expertise deduces should be the correct forms, or
the forms which are in customary usage. They did not, therefore, deal with
the methods appropriate to editing Homeric texts and other philological
tasks. They may have been written by grammarians intending to produce
rules for speaking, by rhetorical theorists or by practical orators, like Caesar
in Varro’s own time, who wrote a book De Analogia in which he recom-
mended the use of forms derived from rerum natura, as opposed to certain
customary forms.” Second, they did not include the books Chrysippus
wrote On Anomaly, in which Varro says (9.1) the Stoic does not write about
which forms to use, but rather ‘intends to show that similar things are
denoted by dissimilar words and dissimilar things by similar appellatives’,
which, as Varro notes, is true.>

Because Crates is mentioned in this book twice for disagreements with
Aristarchus (8.63—5, 68—9), and because he is said in the beginning of the
next book to have ‘worked against analogy and Aristarchus’, he has fre-
quently been taken to be the major source of the anti-analogical arguments
of book 8.7 It is true that Crates founded his own school for the study of
classical literature and set up his ‘critical expertise’ in conscious distinction
to Alexandrian ‘philology’, which he said covered a small and subaltern part
of what the ‘critic’ had to know.** It is also true that Crates and Aristarchus
often disagreed in their interpretations of Homer, and that Aristarchus
and some of his pupils wrote books against Crates’ interpretations. On the
other hand, there is nothing to indicate that Crates held the attitudes which
characterise Varro’s anti-analogist in general: that usage is all one needs to
speak correctly, that clarity and brevity are the only virtues of speech, that
it is useless and idle to inquire further into matters of language once one

3" On Caesar’s book, see Papke 1988.

32 Presumably, these are the books mentioned in the bibliography of Chrysippus in Diogenes Laertius

7.192: ‘On the Anomaly regarding Words (/exeis) Against Dion (four books)’, which appears in the

first group of works of the logical area concerning words and the /ogos which is in accord with them.

See especially Dahlmann 1932: 52—4; 1940, passim, especially 4—5 and 163, where an otherwise

unknown book by Crates On Anomaly, written against Aristarchus (presumably, the existence of this

book is simply inferred from LL 9.1, where Crates is said to have attacked analogy and Aristarchus
depending on Chrysippus, who wrote On Anomaly), and works of unknown Roman Crateteans
are made the source; Mette 1952; Siebenborn 1976: 8-9, and 107 where he adds the qualification
that Varro depends on Crates indirectly, via Asclepiades of Myrlea (an inference from similarities

between Varro and Sextus); contra, see De Marco 1957: 134, 146-8.

3 Cf, e.g., S.E., M. 1.79, 248—9 (Crates, ¥ 94 Broggiato) and Blank 1998: ad locc. One must not
assume that this unilateral distinction, with its consequent devaluation of ‘grammar’, was accepted
by subsequent generations of Alexandrians, as Dionysius Thrax made the judgement (£7isis) of poems
the ‘finest part of the discipline’ of grammar, and we are told that the ‘Aristarchean grammarian’
Pampbhilos of Alexandria wrote a Kritiké Techne, along with ‘many grammatical works’ (Suda 7w 142).

3
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has conformed one’s usage to that of one’s fellow-citizens, and that the
rational criteria of analogy and etymology are to be rejected by anyone
who wants to speak correctly. The fact that Crates’ student Tauriscus made
the ‘technical’ a part of his discipline of ‘criticism’ should argue against his
teacher’s having held that grammatical investigation was useless and not a
techné.”> One might urge against this that Tauriscus’ work dealt with the
criticism of literature, and therefore need not have indicated a stance on
how to use the Greek language in ordinary speech and writing. But outside
of Varro — and Gellius, who depends entirely on him — we have no reports
about Crates’ attitude to practical contemporary language usage. Nor is
there any reason to suppose that one who thinks that there are grammat-
ical rules and principles, which govern the restoration and interpretation
of historical texts, should argue that there are no rules or principles to be
applied in linguistic usage, beyond observation of the practice of others.
We have a number of fragments of Crates’ work as a practical philol-
ogist. Except for his use of interpretation according to ‘logical theorems’
on such passages as the famous Cup of Nestor, which allows Crates to
find there adumbrations of Stoic physics, there is little to distinguish his
philological methods from those of Aristarchus. In particular, both made
extensive use of etymology as a criterion for establishing the correct meaning
and orthography of Homeric glosses. For example, the two grammarians
gave opposing explanations of Apollo’s epithet fjie (Sch. A on Iliad 15.365a
(= Herodian 2.95.26 Lentz)), Aristarchus arguing that the word came from
inut (‘hurl’) and hence aspirating it, while Crates (¢ 23 Broggiato) wanted
to derive it from i&opat (‘heal’) and pronounce it unaspirated. In this case,
our source, Herodian, who developed the canons of analogy to their greatest
degree, argued that Crates’ aspiration was correct, but that he should have
proved it with reference to the rule that ézz is never aspirated before a vowel.
Crates, however, was interested in solving a problem of interpretation:
was Apollo, in the //iad, capable of healing.36 In the A scholium at //iad
21.323b1 we learn that the word TYMBOXOHX was interpreted by Crates
(F 31 Broggiato) as a genitive singular (i.e., ‘of a tumulus’), like oivoxéns
(‘of a pitcher’), and accented accordingly, but by Aristarchus as an elided
aorist infinitive (‘to make a tumulus’) and accented TupPoyofic’.’” At Sch. A
1. 24.253b where Crates (F 35 Broggiato) wrote the masculine plural adjective

3 On Tauriscus’ system, see the sources in the preceding note, with Blank 2000.

36 That Crates had recourse to etymology primarily in order to solve interpretive problems is empha-
sised by Broggiato 2001: Ix—Ixiii; her commentary should be consulted regarding all the fragments
mentioned here.

37 Helck 1905: 65, conjectures that the analogical reasoning here attributed to Crates is actually Hero-
dian’s own reconstruction of the process by which Crates arrived at his interpretation of the word as
a genitive (cf. Broggiato 2001: 195).
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katneées (‘lowering the eyes, ashamed’), Aristarchus is said to have thought
that the feminine noun katn@oves (‘worthy of death, shameful’) was appro-
priately used of Priam’s sons as an insult. In Odyssey 19.229 Crates (¢ 66
Broggiato = Sch. Od. ad loc.) said that the participle Adwov (‘holding onto’)
represented the verb from which &A\ads (‘blind’) was derived by the addi-
tion of the privative and thus meant ‘seeing’, while Aristarchus interpreted
it as meaning the same as &moAoaUwv (‘using, enjoying’).

In the remainder of this paper I shall analyse the passages in which Varro’s
anti-analogist indicates that Crates and Aristarchus disagreed. These points
are: whether one ought to allow oblique case forms of the names of the
letters of the Greek alphabet, and if not, then why not; and whether the
names Philomedes, Heraclides, Melicertés are ‘similar’ or not, i.e. whether
they ought to be placed under the same inflectional canon.

NARRATIVE CONFUSION AROUND THE CITATIONS OF CRATES

The section of book 8 in which Crates is cited is a departure from what
has gone before, a departure marked both explicitly and narratologically,
and the narratological peculiarities of this passage and its relation to the
rest of the book call for a digression. At 24 Varro says, using the authorial
T, that this book will give ‘what is said against similarity of inflexions’
and the next ‘what (is said) against dissimilarity’, distancing himself from
these opposing partisan arguments. Then at 25 the author adopts an anti-
analogist persona to put these arguments; for a first-person singular voice
says that ‘since it belongs to this book to speak against those who follow
similarity . . . I shall speak first against analogy on the whole, then about
its individual parts. I shall begin from the nature of speech’.?® This first
part (26-38) of the polemic uses the first-person plural (27, 28, 33) and
singular (36), appropriately equating the advocate’s own practice with that
of people in general. What we should say is given impersonally; the analogist
arguments are cited, if at all, impersonally and hypothetically: ‘if analogy
must be followed by us’ (33, also 34). This part is divided into two sections,
one on whether similarity or dissimilarity is to be sought in various spheres
oflife (27-32), and the second (33-8) giving well-known arguments® against
regularity in speech in general. Presumably, the arguments in neither part

38 For the analysis which follows, compare Ax 1995: 154-5.

3 The argument about following either the regularity present in ordinary speech or that which is
not present there, together with the example in which it is claimed that one would be crazy to use
‘Tuppitri’ and ‘Marspitrem’ (33), is closely paralleled in S.E., M. 1.177—9; with the argument (34) that
similar words decline dissimilarly, see S.E. 1.237; Dahlmann 1940: 109 gives parallels for the use of
different ethnics to name the citizens of similarly named cities (35); on the question (37-8) of how
much of speech has to be covered by analogy, see S.E. 224-s.
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are directed against actual claims of analogical grammarians, so that the
analogists are not really cited and the anti-analogists do not really make an
appearance either: everything is couched in terms of what is or should or
should not be done by us.

From 39—43 the argument is directed against the analogists’ general claims
about flexion, and the mode of presentation shifts markedly.*> From the
outset, the analogists appear in the third-person plural: ‘since those who say
that there are analogies promise’ (39; also later in 39, twice in 41, and 43).
The first-person singular advocate, absent since 25, makes his reappearance
in this section: ‘T ask’ (405 also 42, twice in 43).* As before, the first-person
plurals in 39 (‘we must not follow them’) and 40 are meant to show the
relevance of the points made to language users in general, not to refer to
the advocate specifically.

Next, the anti-analogist advocate announces (44 dicam) his promised
treatment of analogy in the individual parts of speech and continues to
refer to himself in the first-person singular in 8.51,** 3, 55, 59, 61. The
first-person plural recurs here for the first time since 40 (‘we shall say’s;
twice in 56, once in 57, thrice in 59), referring to common usage, and its
reappearance may be conditioned by the introduction of a second-person
singular addressee in 47 (‘examine the individual parts, so that you may see
more easily that nowhere are there analogies which we should follow’) and
53 (cf. the jussive in 50).%

The analogists make an initial appearance in this section in the third-
person plural, as they had done in the previous section (39—43): ‘these they
call (the parts) of calling, saying, etc.” (44). After that, they disappear until
the ‘separate’ discussion of the derivation of compound words in 61-2:

Since there is a class of words which they call (appellant) compound and they deny
(negant) that it should be compared with the simple words about which I have thus
far spoken, I shall speak separately about compounds. Since tibicines (‘pipers’) are
so called from tibiae (‘pipes’) and canere (‘to play’, ‘sing)), they ask (gu<a>erunt),
if it is right to follow analogies, why do we not, from cithara (‘harp’) and psalterium
(‘psaltery’) and pandura (‘Pan’s strings’), say citharicen and in the same way other
words?

49 Ax 1995: 154 does not correlate the narratological change here with a difference in subject-matter.

4 Ax 1995: 154 assigns the last comment to the ‘Autor-Ich’, but I do not see why one should follow
him in this.

4 ‘Thave treated this class rather sparingly, since I think that the scribes will do these quite thorny things
less than diligently’ (s1) could be viewed as an exceptional intervention of the authorial voice, but it
could also show the assimilation of the advocate to the author, worried about the likely inaccuracy
of copies of his work.

4 Previously in this book the second-person singular occurred only in the introductory section, where
Varro speaks as author, as a stylistic variant for the impersonal: ‘the reasoning by which you learn to
decline one word you can use in an infinite number of words’ (6, cf. 10).
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Until now the anti-analogical arguments have always appeared in the first-
person singular, the analogist opponents in the third-person plural. In
61—2, however, and then in 63—74, which are marked off as a special section
on analogy in case forms, the third-person plural begins to be used for the
anti-analogists. Thus, the third-person plural is used of the analogists in the
sentence introducing the section on compounds, where the anti-analogist
advocate speaks in the first-person singular. In the very next sentence,
which begins the actual argument that compounds do not follow analogy,
the third-person plural refers without warning to the anti-analogists, who
ask why certain analogical formations are not used. The new usage opens
the section on case: 63 ‘First, if there were analogy in these, they say . . .’;
but in the second argument (64) Crates is said to have asked (cxr) the first
question; then Varro’s advocate says he would ask further (qu<a>eram,
cur), while the third-person plural (65) refers to Greek analogists (sin guod
scribunt dicent). The anti-analogists are again the third-person plural in the
third argument (quae si esset, negant . . . debuisse 66), and they must be
understood as those arguing in 67. The next argument (68—9) is given in
personal terms as between Crates and Aristarchus, and this is followed by
one introduced with ‘he says’ (inquit, cur70). “They’, i.e. the anti-analogists,
ask a final question (izem qu<a> erunt, si sit analogia, cur appellant omnes . . .
71), but the analogists reappear in the third person in 72 (item secundum
illorum rationem debemus . . .) and in 73 where they are said to disregard
analogy in the declension of pater familias and told that they ought to follow
the orator Sisenna in saying patres familiarum in the genitive plural. The
narrative point of view, then, in this entire section is thoroughly confused,**
and this must be somehow related to the way in which authorities are cited
here.

CRATES’ ROLE IN THE CONTROVERSIES OVER ANALOGY

The appearance of Crates in 63 is the first time any particular authority is
named, since the mention of Aristotle in the author’s general introduction
(11). The passages, argument and counter-argument, relevant to the first of
the two controversies for which Crates is cited are these:

8.63—s (F 102 Broggiato): relinquitur de casibus, in quo Aristarchei suos contendunt
nervos. primum si in his esse[n]t analogia, dicunt debuisse omnis nominat[iJu[o]s
etarticulos habere totidem casus: nunc alios habere unum solum, utlitteras singulas
omnes, alios tris, ut praedium praedii praedio, alios quattuor, ut mel mellis melli

4 Ax 1995 takes it as evidence that Varro at some point wrote this book in dialogue form and it was
revised carelessly. Fehling 1957: 82 n. 2 thinks that Varro wrote the various paragraphs of his book
cach on its own, then put them together later.
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melle, alios quinque, ut quintus quinti quinto quintum quinte, alios sex, ut unus
unius uni unum une uno: non esse ergo in casibus analogias. (64) secundo quod
Crates, cur quae singulos habent casus, ut litterae graecae, non dicantur alpha
alphati alphatos, si idem mihi respondebitur quod Crateti, non esse vocabula
nostra, sed penitus barbara, qu<a>eram, cur idem nostra nomina et Persarum et
ceterorum quos vocant barbaros cum casibus dica<n>t. (65) quare si essent in
analogia, aut, ut Poenicum et <A>egyptiorum vocabula singulis casibus dicerent,
aut pluribus, ut Gallorum ac ceterorum: nam dicunt alacco alaucus et sic alia. sin
quod scribunt dicent, quod Poenicum si<n>t, singulis casibus ideo eas litteras
graecas nominari: sic Graeci nostra senis casibus non quinis dicere debebant; quod
cum non faciunt, non est analogia.

The question concerning the cases, to which the Aristarcheans bent their efforts,
remains. First, if there were analogy in these, they say that all names and articles
should have the same number of cases; but as it is some have only one, like all the
individual letters, others three, like praedium praedii praedio (‘farm’), others four,
like mel mellis melli melle (‘honey’), others five, like quintus quinti quinto quintum
quinte (‘fifth’), others six, like unus unius uni unum une uno (‘one’); therefore there
are no analogies in cases. (64) Second, regarding what Crates said, namely why
those words which have only one case, like the Greek letters, are not said alpha
alphati alpharos, if | receive the same answer as Crates, that they are not our own
words, but quite barbarous, I shall ask why these same people use the cases of our
names and those of the Persians and of other peoples whom they call barbarians.
(65) Thus, if they were in analogy, either they would say these names in only one
case, like Phoenician and Egyptian words, or in several, like those of Gauls and
others: for they say alacco alaucus (nom. and gen. of ‘lark’) and others similarly.
But if they say what they write, that the Greek letters are named with only one
case because they belong to the Phoenicians, then Greeks ought to say our words
in six cases, not five; since they do not do so, there is no analogy.

9.s51: dicunt, quod vocabula litterarum latinarum non declinentur in casus, non esse
analogias. hi ea quae natura declinari non possunt, eorum declinatus requirunt,
proinde ut non eo<rum> dicatur esse analogia quae ab similibus verbis similiter
esse<nt> declinata. quare non solum in vocabulis litterarum haec non requirenda
analogia, sed <ne> in syllaba quidem ulla, quod dicimus hoc BA, huius BA, sic
alia.

They say that, since the words for the Latin letters are not declined in cases, there
are no analogies. They are demanding declension of those words which by nature
cannot be declined, as if analogy were not said to belong to those words which
were declined in a similar manner from similar words. Thus, it is not only in the
names of letters that this analogy is not to be demanded, but not in any syllable
either, since we say ‘BA’ in the nominative and genitive, etc.

In the first argument, then, the anti-analogists say that all naming-words
and articles should have the same number of cases, but this is not what
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happens, since some, like the names of the individual letters, have only
one, others three, like praedium praedii praedio, etc. Therefore, there are
no analogies in the cases. Their second argument (64) relates to the fact
that Crates asked why those names with one form, since they are Greek
letters, are not said in different cases: Varro says (in the voice of the anti-
analogist) that, if the analogists answer him as they did Crates, saying that
the letters are barbarian, he would ask why the Greeks decline Latin and
Persian names. In 65 the argument continues, based on this query: if these
names were in analogy, the Greeks would say them in as many cases as
are used in the source languages. If; as in their books, the analogists claim
that the letters are Phoenician and therefore said in one case each, then the
Greeks ought to have said Latin names in six cases, not five. Since they do
not, there is no analogy.

The second argument picks up the single-case words from the first (cur
quae singulos habent casus), but whereas the first gave only Latin examples
and must represent an argument given by (notional or real) Roman anti-
analogists, the second abandons all the other (Latin) examples of naming-
words with an unusual number of case forms to concentrate specifically
on letter-names, which it assumes are Greek (uz litterae Graecae). Note too
that Crates’ query is couched impersonally: ‘why are they not said’. The
next argument is added in the first person; it assumes again that we are
talking about Latin letters and cites the Greeks, whose speaking practice is
under discussion, in the third person; the analogists, presumably the fol-
lowers of Aristarchus who responded to Crates, are also cited in the third
person. This third argument, like the first, must represent the Roman anti-
analogists whose arguments Varro presents in this book.

The Roman anti-analogists are envisioned as using the lack of different
case forms for the Latin letters as evidence for the non-existence of analogy.
Was Crates doing the same thing when he ‘asked’ about the Greek letters?
The separation of his query from the argument and further query put by
the Romans and by Varro’s anti-analogist suggest that he was not. Nor is
he actually represented as doing so by Varro. For Varro seems to divide
this entire section into only two arguments against analogy: first, the one
based on the existence of various naming-words with an unusual number of
case forms; second, the one which inverts it by claiming that the analogists
would have to advocate using all foreign words in the number of cases
used in their language of origin.* The second argument takes off from the
analogists’ response to Crates, but perhaps Crates was doing something

4 Note that in the response in 9.51 the opponent is ‘they’, i.e. the Roman anti-analogists.
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else: ‘why are those which have only one case, as Greek letters, not said
in cases, like alpha alphati alphatos can be interpreted as a suggestion that
one ought to decline the Greek letter-names. Such a suggestion is by no
means unheard of, as Democritus is said (DK68 B20 = Sch. Dion. Thr.
184.3 Hilgard) to have recommended it. In this case, Crates would be saying
that the letter-names ought to be taken as similar to other Greek words,
and analogy ought to be applied to them. Aristarchus and his followers, on
the other hand, denied that the letters were similar to other Greek words
and therefore also that such treatment would not in fact be analogical in
this instance.

The second controversy between Crates and Aristarchus, over the need
for similar common nouns to have similar vocatives as well as similar nom-
inatives, first appears (8.42) — without either man’s name — as part of a
longer argument about the notion of likeness (8.39—43), which forms the
lastargument against analogy in general. The anti-analogist here argues that
those who assert that similar words will inflect similarly thereby reveal their
ignorance both of the locus of likeness — whether it should be sought in the
word’s sound, significatum, or both — and also of how to recognise whether
likeness is present or absent. He telegraphs the conclusion of this argument
at the beginning (39): due to their ignorance, the analogists cannot speak
about analogy and we ought not to follow them.

The first point is made by indicating that: (i) if similarity must be found
in spoken words qua sounds, then it makes no difference whether these
words denote quite different things in the world, e.g. male or female, or
whether they are common or proper nouns, which the analogists say is
important;*® while (ii) if words are thought to be similar because what
they signify is similar, then Dion and Theon, two men with similar names,
may not be similar, if one is old and the other young, one white and

46 On the conditions which must be met, if two words are to be considered ‘similar’ and thus eligible
to be used in an analogy with one another, see Siebenborn 1976, 72-83. One list of criteria indicates
that words are judged ‘similar’ if they have the same: gender, type (i.e. proper noun or appellative),
schema (i.e. simplex or compound), number, accent, case, ending in the nominative singular, type
and quantity of the penultimate syllable, number of syllables, type of consonant before the ending
(cf. Siebenborn 1976: 73, mostly from Herodian 2.634.5 ff. Lentz). On the basis of all these criteria,
all of Herodian’s canons (rules defining declensional classes) can be formulated. Varro himself speaks
of these conditions in 10.9 ff., dividing them into similitudines in verborum materia and in materiae
figura. He also speaks of perfecta similitudo and perfecta analogia (10.12, 63—9), in which both res
and vox are similar; at 10.77 similarity is required by Varro in form, meaning and declension: simile
verbum verbo tum quom et re quam significat et voce qua significat et in figura e transitu declinationis
parile (cf. Siebenborn 1976: 78-80). There are also a number of instances in which Aristarchus
compared words which are similar not only in form, but also in meaning, e.g. thameiai — pukinai —
tarpheiai, all of which mean ‘densely packed” and which are compared in order to establish the
end-accent on the first of them in a scholium (bT ex Hrd.) on liad 1.52.
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the other black, etc.; and (iii) if similar words must be similar in both
sound and meaning, there should not be pairs wanting in one of these
respects, such as Perpenna and Alfena, where two similar word forms name
a man and a woman, respectively. Therefore, because they are unable to
demonstrate where the similarity ought to be, those who say that analogies
exist are shameless (40-1).*” This argument resembles one found in Sextus
(M. 1.155-8), to the effect that the grammarians must specify whether by the
sentence they mean the segment of voice or what it signifies: actually it can
be neither, and ‘if neither the voice nor the incorporeal sayable signified by
the voice is a sentence, and it is not possible to conceive anything besides
these two things, then the sentence is nothing’.

The second point is made more briefly (42—-3): saying that nouns in the
nominative are only similar when their vocatives are also similar is like
saying that one cannot decide whether the Menaechmus twins are alike,
without first seeing their children too. Nothing, Varro, says, ought to be
brought in from outside (exzrinsecus) to help judge the similarity of two
items. Again, he concludes that since the analogists ‘are ignorant of how
similarity should be supposed, they cannot speak about analogy’.

This series of arguments was introduced with these words (39):

Since those who say that analogies exist promise [a] that similar words will come
from similar words when they are declined, and since they then say [b] that one
word is similar to another if it can be shown that beginning from the same gender
and form it moves from case to case in a similar way, those who say this [c] are
ignorant of both things, both where similarity should be and how it is usually
observed whether or not there is similarity. Given that they are ignorant of these
things, it follows that, since they are incapable of speaking about analogy, we ought
not to follow them [or: it].**

However, it is hardly clear from what is attributed to the analogists (a and
b) that they will be found ignorant in the ways indicated in (c). Instead,
the initial presentation of the matter in (a) and (b) seems designed to set
up a different argument: the proponents of analogy beg the question by
promising that similar words will decline similarly while stipulating that
words are only similar if they decline similarly.

This is exactly the argument which we find closing the second use of
this point, in 8.68—9: ‘thus, they say, Aristarchus did not answer the ques-
tion, since he could use any difference in their oblique cases as a reason

47 The conclusion in 41 reads: guare quoniam ubi similitudo esse debeat nequeunt ostendere, impudentes
sunt qui dicunt esse analogias. Varro’s response to this first argument is found at 9.40-2.

¥ 39, concluding: guae cum ignorant, sequitur ut, cum analogiam dicere non possint, sequi <non>
debeamus.



230 D. BLANK

to claim that they were not relevantly similar; but the question is whether
the two nominatives are similar, and nothing should be brought in from
outside to answer this’. Varro has cited the same point in two different
arguments, recycling what must have been limited material for use at dif-
ferent stages in the argumentative scheme he has chosen. The second,
more detailed, appearance of this point is likely to have been the one
Varro found in his Latin source, or, if he had none, it was probably the
version he wrote first, as it corresponds to the way in which the argu-
ment is introduced; the first is more likely to be Varro’s own adaptation
of the point to the ‘general’ argument against analogy. Similarly, points
which were made only in the particular argumentation against regularity
in nominals have been briefly used by Varro in an introductory section of
the defence of analogy in general, including a short mention of the prob-
lem of the names of letters of the alphabet, which do not decline (9.38,
cf. 8.64). That Varro is not overly concerned with the specificity of these
points is shown by the fact that, although he recalls the argument about
similarity in the nominatives and vocatives (again without the names of
Crates or Aristarchus) by saying that the anti-analogists (third plural) had
claimed that Aristarchus had given this answer ‘shamelessly’ (impudenter
9.43), Varro had actually said that ‘those who assert that analogies exist are
shameless’ (impudentes) at the conclusion of the previous point (8.41), that
the analogists do not know whether likeness is found in a word’s sound or
denotation.

Now I turn to the second appearance of the point about nominatives
and vocatives, whose conclusion I have just mentioned:

8.67—9 (F 103 Broggiato): item cum, si sit analogia, debeant ab similibus verbis
similiter declinatis similia fieri et id non fieri ostendi possit, despiciendam eam
esse rationem. atqui ostenditur: nam qui potest similius esse quam gens, mens,
dens? cum horum casus patricus et accusativus in multitudine sint disparilis: nam
a primo fit gentium et gentis, utrubique ut sit <I>, ab secundo mentium et
mentes, ut in priore solo sit I, ab tertio dentum et dentes, ut in neutro sit. (68)
sic item quoniam simile est recto casu surus lupus lepus, rogant, quor non dicatur
proportione[m] item suro lupo lepo. sin respondeatur similia non esse, quod ea
vocemus dissimiliter sure lupe lepus (sic enim respondere voluit Aristarc<h>us
Crateti: nam cum scripsisset similia esse Philomedes Heraclides Melicertes, dixit
non esse similia: in vocando enim cum <E> brevi dici Philomede<s>, cum E
longo Heraclide, cum <A> brevi Melicerta), in hoc dicunt Aristarc<h>um non
intellexisse quod qu<a>eretur se non solvere[t]. (69) sic enim, ut quicque in
obliquis casibus discrepavit, dicere potuit propter eam rem rectos casus non esse
similis; quom qu<a>eratur duo inter se similia sint necne, non debere extrinsecus
adsum<i> cur similia sunt.
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In the same way [they say that], if there is analogy, similar forms should arise from
similar words declined in a similar way and it can be demonstrated that this does
not happen, then this ‘rationality’ is to be rejected; but it is demonstrated. For how
can anything be more similar than gens (‘clan’), mens (‘mind’), dens (‘tooth’)? Yet
their genitive and accusative case are dissimilar in the plural, since from the first
come gentium and gentis, both with -i-, from the second mentium and mentes, with
-i- only in the former, from the third dentum and dentes, with -i- in neither form.
(68) So in the same way, they ask, since surus (‘stake’) lupus (‘wolf’) lepus (‘hare’) are
similar in the nominative, why does one not say suro lupo lepo [dative or ablative]
in the same way? If one answers that they are not similar, because we will call
upon them dissimilarly: sure lupe lepus (indeed, that was how Aristarchus wanted
to answer Crates: for when he had written that Philomedes Heraclides Melicertes
were not alike, because when he is called [i.e., in the vocative] ‘Philomedes’ is said
with a short -e-, ‘Heraclide’ with a long -¢- and ‘Melicerta’ with a short -4-), they
say that in this [answer] Aristarchus failed to understand that he had not answered
what was asked. (69) For in this way, whenever there was any difference in the
oblique cases, he could say that for that very reason the nominative cases were not
similar: since the question is whether two nominatives are similar or not, nothing
should be brought in from outside [to show] why they are alike or different.

9.91: <reprehendunt>* Aristarchum, quod haec nomina Melicertes et
Philomedes similia neget esse, quod vocandi casus habet alter Melicerta, alter
Philomede<s>, sic qui dicat lepus et lupus non esse simile, quod alterius vocandi
casus sit lupe, alterius lepus, sic socer, macer, quod in transitu fiat ab altero trisyl-
labum soceri, ab altero bisyllabum macri.

[They scold] Aristarchus because he denied that the names ‘Melicertes’ and
‘Philomedes’ were similar, since one has the vocative ‘Melicerta’ and the other
‘Philomedes’, [and the same for] one who says that lepus (‘hare’) and lupus (‘wolf?)
are not similar, since the vocative of the latter is /upe and of the former lepus, and
the same [holds for] socer (‘father-in-law’) and macer (‘lean’), since from the former
in case-change comes the trisyllabic soceri [in the genitive] but from the latter the
bisyllabic macri.

In 8.67—9 the argument is given entirely to the Roman anti-analogists.
They point to a series of words with similar forms in the nominative singular
and plural, but not in the genitive and accusative plural; then they ask
why we do not say suro lupo lepo analogically in the dative or ablative,
given that surus lupus lepus are alike in the nominative. Crates is brought
up in a particular point, as the author of a claim to which Aristarchus
wished to respond. This claim was simply that the Greek names Philomedes,
Herakleides, Melikertes were ‘similia’. Aristarchus is said to have responded
that they were not alike, due to the difference in their vocative case forms.

49 This is added (or it carries over) from the beginning of 9o.
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The Roman anti-analogists are then said to have responded to Aristarchus’
claim by saying that he was not answering what was being asked, since
the question was whether two nominatives were similar, and nothing else
should be brought in to help answer that question.

Now, it is possible that Varro means to say that Crates actually asked
a question, perhaps: ‘since these nominatives are similar, why don’t they
decline similarly’? Such a question could be taken to imply either ‘they
ought to decline similarly, and since they do not, there are no analogies in
names’, or ‘since these nominatives are similar, is there anything to prevent
us from using similar forms in all their cases?” On the other hand, the ‘asking’
is said by Varro to regard ‘whether zwo nominatives are similar’ (69), while
Crates had been talking about three such words. This difference suggests
that Crates did not actually ask this question at all. The same conclusion
is suggested by the fact that in book 9’s reply, in which Aristarchus is
named, while his opponent is referred to as ‘they’ and are, one assumes,
the Roman anti-analogists, only two names are at issue, Melicertes and
Philomedes.>° In that case, Crates cannot be saddled with the actual anti-
analogical argument. Rather, he merely said that the three names were
‘similar’ (mam cum scripsisser similia esse Philomedes Heraclides Melicerres),
and he presumably also suggested that analogy therefore be applied to their
oblique case forms.

Thus, both citations of Crates can be interpreted in the same way: Crates
said that certain words were similar and should be analogous with one
another in their case forms. Aristarchus responded by denying that the
words were similar and that analogy should be applied among them. This
duplicates the situation we have in the Homeric scholia: whenever Crates
and Aristarchus are cited in disagreement, Aristarchus is fully aware of
Crates’ argument and responds to it; Crates is not shown responding to
Aristarchus.” This by itself would also argue against the view that the

5¢ The Roman anti-analogists add another example, that of socer and macer, and this too causes trouble.
These two words do not belong to the same class, on most accounts of the criteria of similarity,
so that one would not have to adduce their vocatives at all in order to find a dissimilarity between
them. When Sextus deals with these sorts of examples (M. 236—9), he treats proper names (with
the atheteses proposed in Blank 1998: 253—4), then verbs, participles, then names homonymic with
participles, getting to the latter viz &pywv, a participle which has come to be used as common
noun.

5" This was seen by Schmidt 1976: 189; it is now sustained by Broggiato in her edition of the fragments
of Crates, who (2001: 153) also gives the single possible exception to this rule: Crates states (Sch. A ad
1l 9.169a (Ariston.)) that émeiTa in that line is used in the sense of 8, that is, to emphasise the point
of atép (‘besides’). This interpretation tacitly contradicts that of Aristarchus, who understood
gmerTaas ‘afterward’, in order to split the embassy passage into two parts and thereby get around the
problem posed by the infamous duals of lines 182-98. But Broggiato reminds us that Aristarchus’
solution could have been around before and Crates could thus oppose its use without having read
Aristarchus.
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responses given by Varro’s anti-analogist to Aristarchus and Aristarcheans
stemmed from Crates. With these, however, go the claims that analogy
does not exist or ought not to be followed.

Why does Varro’s anti-analogical source suddenly begin to mention
Aristarchus (or Aristarcheans) and Crates in 8.63—4° The discussion in
Varro’s source was conducted for the most part on a rather general level in
both the general and particular sections. In the part about cases, however,
matters change, and we have the citations of grammarians. Both citations
deal with the same sort of point, however: a disagreement between two
top grammarians over whether certain words are ‘similar’.’> These facts, I
think, lead directly to the conclusion that Crates and Aristarchus were cited
in an argument from disagreement (diaphionia). And we do indeed have
evidence of such an argument in Varro.

At 9.111-12 Varro responds to ‘the last’ point in the previous book:

de eo quod in priore libro extremum est, ideo non es<se> analogia<m>, quod
qui de ea scripserint aut inter se non conveniant aut in quibus conveniant ea
cum consuetudinis discrepent verbis, utrumque <est leve>: sic enim omnis repu-
diandum erit artis, quod et in medicina et in musica et in aliis multis discrepant
scriptores; item in quibus conveniunt in scriptis, si etiam repudiat natura: quod ita
ut dicitur, non sit ars, sed artifex reprehendendus, qui <dici> debet in scribendo
non vidisse verum, non ideo non posse scribi verum. (112) qui dicit hoc monti
et hoc fonti, cum alii dicant hoc monte et hoc fonte, sic alia quac duobus modis
dicuntur, cum alterum sit verum, alterum falsum, non uter peccat tollit analogias,
sed uter recte dicit confirmat; et quemadmodum is qui [cum] peccat in his verbis,
ubi duobus modis dicuntur, non tollit rationem cum sequitur falsum, sic etiam
in his <quae> non [in] duobus dicuntur, si quis aliter putat dici oportere atque
oportet, non scientiam tollit orationis, sed suam inscientiam denudat.

About the last argument in the preceding book, that there is no analogy because
either those who have written about it do not agree with one another or the things
on which they agree differ from the words in common usage, both points <are
negligible>. For in this way all the kinds of expertise will have to be rejected, since in
medicine, music and many other arts writers are in disagreement; the same holds
for what they agree on in their writings, if nature rejects it, since, as one says, it
is not the expertise which should be blamed, but the expert, who should be said
not to have seen the truth when he wrote, but [it should] not for that reason

5% The close relation between these two arguments of the Roman anti-analogists is also shown by the
fact that Varro’s answer to the criticism of Aristarchus for saying that ‘Melicertes’” and ‘Philomedes’
were not alike is said (9.92) to have been given by him already in 9.39’s reflections on different types
of wool, which can only be seen to be dissimilar if one takes their effeczus (‘performance, effect’:
Apulian wool lasts longer than Gallic) into account (at 9.92-3 one example is of two apples which
look but do not taste the same); 9.39 does not mention Melicertes and Philomedes, but it follows a
mention of the demand that case forms be inflected from A and B (9.38) and it precedes a treatment
of whether the sound or meaning is the locus of similarity in words (9.40). The nominative-vocative
problem comes up at 43, but without mention of the different kinds of wool.
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[be said] that the truth cannot be written down. (112) As for one who says monti
and fonti [in the ablative], while others say monte and fonte, and similarly other
words which are said in two ways, if one is true and the other false, it is not the
case that the one who errs destroys analogies, while the one who speaks correctly
confirms them. And just as he who errs in these words where they are said in two
ways does not destroy rationality when he follows what is false, so too in those
[which] are not said in two ways, if someone thinks they should be said differently
than they ought, he does not destroy the science of speech, but exposes his own
lack of scientific knowledge.

The final argument answered in this passage fell into two parts, the
first of which is quite clear, while the second is more obscure. The first
part was a straightforward argument from disagreement, such as one finds
frequently in Sextus Empiricus.” Of course, Varro does not state here
what the disagreement was about or who the parties to it were, but we
are, I think, safe in assuming that its meat was our two problems about
determining whether names were similar, and the disagreeing parties were
Crates and Aristarchus. Because these grammarians disagreed about the
assignment of similarity to words, analogy does not exist. The second part
argues that even where analogists agree with one another they disagree with
common usage. This is perhaps a further argument from disagreement, not
among the experts this time, but between the experts and everyone else.
Perhaps it was an argument ‘from the results’: all the analogists agree to
speak thus, but as that is different from common usage, all they will reap
from their science is ridicule.”* The response is that neither argument is
valid: writers about all fields of expertise disagree with one another, but
that does not mean that they all have no basis; in the same way, if such
writers agree with one another, but nature rejects their conclusions, that
does not mean that the expertise is wrong; rather, it is the particular writer
or artifex who is at fault: he made a mistake, but the expertise itself could
eventually find the correct answer. The uses of consuetudo and natura here
are noteworthy. It is not clear why it should count as an argument against
the analogists that they agree in recommending word forms which are at

53 ‘Disagreement’ was the first of the ‘five modes’ leading to the suspension of judgement offered by
Agrippa (D.L. 9.88; S.E., RH. 1.164—5). It involves a problem disagreement about which causes irres-
oluble dissension of philosophers with one another or with laymen (e.g. PH. 1.90). Such dissension
should cause the sceptic to suspend judgement on the point at issue, although Sextus may use it as
evidence of the non-existence of a science or of its futility.

Sextus divides his proof of the futility of orthographical science into an argument from ‘disagreement’
and one ‘from the results’ (M. 1.170, 173). In the former, it ‘seems vain because of disagreement, since
the experts quarrel and will go on quarrelling with one another forever, thinking the same word
should be spelled in this way or that way’. In the latter, the fact that the same word is understood
whether it is spelled {uiAiov or auiAiov (‘scalpel’) shows that orthography is a useless expertise.

“
X
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odds with common usage, since ex hypothesi this possibility has always been
present in their practice: presumably something like exposure to general
ridicule is at issue, as in S.E. M. 1.178 and 195, and Varro himself discusses
who can use analogical word forms safely and under what circumstances
(9.4—6). While it is consuetudo which the anti-analogist had said was at
variance with the analogists’ prescriptions, the analogist says that narura
rejects the false conclusions of experts in the various sciences, and this
reflects his own standpoint: expertise should be based on and agree with
the nature of things.” The response that even if grammarians are wrong,
that fact does not destroy analogy is pretty poor: it requires us to take the
ability of the expertise to get things right eventually on faith, although the
principles of the expertise might be entirely wrong, and it would never
improve, or the subject-matter might be unsuitable to an expertise.

The point made in 112 is linked to this last observation only by the idea
that the individual, not the expertise, is at fault: one who chooses the false
one of two word forms does not destroy analogy, but one who chooses the
correct one strengthens analogy; thus, one who does not use the only form
which is in use but employs a different one does not destroy the expertise,
but merely shows his own ignorance. The errant speaker in each case uses
the wrong word form out of sheer ignorance, which says nothing against
the rule-governed nature of language, while the correct speaker reinforces
analogy by adding to its base of correct usage.” This is related to arguments
in 8.66 and 9.90. In the former, the anti-analogists observe that if there is
analogy there ought not to exist alternative case forms of the same word,
such as montes fontes and montis fontis. The latter answers the criticism that
names with two forms, such as Alemaeus and Alemaeo, may be declined now
starting from one form, now from the other: this is not a problem with
analogy itself, but with careless speakers who mix their declensions and do
not follow one set of analogies. At 112 Varro has taken examples of a general
point made by the anti-analogists, that phenomena exist which ought not
to exist, if there is analogy, and combined them to make a final argument
which does not address the final argument of the opponent, but rather
the general tenor of his argumentation. Each of the related passages (8.66,
9.90) directly precedes a discussion of the disagreements between Crates

5 This corrects Blank 1998: xxxix. Note the opposition of usage and nature in 9.57, 58 and 62.

56 Tt is possible that Varro means rather that one errs as a result of a calculation of analogy, incorrectly
plumping for the wrong one of two forms in the first case and inappropriately correcting usage in
the second. The fact that one man is said to ‘think’ that words found in only one form in general
usage ‘should be said differently than they ought’ seems to indicate a principled choice; but the
parallel passages point in the opposite direction.
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and Aristarchus (8.67 and 9.91), thus confirming that these disagreements
were indeed the basis of the argument from disagreement which was at the
heart of the final argument of book 8.

Once again, if this is so, then the conclusion is inescapable that Crates
and Aristarchus were both cited by Varro and his source as representatives
of analogy. This is what we should expect from Sextus Empiricus’ treatment
of the kinds of grammar (M. 1.44): ‘Used in the particular sense it is the
complete grammar worked out by the followers of Crates of Mallos and of
Aristophanes and Aristarchus.’

What, then, of the opening of book 9?:

9.1 (F 104 Broggiato): < . . . insignis eorum est error qui malunt quae>’7 nesciunt
docere quam discere quae ignorant: in quo fuit Crates, nobilis grammaticus, qui
frecus Chrysippo, homine acutissimo qui reliquit peri anomalias 11 libros,”* contra
analogian atque Aristarchum est nixus, sed ita, ut scripta indicant eius, ut neutrius
videatur pervidisse voluntatem, quod et Chrysippus de inaequabilitate cum scribit
sermonis, propositum habet ostendere similes res dissimilibus verbis et dissimiles
similibus esse vocabulis notatas, id quod est ver[bJum, et [cum] Aristarchus, de
aequabilitate cum scribit ei<us>de<m>, verborum similitudinem qua[ru]ndam
<in> inclinatione[s] sequi iubet, quoad patiatur consuetudo.

< ... they commit a great error who prefer> to teach what they do not know
than to learn that of which they are ignorant. In this error was Crates, a noble
grammarian who, relying on Chrysippus, a razor-sharp man who left three books
On Anomaly, opposed analogy and Aristarchus, but in such a way, as his writings
indicate, as not to appear to have fully understood what either man wanted. For
when Chrysippus writes about the inconsistency of speech, he intends to show
that similar things are denoted by dissimilar words and dissimilar things by similar
words, which is true; and when Aristarchus writes about its consistency, he bids us
follow a certain similarity of words in flexion, as far as common usage allows.

Varro treats Chrysippus as an advocate of analogy, as he was also an advo-
cate of etymology: in 5.9, Varro says that he has studied at the lamp not only
of Aristophanes, but also of Cleanthes; in 6.2, Chrysippus and Antipater are
mentioned along with Aristophanes and Apollodorus; in 10.59, Chrysip-
pus is cited as a witness in favour of the evidently analogist procedure of
correcting corrupt forms of nouns from other forms, singulars from plu-
rals, or nominatives from oblique cases. Aristarchus is certainly treated as
an analogist. Our passage, however, leaves it quite unclear what Crates’
position was. He is said not to have understood Chrysippus’ position on
anomaly, which I doubt, or Aristarchus’ on analogy, which also seems rather

57 The initial lacuna was not very long; its end is here filled exempli gratia after Boot 189.4.
58 Spengel: Jei libri MS; but the book listed in D.L. 7.192 had four books.
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improbable. I have argued that Crates may have advocated the application
of analogy in places where Aristarchus did not, even if it seems that it was
Aristarchus who criticised Crates, rather than vice-versa. This might have
led to Varro’s interpretation that Crates did not understand that Aristarchus
wanted to follow analogy only as far as common usage allowed, i.e. that
he was against Chrysippus’ version of analogy, and this is perhaps what
lies behind ‘opposed analogy and Aristarchus’. The beginning of this pas-
sage is lost, but the state of the manuscript gives reason to believe that not
very much is missing, as the page contains twenty-three lines instead of
the usual thirty-nine and traces of the title used to be visible on it. Given
the final argument of book 8, which I have just discussed, perhaps the
defence in book 9 opened with a warning that Crates cannot be used as
a counter-example to Aristarchus, since he understood neither him nor
Chrysippus.

Finally, we come to the question of the nature of Varro’s anti-analogical
arguments. As I noted earlier, these are unlikely to come from a grammatical
source, since they say that grammatical investigation which goes beyond
noticing how one’s neighbours speak is a waste of time (8.27). This, however,
is exactly the view of Sextus Empiricus (M. 1.50, 176, 191-3), as it is of the
Epicureans who serve as the source of many of his arguments in M. 1-6.
The emphasis on getting the utility out of correct speech and on not doing
anything which works against that, however, when examined with an eye
on Sextus” distinction between his own sceptical approach and that of
the Epicureans — who argue, as Varro says he will do in book 8, that the
analogical expertise is neither an expertise nor useful — indicates that Varro’s
anti-analogist may have been an Epicurean.”” The Epicureans, of course,
taught that there was no ars dicendi or art of speaking (Cicero, Academica
Posteriora 1.5, a passage put into the mouth of Varro). Philodemus states
that there is no expertise of Hellenism such as the orators claim to have,
and he cites various definitions of Hellenism in what appears to be an
argument from disagreement to prove his point (Rbetoric 4, PHerc. 1423
cols. 11.4-12.13). The same conclusion is also urged by the anti-analogist’s
confinement of the virtues of speech to clarity and brevity (8.26). Epicurus
is said to have made clarity the sole virtue of style (D.L. 10.13 = fr. 54
Usener), and we are told that a goal in the refinement of languages was that
indications should become less ambiguous among themselves and should
be signified more briefly (D.L. 10.75). This also agrees in the main with
what Sextus says, perhaps from his Epicurean source (M. 1.194): ‘Hence,

59 For Epicurean elements in Varro, see Dam 1930: 49-52.
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if Hellenism too has won acceptance for two main reasons, the clarity
(saphéneia) and the ease (proseneia) of what it designates (for following
upon these, speaking metaphorically, emphatically, and according to the
rest of the tropes have been added from outside), then we shall investigate
from which those qualities are more likely to arise, whether from common
usage or from analogy, so that we can side with it %

Thus, Varro’s source was an empiricist work, possibly that of an Epi-
curean. I think it is clear that Crates’ role in that work was parallel to that
of Aristarchus, as one of two great grammarians whose disagreement on the
application of analogy in flexion was used to discredit the entire analogical
enterprise. As to the way in which the two disagreed, there are two possi-
bilities. Aristarchus, Varro says, thought that analogical word forms should
be used, to the extent that common usage permits. Perhaps, then, Crates
thought that analogical formations, while they have their use, ought to be
substituted for the forms of common usage in even fewer situations than
did Aristarchus. I have argued for a stronger alternative: Crates thought
that analogical forms ought to be substituted for forms in common use.
Whichever of these is true, Crates was an advocate of grammatical science
and thus miles away from the anti-analogist advocate of LL 8.

6 ‘Ease’ seems to refer to the acceptability of an utterance, its failure to occasion offence or ridicule:
see Atherton 1996: 2523, Blank: 1998: 222-3. At other points Sextus says language should be: clear
and accurate (176) or correct (192).



CHAPTER 8§

The Stoics on fallacies of equivocation

Susanne Bobzien

The Stoics extensively discussed logical paradoxes and fallacies, both of
which they would call sophisms (copiouata). They wrote numerous books
on the paradoxes of the Liar and the Sorites, which today — again — are
the subject of extensive research; they investigated a number of paradoxes
and fallacies that are based on puzzles connected with demonstratives,
identity, presuppositions and ambiguities, and there are still many questions
unanswered about their treatment of each of these. In this paper I take up
the Stoic treatment of sophisms or fallacies which contain ambiguities,
more precisely which contain an ambiguous word which is responsible
for there being a fallacy. In modern terms, these are lexical, as opposed
to grammatical or structural, ambiguities, and this kind of fallacy is often
called ‘fallacy of equivocation’," although we cannot assume that the Stoic
understanding of such ambiguities fully coincides with any modern ones.
The Peripatetics called such fallacies fallacies of homonymy, and the Stoics
are likely to have called them fallacies of homonymy in single words.”
The Stoic discussion of this type of fallacies has been written upon with
fruitful results by several scholars, but the precise nature of the Stoic view
is still a matter of debate. In this paper, I try to sort out the difficulties for
an interpretation of the Stoic treatment of such fallacies based on lexical
ambiguities, compare it with Aristotle’s treatment of this type of sophisms,
and explore what we can learn from it about Stoic theory of logic and
language.

I THE EVIDENCE

The central text for the Stoic treatment of fallacies of homonymy is a
passage from Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. As there are
! Contrasted with ‘fallacy of amphiboly’ as a name for fallacies of syntactic ambiguity. Hence the title of

this paper. The modern names ultimately go back to Aristotle’s distinction in the Sophistical Refutations

between Tapadoyiopos Tapd TNV duwvupiov and Tapadoyiouds Tapd THY duiBoAiav.
> Cf. Simpl. Caz. 24.5-6; Galen, De Soph. 13.4—6 (dv T0is &TrA0(S), see also Arist. SE ch. 19.
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several ways of translating the text which correspond to several different
interpretations, and since to find the best interpretation of the text is one
of the goals of this paper, I will refrain from giving a translation here, but
rather present the Greek text together with an English paraphrase which
leaves open most of the interpretative problems. As the ambiguous word on
which the fallacy turns (&v8peios) has no ambiguous equivalent in English,’
in order to preserve the ambiguity, I will list its two meanings thus: {for
men/manly}. The reader is then asked to imagine that this is oze word
which has those two meanings.

(1) 810 kai &v Tols Tap Spwvupiav cUAAoYlopols floux&ewy ol SioAekTikol
TapakeAevovTal, (2) €ws &v & GAAo onuaivduevoy O EpwTdV PeTay &y
1O dvopa. (3) olov, & Tis EpwTd € & xiTo@wv &vdpeios, €l TUxol &vdpeios
@V, ouyxwpnodueba. (4) k&v Epwthon e 6 &vdpeios elyuyos, kai ToUTo
ouyxwpnooueda, &Anbes yap. (5) el 8¢ ouvaydyn &T1 6 X1 TV &pa eUyuyos,
(6) tvtaUfa Ty Spwvupiav ToU &vdpeiou SiooTeidacbon (7) kai Sei€on [Thv
&vdpeiav fiyouv Thv edyuyiav] 6T1 &AAws uév &l ToU X1TdVOoS, EAAwS 8¢ &Tri
ToU Thv &vdpeiaw éxovTos AéyeTal. (Simpl. Cat. 24.9-21)

(1) This is why the logicians advise <us> to be silent in the case of syllogisms based
on a homonymy. (2) In such syllogisms, at some point the questioner transfers
the ambiguous word to another signification. (3) For example, if someone asks
whether the garment is {manly/for men}, if it happens to be {manly/for men},
we will concede this. (4) And if he asks whether being {manly/for men} is being
courageous, we will concede this, too, for it is true. (5) But if he infers that the
garment is therefore courageous, (6) <they advise us> to separate the homonymy
of the word ‘{manly/for men}’ (7) and show [manliness, that is courage] that it is
said or intended in one way in the case of the garment, in another in the case of
the one who has manliness.

This passage has given rise not only to a number of different interpreta-
tions, but also to some puzzlement. In order to be able to produce a fully
satisfactory interpretation and dissolve the difficulties, I start with a brief
set of comments on the text, before looking at the philosophical issues it
involves. The context of the passage is Simplicius’ commentary on Aristo-
tle’s definition of homonymy at Categories 1ar—2. The problem Simplicius
discusses is why, if the topic of the Caregories is meaningful speech, not
things, Aristotle talks about things which share a name (homonyms) rather

3 Common devices to get around this difficulty are substituting the Greek example by a suitable English
ambiguous word with a different meaning, or choosing for each occurrence the meaning that is (most
likely to be) intended by speaker or listener. Either practice prevents us from an adequate analysis
of the text, hence I introduce my — admittedly — awkward nomenclature. (Atherton 1993: 420-1,
leaves the word &v8peios untranslated; Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 2289, translate &v8peios by ‘manly’
throughout, presumably in the hope that it is close enough to its second meaning ‘for men’.)
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than, as one would expect, expressions with a multiplicity of significations
(homonymies). The ‘logicians” are somehow invoked to testify that it is pri-
marily things, and not words, that generate homonymies.* Of course we
have no reason to assume that this was the original purpose of the Stoic
argumentation reported by Simplicius.’

(1) &v Tols Toap’ Spwvupiaw ouANoylopoils fiouydielv oi SioAekTiKol

TTOPAKEAEUOV T

* of SiahekTikoi: ‘the logicians’, ‘the dialecticians’: Simplicius simply
calls the philosophers at issue logicians (or dialecticians). However,
there can be little doubt that these logicians were Stoics.® The ter-
minology is Stoic, the method suggested for dealing with the fallacy
seems to be Stoic, and most importantly, the example of a simple
homonymy we get, that &v8peios can be said of a shirt and of a man
in different meanings, is exactly the one we obtain in Galen’s list of
Stoic ambiguities.

* Spwvupic: ‘homonymy’: homonymies are the second and third types
of ambiguities in Galen’s list of Stoic types of ambiguities (Gal. De
Soph. 13.4—7 Gabler, 22 Ebbesen). At issue in our passage is homo-
nymy in single words’,” a class in which fall terms that are homo-
nymous in isolation.

* ouMoyiopol: ‘syllogisms’ it is odd that Simplicius (or his source)
calls these fallacies syllogisms. For syllogisms are, for Aristotle and the
Peripatetics as well as for the Stoics, valid arguments, whereas validity
should at least be doubtful in the case of fallacies. There is of course
the possibility that the Stoics considered fallacies of equivocation as
valid but unsound syllogisms.® More likely, cuAAoy1opof is not part
of the excerpt from the Stoics, but Simplicius’ doing. Perhaps this is
just carelessness on the part of Simplicius, writing ‘syllogism’ instead
of ‘sophism’.”

4 Simplicius may here confound, to his advantage, the common Stoic use of Tp&ypara for things
signified (roughly meanings) with the Aristotelian and early Peripatetic use of p&ypata for things.
As rightly pointed out by Atherton 1993: 420 n.14.

So also shown by Atherton 1993: 421-2.

For the Stoic distinction between homonymy in single words (or ‘in simples’, dpwvupia év Tois
&mAols) and homonymy in compounds (Spwvupia év Tois ouvéTtois) see Galen, De Soph. 13.4-6
and Atherton 1993: 273—7.

There is a Stoic classification that allows for fallacies that are in fact valid (D.L. 7.44, cf. also S.E.
PH. 2.229); but I doubt that the one at issue here belongs in that class.

It is possible that — when disregarding the possibility of ambiguity — the Peripatetics considered the
linguistic form of the fallacy as a valid form of syllogistic (in a wider sense). Alternatively, ‘syllogism’
could have been used in the sense of apparent syllogism by Simplicius. For Aristotle writes, at SE
171b18-19: ddoTE & Te TPl TEOVSE PoIvdUEVOS CUANOYIoUOS EPIOTIKOS AOYOS.

© N o -
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* mrapakelevovtal: ‘they recommend’, ‘they prescribe’, ‘they advise™:
this choice of term, that the logicians recommend a particular strategy,
shows that we are in the context of dialectical discourse. Advice is given
how to ‘play’ the dialectical ‘game’. So, strictly, this passage does not
tell us how the Stoics produce a solution (AUo1s) in the case of fallacies
of homonymy, although from their recommendation we will be able
to venture a good guess what such a solution would have looked like.

o floux&Gew: ‘keep quiet, ‘fall silent’: what exactly is meant by this
expression in this sentence and what its scope is, are matters of con-
troversy. | discuss these questions below in section 7.

(2) o5 &v &7 EAAO onuaIvOuevoy O Epw TV HETXY &y TO dvoua

* £us: There are three ways of reading this conjunctive expression, and
they each lead to different kinds of interpretation of the text: we can
either read it as meaning ‘until’, or as ‘while’ / ‘at the point when’, or
as ‘as long as’. More is said on this in section 7.

* onuaivduevov: ‘that which is signified’, ‘signification’, ‘meaning’: this
could be Stoic terminology, in which case it refers to what they called
‘sayables’ (AexT&), in this case a predicate, which is an incomplete
sayable (D.L. 7.63). Alternatively, onuoivéuevov simply refers to ‘that
which is signified’, in a philosophically neutral sense, as used by logi-
cians in the second century Ap and later, including Peripatetics. (There
is an ongoing debate in particular regarding Aristotelian philosophy,
whether words like onuaivépevov may ever be translated as meaning.
Since it is natural in the context of ambiguity of expressions to talk
about the several meanings of a term, and since the Stoic sayables can
in a wide sense be considered as meanings, I will talk about the two
meanings of an expression, etc. No particular technical slant should
be attached to my use of the word ‘meaning’, though.)

* 6 épwTdV: ‘the questioner’: this expression again shows that a dialec-
tical discourse is at issue. It involves a questioner and an answerer;
the former tries to make the latter contradict himself, or get him into
logical trouble otherwise.™

* yeTaydyn: ‘transfers’: some manuscripts have petéyn instead of
weTaryryn. Which reading is preferable depends on the overall inter-
pretation of the passage one chooses. (See below section 7.) Kv has
gmory &y, which makes less sense.

1% See e.g. Smith 1997, the introduction, for a good discussion of dialectical discourse and dialectical
games.
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* The exact meaning of the whole clause (2) can only be given later. But
a translation such as ‘the questioner transfers the word to a different
meaning’ will prove adequate. In any event, we can infer from (2) that
the Stoics held that one word can have more than one signification or
meaning, and that users of the word can — somehow — transfer such
a word from one of its meanings to another.

(3) ofov, & Tis EpwTd €l O X1TCV &vdpeios, el TUxol &vdpeios v,
ouyxwpnodueda

* ofov: ‘for example’: this phrase introduces an example of a fallacy of
homonymy, and how the Stoics advise us to deal with it.

* & Tis épwTd: ‘if someone asks’: again, this shows the dialectical
context.

* 6 1TV &vdpeios: this is the first premiss of the fallacy, if in question
form, though there is in this case in fact no difference in the Greek.
We also obtain the first meaning of the ambiguous word &vdpeios,
namely ‘for men’, ‘of a man’, as used e.g. of clothes.

* ouyxwpnodueda: ‘we will agree’, ‘we will assent’, ‘we will concede’:
the person questioned is asked to ‘concede’ the premiss. cuyxwpeiv is
commonly used to describe public, verbal, explicit, assent to a premiss
or conclusion, in a dialectical discourse, and more generally." I believe
that is the meaning it has in this passage.

(4) x&v gpwTnon € 6 &vdpeios elyuyxos, kal ToUTo ouyXwpnodueda,

&AnBes yap.

* k&v: ‘and if’: this conjunction introduces the ‘asking’ of the second
premiss.

o ¢pootnof: ‘he asks’: again, the terminology is that of the dialectical
game.

* 6 &vdpeios elyuyos: this is the second premiss of the fallacy, and also
brings in the second meaning of the ambiguous word &v8peios, viz.
‘manly’, as in ‘brave’.

(5) €l 8¢ ouvaydyn 6T1 6 1TV &pa elyuyos

* £i 8& ‘but if’: this phrase introduces the conclusion, and its being
drawn by the questioner.

* ouvaydyn: ‘he infers’: cuvéyev is a common Stoic term for drawing
the conclusion of an argument,” but is also used quite generally in
ancient logic.”

" For passages see below note 62. ? E.g. S.E. PH. 2.228, 229; D.L. 7.78.
B3 Alex. AnPr. 2.1, 19.8, 21.28, 22.6, etc.; cf. Arist. Rbet. 1357a8, 1395b25, Met. 1042a3.
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* 51TV Epaetyuyos: This is the conclusion of the fallacy, &pa being
the particle used by the Stoics, and again by ancient philosophers
generally, to indicate thata sentence or a proposition is the conclusion
of an argument.

(6) tvtaUba TV Spwvupiav ToU dvdpeiou SiaoTeidaobal

* évTtaUfa: we can assume either a temporal meaning here, ‘at the very
time’, ‘at this point’, ‘then’, indicating the time at which the fallacious
character and elements of the — apparent — argument are meant to be
uncovered; or something like ‘at this point in the argument’.

* TNV Spwvupiav ToU dvdpeiou SiaoTeidaobal: ‘one must separate the
homonymy of “{manly/for men}” (i.e. distinguish the two mean-
ings of the word): SiaoTeidacban is used elsewhere to indicate the
revealing of the ambiguity of a term."*

(7) xai &ei€an [Tnv &vdpeiov fiyouv ThHv edyuxiow] &1 EAAws pev &mi

ToU Y1TGVOS, EAAWS B¢ €1l ToU TNV &vdpeiav éxovTos AéyeTal.

o kai Bei€au: I assume this here simply means show (as opposed to
prove in a strict sense); the respondent is meant to show up the
double meaning at this point.

* [Tnv &vdpeiav fiyouv Thv edypuyiav]: ‘(manliness, that is, courage]
this has been excised by some editors, and indeed it seems somewhat
superfluous and out of place; it could have been a marginal note
that found its way into the text. Possibly the author of the phrase
thought he had better point out that manliness is the same as (or
implies) courage, in case this wasn’t clear from the fact that being
manly implies being courageous.

o 611 &AAwS pev Etri ToU Y1Tédvos, &AAws B¢ étrl ToU THv &vdpeiav
gxovTos Aéyetan: ‘that it is said/intended in one way in the case of
the garment, in another in the case of the one who has manliness:
this clause can be taken in two ways, at two levels of generality; see
below, section 4.

>

2 THE FALLACY

The — or some — Stoics defined ambiguity (&upiBoAia) as ‘an expression
that signifies two or more things in its common linguistic use and in its
proper senses and in the same linguistic idiom, so that the several things are

4 Cf. S.E. PH. 2.256—57 &mi Tfis 8100ToAf)s TGOV &ppiPoAidv; SiaoTeAhoupévous &upiPorias; 1
BlaoToAT . . . Note also that 8100 TéMw was used for the separation of words by punctuation. Such
separation is essential for solving structural ambiguities, such as those the Stoics called homonomy
of compounds.
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understood simultaneously in this expression’.”” Homonymy (Sucvupic)
is a species of ambiguity, and homonymy in single words (év Tois &rrAois)
is one of two kinds of homonymy.”® Ideally, the ambiguous expression
on which the fallacious character of a fallacy of equivocation is grounded
should satisfy the Stoic definition of ambiguity. In our fallacy, the Greek
word &vpeios, with its two meanings for men’ and ‘manly’ appears to do
so at least when it is considered in isolation. The word has both meanings
in its common linguistic use, i.e. neither is a technical or otherwise unusual
expression; in its proper senses, i.e. not metaphorically; and in the same
linguistic idiom; and it has the meanings at the same time. Moreover, Galen
presents it as paradigm for Stoics ambiguities in single words."”

The Simplicius text allows us to reconstruct the fallacy with some
certainty:

(1) o xrToov &vdpeios.
6 & &vdpeios, elyuyos.
6 1TV &par elyuxos.

This fallacy (as the majority of Greek fallacies) cannot be straightforwardly
translated into English without losing its sophistic character. In order to
retain it, instead of translating the ambiguous expressions, I will list their
two meanings, as indicated in section 1, thus: {for men/manly}, and invite
the reader to imagine that this is one word which has those two meanings.

The garment is {for men/manly}.
But {what/who} is {for men/manly} is courageous.
Therefore, the garment is courageous.

This triplet of sentences is indeed a fallacy, since what seem to be the
premisses appear to be true and to entail the conclusion, which in turn
is clearly false. The fallacy does not have the form of a Stoic syllogism. I
here speak of the linguistic form of the fallacy, i.e. the three grammatical
sentences, and disregard any ambiguities in expressions.” We would get a
fallacy with a linguistic form the Stoics may have accepted as that of a valid
argument by making slight changes:"

5 D.L. 7.62, AéCis SUo 7} Kad TAslova TTpdry paTa onuaivouca AekTIKGS kol Kupias kad kaTd TO
aUTO EBos, o8 &ua T& TAsiova ékdé§aoBan kaTd TauTny THY Aé§wv. For an in-depth discussion
of this definition see Atherton 1993: 135—72. My understanding of the definition owes much to
Atherton.

16 Galen, De Soph. 13.4—7, see above, note 7. 7 Gal. De Soph. 13.4—s5 Gabler, 22 Ebbesen.

18 Although in the Stoic view syllogisms are not linguistic items (see section 3), we recognise their form
in the way they are expressed in language; for this to be possible, the Stoics introduced various kinds
of language regulations.

19 See Atherton 1993: 420, n.15 for a different suggestion.
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(2a) 6 x1TOOV &VBpEiOS. or (2b) & xiTCov &vdpeios.
el Ti &vdpelov, éxeivo ebyuyov. el Tis &vpeios, keivos eUyuyos.
6 1TV &pa edyuyos. 6 1TV &pa YUy os.
The garment is {for men/manly}. The garment is {for men/manly}.
If something is {for men/manly}, it is If someone is {for men/manly},
courageous. that one is courageous.
Therefore, the garment is courageous. Therefore, the garment is courageous.

Or, with the more common order of the sentences that express the
premisses:*°

€l Ti &vdpelov, ékeivo ehyuyov.  or el Tis &vdpeios, ékelvos eUYuyos.
6 8¢ Y1tV &udpeios. 6 8¢ Y1tV &vdpelos.
6 1TV &pa Uy os. 6 1TV &pa edyuyos.
If something is {for men/manly}, If someone is {for men/manly},
it is courageous. that one is courageous.
The garment is {for men/manly}. The garment is {for men/manly}.
Therefore, the garment is courageous. Therefore, the garment is courageous.

This still does not have the exact form of a Stoic indemonstrable argument,”
but there is some evidence that arguments of this form (not fallacies, of
course) were accepted by the Stoics as valid.”* The fallacy can be seen as
an abbreviating reformulation of this argument which would retain the
validity.” We can see why the fallacy was presented as (1) rather than any of
the versions of (2). For in the case of (2), a decision has to be made whether
to use (2a) ‘something’ (i), etc., or (2b) ‘someone’ (Tis), etc. But (2b) would
be understood by a Greek speaker as being clearly about persons, and thus
the lack of connection with the first (simple) premiss would be too obvious;

2% For the Stoics, the order of the premisses did not matter for whether something is a syllogism, and
presumably a valid argument, see Bobzien 1996: 181 (premiss permutation) together with 136 and
152. Nonetheless, customarily the simple premiss would not be placed first in a syllogism.

2! For the Stoic indemonstrables see D.L. 7.79-81, S.E. PH. 2.157-8, and Bobzien 1996: 134—41.

** Cf. Augustine Dial. 111.84—6 (Pinborg) for an example; see also Cic. Faz. 11-15. For Stoic indefinite
conditionals see S.E. M. 11.8, 10, 11; D.L. 7.75 and Bobzien 1999: 155—6.

% See Alex. Top. 8.20—2 for a Stoic example formulated as ‘{What/who} is E is G’ (6 dvamvécov 7).
With manipulation in one direction, the fallacy thus takes on the form of a Stoic valid argument;
with slight modification in another direction, it takes on a form considered valid by the Peripatetics:

This garment is {for men/manly}. This garment is {for men/manly}.
What is {for men/manly} is courageous. All things {for men/manly} are courageous.
Therefore, this garment is courageous. Therefore, this garment is courageous.

This fact is significant insofar as it shows that the fallacy could have been used and been of interest to
both philosophical schools, see also section 6 below. (Interestingly, Alexander in the Zopics passage
just quoted distinguishes between & &varrvéwv ¢fj and the Peripatetic és 6 dvarrvéwv &fy.)
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whereas in the case (2a), the sentence would sound somewhat funny, since
eUpuyos and &vdpeios, which would then have the neuter form eyuyov
and &v8peiov (in the required meaning of ‘manly’), really make sense only
for persons.

By contrast, the formulation in the text, i.e. (1), ‘{What/who} is {for
men/manly} is courageous’ (6 &vdpeios, elyuyos) is on the one hand a
generally accepted ‘synonymous’ linguistic variant of the sense-making ‘If
someone is {for men/manly}, that one is courageous’ (i Tis &vpeios,
ékelvos eUyuyos); and on the other, on superficial reading, seems to pick
up the 6 (‘the’) from 6 1oV (‘the garment’) in the first premiss, so that
there is at least an apparent connection between the premisses. It becomes
clear here that it is essential for the fallacy to work smoothly that the word
for a garment chosen is masculine. In this way the whole argument goes
through with the masculine forms, and its deceptive nature is harder to pin
down. Of course, the main element which makes the argument fallacious
is the ambiguous word ‘{for men/manly}’. But as most good fallacies,
this one, too, employs more than one device to trick the listener. Sometimes
they are cooperative in producing the illusion of soundness or validity, as
in this case; sometimes they seem to be introduced into the sophism to
distract us from the main fallacious element; and the function of some
elements of deception can be interpreted either way.

3 WHAT SORT OF THING THE STOICS THOUGHT A FALLACY
OF HOMONYMY IS

For the Stoics, an argument is a compound of premisses and conclu-
sion. Premisses and conclusion are assertibles or propositions (&§iwpaTo),
and as such incorporeal entities.”* They are things signified (or significa-
tions, onpaivopeva). Premisses and conclusion are expressed in meaningful
sentences. Thus, we may assume that the three sentences

‘If it is day, it is light’, ‘It is day’ and ‘Tt is light’
express the three assertibles or propositions

IF IT 1S DAY, IT IS LIGHT, IT 1S DAY and IT IS LIGHT.
When such sentences are meant to express an argument (a compound
of premisses and conclusion) the Stoics usually indicate this further by
particles as follows

4 They have, however, in principle the ability to change their truth-value and modal properties over
time. See Bobzien 1999: 936, 117.
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‘If it is day, it is light’, ‘But it is day’, “Therefore, it is light.”

These sentences, taken together, express a Stoic first indemonstrable
syllogism. What then is the relation between arguments and fallacies, and
what is a fallacy in the Stoic view? The Stoics classify the discussion of
fallacies under logic, i.e. that part of dialectics (810AekTikn)) that deals with
the things signified. On the other hand, ambiguities are discussed in that
part of dialectics that is concerned with language, utterances or speech
(pwvn). From this fact alone, we can surmise that the Stoic treatment of
fallacies of ambiguity draws on both these parts of dialectics.

As Atherton rightly emphasises,” a fallacy of homonymy cannot be (just)
an argument, as an argument on its own cannot be fallacious for reasons
of ambiguity. For arguments, being at the level of sayables and assertibles,
cannot contain ambiguities, whereas the fallacies we are interested in here
are fallacies based on ambiguity. So the fallacy must comprise both elements
from the level of meanings or things signified and linguistic elements. It
arises as a result of incongruities between the two, which are made use of
in a cunning way by the designer or proponent of the fallacy.

Odur fallacy, for instance, comprises at least the assertibles that THE GAR-
MENT IS FOR MEN, that WHAT?® IS MANLY IS COURAGEOUS, that
THE GARMENT IS MANLY, that THE GARMENT IS COURAGEOUS,
and the argument THE GARMENT IS MANLY, BUT WHAT IS MANLY
IS COURAGEOUS, THEREFORE THE GARMENT IS COURAGEOUS.
It comprises the sentences ‘the garment is {for men/manly}’, ‘<but>
{who/what} is {for men/manly} is courageous’, and ‘<therefore> the
garment is courageous’, and it comprises them in that order, so that they
have the appearance of expressing an argument. This complex of meaning
items and linguistic items is a fallacy, because it gives, at least at superficial
perusal, the impression of being a bit of language expressing a valid and
sound argument, but in fact is not. (Naturally, one can discuss sayables and
arguments only when they are clad in language; there is no other option.
Hence, in principle, ambiguities are always a possibility, and consequently,
so are fallacies.)

From a Stoic perspective, fallacies of homonymy thus straddle the realm
of meaning and the realm of linguistic expression; however, they also involve
the realm of pragmatics. They are the result of an interplay between the
first two, based on contingent facts about language (ambiguities), and the
intentional use’” of linguistic items to express meaning items in such a way

%5 Atherton 1993: 413. 26 Or ‘who’, see previous section.
*7 Possibly, initially the use is unintentional.
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that they appear to represent validity and soundness, but in fact do not.*
Hence they also essentially involve a pragmatic component: a fallacy will
only exist if someone has actually formulated and entertained it. (Unlike
Stoic propositions, which, at least in the prevalent interpretation, are there
even when not in use,” for the Stoics, linguistic items only exist when they
are actually used by speakers or writers or thinkers.) Moreover, without the
potential to deceive, they are not fallacies (copicuaTa).’” But being (able
to be) deceived is a psychological disposition that can be reduced neither
to language nor to ‘meaning’.

It does not follow that, for the Stoics, fallacies are ‘tokens’, fleeting occur-
rences in time, temporary complexes of significations (meanings) and lin-
guistic items. For, the Stoics talk about many fallacies as ‘the so-and-so
argument’.”’ Thus, as in the case of arguments, there are tokens of them,
performances of them, if you want, but the fallacies themselves are not just
such tokens, and are not reducible to such tokens or performances. We can
identify the fallacy with its type. But note that this type is an abstraction,
in the same way in which concepts (¢vvonuata), for instance, are abstrac-
tions for the Stoics, and are not something that has the status of a subsisting
entity, as Stoic sayables and assertibles, but are only quasi-somethings.’*

4 THE STOIC ADVICE AND CONTEXTUAL DISAMBIGUATION

Simplicius’ Stoics advise that the answerer concede both premisses, and each
time they give a reason why and when they should be conceded. The justi-
fications why we should concede the premisses are most interesting. In the
case of the first premiss, we are told to consent to the proposition expressed

% The Stoics seem also to have allowed for sophisms that are valid, but do not appear to be, cf. S.E.
PH. 2.229, but our fallacy does not belong to this special group.

* The mode of being there of Stoic propositions (assertibles) is that they subsist (UpioTacBo); they

resemble Frege’s thoughts or Carnap’s propositions in that respect. For the prevalent interpretation

see e.g. Frede 1994a, Schubert 1994: ch. 1, Barnes 1999: 211, Bobzien 1998: 21-6.

T use ‘fallacy’ as translation of the Greek cé@iouc; the meaning of the latter does not entirely coincide

with the meaning of ‘fallacy’ as used in contemporary English.

Thus the Stoics talk about the Idle argument (&pyds Adyos, Origen Cels. 342.62—3), the Master

argument (kupteUcov Adyos, Epict. Diss. 2.19.1), the Liar arguments (yeuBopévol Adyot, D.L. 7.196),

the Little-by-little argument (6 Trapd pikpdv Adyos, D.L. 7.197) or Sorites, all of which they consider

sophisms, and they talk generally about intractable arguments (&mropot Adyor, D.L. 7.82). There is

a problem here, as strictly speaking, for the Stoics even Adyos, i.e. argument, would be an incorrect

description, as a fallacy is not occurring at the level of arguments, but at the level of the relation

between linguistic expressions and propositions. Still, they may have called the fallacies so-and-so

arguments because they were known under those names before the Stoics tried their hands at them;

or alternatively, ‘argument’ is used in the loose sense of ‘apparent argument’.

32 Cf. Stob. 1.136.21-137.6.
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in the sentence ‘the garment is { manly/for men}’, if the garment happens
to be {manly/for men}. From this we learn the following: the expression
‘the garment’ is used demonstratively in the argument; the assumption is
that the premiss is true if ‘the garment’ (together with an act of pointing)
is used to ‘demonstrate’, or refer to, a garment that is { manly/for men}. At
first sight, this is just an application of the Stoic truth-criterion for definite
propositions as we find it in Sextus Empiricus.” But there is more to it.
The assumption that the premiss is true if the garment is {manly/for men}
allows us to infer that the Stoics understand the meaning of the expression
‘{manly/for men}’ in this premiss to be ForR MEN. (For the proposition
that THE GARMENT 1S MANLY would never be true, and at the level of
truth, which is the level of sayables and propositions, there is no room for
ambiguity.)’* Thus there is, at the time when the first premiss is requested,
only one proposition expressed by the sentence ‘the garment is { manly/for
men}’, and that is that THE GARMENT WHICH IS DEMONSTRATED
1S FOR MEN.” Possibly, the Stoics also thought that only this one proposi-
tion was intended by speaker and listener; however, this is a different point.
Which proposition or propositions are expressed by a sentence appears to
be in principle independent of speaker and listener intention.

The case of the second premiss is even more straightforward. We are
advised to concede the second premiss ‘because it is true’. Now the sentence
‘{who/what} is {manly/for men} is courageous’ can be used to express a
truth only if the expression ‘{manly/for men}’ has the meaning maNLy.
Thus the Stoics assume — at least for the purpose of treating the fallacy —
that the sentence, when asked, is not ambiguous,36 and hence that the word
{manly/for men}’ qua being used in the sentence is not ambiguous.’” We
can take it that the premiss would count as a true Stoic conditional,’® and
thus that — unlike in the case of the first premiss — its truth-value is not
context- or time-dependent. Again, speaker and listener intention were

33 S.E. M. 8.100, on dplopéva &§impaTa. 34 See previous section.

% This is worth noting on its own, but also because Aristotle’s position on this point is different, see
below section 6.

36 Tam not sure whether the Stoics would call a whole sentence ‘ambiguous’ (&uiBoAos), if it contains

an ambiguous expression that is not disambiguated by its linguistic context (for examples see section

8 below), or whether they would reserve the term ‘ambiguity’ for the largest phrase in such a sentence

that can be taken in more than one way. If the latter, a more careful formulation, such as ‘the sentence,

when and as being asked, does not contain an ambiguity’, may be preferable.

The word ‘{manly/for men}’ as used in the sentence is not such that ‘several things are understood

simultaneously in this’ word, and thus does not satisfy the Stoic definition of ambiguity preserved

at D.L. 7.62, for which see section 2 above.

It would be what the Stoics called an indefinite conditional, see above note 22. For their truth-

conditions see Bobzien 1999: 112-13.
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likely to be taken to coincide, this time in their both intending the meaning
MANLY; again, it does not follow that for the Stoics it depends on the
speaker or listener intention what proposition is expressed by the premiss
sentence.

This treatment of the two premisses by the Stoics suggests that they
endorsed an interesting theory of ambiguity. One way of describing it would
be that they assume that context disambiguates. In order not to misinterpret
the Stoics here, it is useful to make the following distinction. When I say
‘the context disambiguates’ I mean by this an entirely non-psychological,
non-mental fact: whereas an expression or phrase considered on its own, out
of context or without a context, linguistic or otherwise, may be ambiguous
in the Stoic understanding, when it is used in a certain kind of context
(e.g. a context in which one of two meanings clearly produces a truth, the
other clearly a falsechood, and the context ensures that a true statement
is intended), it is no longer ambiguous in that sense. It is no longer the
case that ‘several things are understood simultaneously in this’ expression
or phrase. From this ‘disambiguation by context’ I wish to distinguish ‘the
mental process of disambiguation by speaker and/or listener’. Such a process
involves that the person at issue runs in their mind (whether they are fully
aware of it or not) through two or more meanings of an expression or clause,
and, e.g. as a result of assessing the context, discards all but one of them;
eliminates all the irrelevant meanings and retains only the relevant one.
These two notions of disambiguation, although they each tend to involve
context, are very different things.

It seems to me borne out by our text that the abstract observation that
context disambiguates was part of the Stoic theory. Thus in Stoic phi-
losophy of language a distinction is required between (i) an ambiguous
expression, which is considered o7 its own to always have simultaneous
semantic multiplicity, and (ii) a sentence uttered at a time # which contains
an ambiguous expression, but which at # may express only one proposition,
and thus involve only one meaning of the expression — despite the fact
that even at ¢ the expression considered on its own has its two meanings. I
assume that the Stoics took most such sentences to express at most times
only one proposition (the same one each time).”” In fact, Augustine, in his
work On Dialectic, provides a distinction similar to this one, which may
well go back to the Stoics:*°

3 Neither (i) nor (ii) require reference to speaker’s intentions.

4° Cf. Ebbesen 1981: 1, 32, Atherton 1993: 289—90; Catherine Atherton has confirmed in conversation
that on page 290, lines 810, in the sentence ‘the second <argument> could also be Stoic’ she refers
to the argument I quote.
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(1) For when it is said that every word is ambiguous, this is said about single
(separate, individual) words. . . . (2) And yet, while every word is ambiguous,
nobody explains the ambiguity of the words with anything but words which once
combined are not ambiguous. (3) For just as, if I were to say ‘every soldier is
two-footed’, it wouldn’t follow from this that a cohort of two-footed soldiers was
therefore two-footed, so when I say that every word is ambiguous, I don’t say
that the sentence or the discourse <is ambiguous>, despite the fact that they are
compounded from those very words.* (Dial. ch. 9)

As context for the argument in sentences (2) and (3) we have to imagine an
opponent of the Stoic view that every word is ambiguous arguing somewhat
as follows: if every word is ambiguous, then you can never disambiguate;
for you disambiguate with words; but they are by assumption all ambigu-
ous. The explicitly stated defence of the Stoic view in sentence (2) is that
disambiguation of a word w is done not by providing a single word for each
meaning of w, but by using a plurality of words compounded into a phrase
or sentence. Underlying this response is the assumption that whole phrases
or sentences, although consisting of nothing but — ambiguous — words, are
themselves not ambiguous, or at least need not be. Sentence (3) uses the
soldier analogy to make the logical point that from the fact that something
is truly predicated of each of a group of individuals it does not follow that
one can truly predicate it of the group as a whole.** Thus, if one can truly
predicate of each word in a phrase or sentence that it is ambiguous, it
does not follow that the group of words as a whole (the phrase or sentence
or discourse) is ambiguous. Pertinent to my argument is the underlying
assumption in this passage that from the fact that an individual word is
ambiguous (has more than one meaning) it does not follow that a whole
sentence or phrase which contains this word is ambiguous (has more than
one meaning). This is similar to what the Simplicius passage implies about
sentences which contain ambiguous words.

However, it follows neither from the Simplicius nor from the Augustine
passage that whenever an ambiguous word or phrase is embedded in a
sentence, it is thereby disambiguated by context. Some linguistic contexts
retain the ambiguity (see also section 8 below). Moreover, presumably for
most sentences a non-linguistic context could be imagined in which the

" Quod enim dictum est omne verbum esse ambiguum de verbis singulis dictum est. . . . (2) Et tamen cum
omne verbum ambiguum sit, nemo verborum ambiguitatem nisi sed iam coniunctis quae ambigua non
erunt explicabit. (3) Ut enim, si dicerem ‘omnis miles bipes est’, non ex eo sequeretur ut cohors ex militibus
utique bipedibus ita constaret, ita, cum dico ambiguum esse omne verbum, non dico sententiam, non
disputationem, quamvis verba ista texantur.

4 For the Stoics on the special status of things that are groups of individuals, including armies, cf.
Simpl. Cat. 214-15, S.E. M. 9.78, 7.102.
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disambiguation by linguistic context is countered or undone, as it were. In
such cases a mental process of disambiguation would be likely to occur in
the listener. However, I am doubtful whether the Stoics thought that there
occurred in cases like our fallacy mental processes in which an elimination of
the irrelevant meanings of the expression at issue takes place. Our evidence is
certainly compatible with the assumption that the Stoics took it that, as long
as there is no strong contextual pressure to the contrary, no such elimination
process takes place, and thus no process of disambiguation, simply because
no more than one meaning ever presents itself to (or is called up by) the
mind. They may have thought that when someone utters the sentence ‘the
garment is {manly/for men}’, in any ordinary circumstances it just means
that the garment is for men, and hence nothing else is considered by either
speaker or listener. Of course this does not rule out that in the course of
an analysis of the sentence out of context, or at some later time, the other
meaning is called up in the mind, and a mental disambiguation process
does occur.

Let us finally look at the Stoic advice concerning the concluding sentence
of the fallacy. At the point when the questioner draws the conclusion and
tries to get the respondent to concede it, too, the respondent is to jib:

(5) But if he infers that the garment is therefore courageous, (6) <they advise us>
to separate the homonymy of the word ‘{manly/for men}’ (7) and show that it is
said/intended in one way in the case of the garment, in another in the case of the
one who has manliness.

Itis not expressly stated, but we can take it for granted that the Stoics do not
want the respondent to concede the conclusion. Rather, at this point, the
respondent is to state that the word ‘{manly/for men}’ is used differently
in each premiss.

The that-clause (671 clause) in (7) can be taken in two ways, at two levels
of generality; a point which may be of philosophical interest. Either, this
clause is short for: (i) ‘that “{manly/for men}” had been taken in one way in
the first premiss, and in another in the second premiss’ —and that hence the
conclusion does not follow. Or, it could be taken more generally: (ii) ‘that
“{manly/for men}”, when said of a garment, generally means one thing
(i.e. for men), and when said of someone who has courage or manliness,
generally means another thing (i.e. manly)’. In that case, (i) is taken to
be implied by this, and thus again, the conclusion has been shown not to
follow. The way the truth of the premisses is meant to be taken for granted
(see above) suggests to me that the second reading is more likely. It tallies
with a theory of ambiguity in which context disambiguates, but in which
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no mental process of disambiguation occurs in ordinary circumstances if
the linguistic context suggests clearly only one meaning.

§ HOW THE STOICS WOULD HAVE SOLVED THE FALLACY

We still need to integrate into our interpretation phrase (2) from the Sim-
plicius passage: ‘the questioner transfers the word to another meaning.
Here we are clearly dealing with mental phenomena. The transfer at issue
is a mental process. In order for it to be possible that such a transfer occurs,
there needs first to be a connection the speaker holds between the word
and one of its meanings, then such a connection between the word and its
other meaning. This connection could be thought of as speaker intention,
in which case what is expressed here is a change of speaker intention.

There are two possibilities as to when this transfer may be thought to take
place. The first is: at the time of the drawing of the conclusion,* the second:
at the time of the asking of the second premiss.** I opt for the first. The
main disadvantage of the second possibility seems to me that interpreted
thus, the phrase does not really contribute anything germane to the way the
Stoics want the fallacy to be dealt with. (For a full discussion of this point
see below section 7.) If we assume that the transfer of the word to another
meaning happens at the point when the questioner draws the conclusion,
we can now make sense of it easily, even though this way of looking at
things is decidedly different from modern philosophy of language. There
are in fact two — parallel — possibilities here:*

(i) At the point when he draws the conclusion, the questioner transfers the
word ‘{manly/for men}’ in the first premiss from the meaning or predicate
FOR MEN to the meaning or predicate MANLY. Why would he do that?
Because in this way, there comes to be a valid argument (not formally, but
still valid, see above section 2). And a conclusion can only be drawn, if the
argument is valid.

We need to distinguish here between the linguistic expression consisting
of the three sentences, and the argument expressed, or the three proposi-
tions expressed. The linguistic expression appears valid (or more precisely,
appears to express a valid argument) all the time — as long as we look at it

4 Adopted by Ebbesen 1981: 1, 31 (‘keep calm until’); Long and Sedley 1987:1, 37S (* “become quiescent”
until’); FDS 1v, frg. 1257 (‘in dem Moment zu schweigen . . . in dem’). But note that Ebbesen and
Long and Sedley on the one hand, and Hiilser on the other, differ in their interpretation of the
meaning of floux&gelv, see below, section 7.

4 Adopted by Atherton 1993: 419—20.

4 This fact is not mentioned by Ebbesen and Atherton, perhaps because it is of no great relevance.
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without considering the possibility of ambiguity of any of its expressions.
However, for the Stoics the bearers of validity are the arguments, not the lin-
guistic expressions thereof, and this point becomes relevant precisely when
there is an ambiguity in the linguistic expression. At the point when the
conclusion is drawn, the first premiss has become a different proposition
(a fourth one), since the word ‘{manly/for men}” has been transferred to
a different predicate. We now have the new — and false — proposition that
THE GARMENT IS MANLY.

(i) Alternatively, at the point when he draws the conclusion, the ques-
tioner transfers the word { manly/for men}’ in the second premiss from the
meaning MANLY to the meaning FOR MEN. Again, there comes to be a
valid argument. Again, for the Stoics, it is not the linguistic expression,
but what it expresses, that is valid. This argument, evidently, is a different
one than in case (i). For now the second premiss has been replaced by a
different proposition (a fifth one).*® This is the — false — proposition that
WHAT IS FOR MEN IS COURAGEOUS.¥

We cannot say which of the premisses the Stoics assumed the questioner
would change. Perhaps they left it open, as it is in the end irrelevant for
the solution of the fallacy. Psychologically, it is more likely to be the first.
For it is further away, temporally, from the drawing of the conclusion, and
hence will be less clear in the listener’s mind.** Whether (i) or (ii) was
what the Stoics had in mind, or whether they thought it did not matter
which, in any event, ar the very moment when the word is transferred to the
other meaning, the respective premiss of the fallacy becomes a false one.
Hence, the conclusion cannot be detached from the premisses, although
the argument under consideration has at that point become a valid one.
The questioner’s hope is of course that the respondent will not be able to
figure this out.

Thus the Stoic theory fits well with the — reasonable — assumption that
in cases of fallacies, while one concentrates on the premisses, the focus is on
the truth of the premisses, while when one draws the conclusion, the focus
switches to the validity of the argument.*” More importantly for the Stoics,
rightly, fallacies based on ambiguity consist not just in the artful choice
and manipulation of words or linguistic expressions. Such fallacies work at

46 The individuation of arguments occurs at the level of propositions (&§icoparTa); and on that level
there is no ambiguity.

47 Or that WHOEVER IS FOR MEN IS COURAGEOUS.

4 Of course, we could switch the premiss sentences round. But as it stands, the fallacy is more likely
to confuse the listener (see above, section 2), hence this order of the premiss sentences is presumably
not a matter of chance.

4 See Tappenden 1993.
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the level of interaction of meaning and expressions. As long as one looks at
the words only, one cannot solve them. As long as one considers solely the
level of meaning, they cannot even occur.”

We now have all the information we need to see how the Stoics would —
presumably — have solved the fallacy. We know that for the Stoics it
would not be sufficient, if the respondent just pointed out that the word
‘{manly/for men}’ in the fallacy is ambiguous; for they, or at least Chrysip-
pus, held that all words are ambiguous.” The explanation that would serve
as solution (AUo15) needs to comprise more than that. Catherine Atherton
has given the following account of it:’*

Suppose that a homonym figures in both of the sentences used to signify the
premisses of an argument and the contents of the remainders of each sentence
ensure that each of the signified propositions will be true if and only if the homonym
has a different sense in each, that appropriate to its context. . . . The signified
argument can be declared false either on the grounds that at least one premiss
of this argument is false, although the argument is concludent, or else on the
grounds that the premisses of this argument are both true, but, thanks to linguistic
expression, (only) appear to have something in common. In the jargon of Stoic
logic, this argument is invalid because it is incoherent: the premisses have nothing
to do with one another . . . But in each case it is a different argument which is
being assessed.

This description of what is going on in fallacies of homonymy of the kind
the Stoics discussed, including our example in Simplicius, seems to me
basically accurate. However, it is what I will call a ‘static’ analysis of the
fallacy, an analysis that looks at the fallacy without considering the factor
of time. In order to capture fully what the Stoics think is going on when
the fallacy is used in a dialectical context, I believe, a ‘dynamic’ analysis is
more helpful. (I will explicate this presently.) For that, we need to expand
the above picture.

In some sense at least, Atherton is clearly correct with her claim that
there are two different arguments underlying the sophism.” In the sense
that from the various propositions entertained at one time or other by one

5¢ If no distinction is made between premisses and sentences that express premisses; between a level
of language at which there is ambiguity, and a level that concerns meaning (whether also linguistic,
as Aristotle does, or incorporeal, as the Stoics think), then it becomes difficult to solve the fallacy,
i.e. to give a satisfactory explanation of what goes wrong in it. It is possible that the Stoics used this
fallacy for more than teaching students to recognise such faulty ways of arguing; they could have
used it to show the necessity to distinguish between such levels.

5" Gellius Noct. Att. 11.12.1 (LS 37N); also pointed out by Ebbesen 1981: 1, 31.

52 Atherton 1993: 414.

53 Or rather, three, depending on which premiss is taken to be false (see above); but the two arguments
with a false premiss would function logically in the same way.
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or the other of the interlocutors two such arguments can be constructed.

However, in the Simplicius passage, the argument is developed over a period

of time, in an interplay between questioner and answerer, and it repays our

effort to investigate when and by whom each argument is entertained. Let
me explain:

* At time t;, when the first premiss sentence is proposed and accepted,
nothing more than the true proposition THE GARMENT IS FOR MEN
is part of the dialectical game. This is the proposition both questioner
and answerer appear to intend.

e At time t,, when the second premiss sentence is proposed and
accepted, either only the true proposition WHOEVER IS MANLY IS
COURAGEOUS is at issue, and seems intended by both questioner and
answerer, or this one together with the proposition proposed at t;, i.e. the
pair of propositions.

* Sometime between t, and t;, when the conclusion THEREFORE THE
GARMENT IS COURAGEOUS is drawn and offered up for approval, the
word ‘{manly/for men}’ is transferred by the questioner to a different
meaning, i.e. the questioner moves from the proposition THE GARMENT
IS FOR MEN to the proposition THE GARMENT IS MANLY.”* As a
result, at time t; this new proposition is in the game, as only in this way
the conclusion can be drawn. And, as the meaning has been transferred,
we can assume the old proposition is now no longer entertained by the
questioner. As one can only draw a conclusion if one has its premisses
present (in some sense), at this point, I assume, the questioner entertains
a whole argument, an argument that is valid, but has one false premiss,
viz. THE GARMENT IS MANLY.

* What is going on on the side of the respondent between t, and t; and at
t;? If he is taken in, which is unlikely in the case of so simple a fallacy
as ours, he also moves to the other meaning, but without being aware
of it. If he is not taken in, we can assume him to resist the move; and
in line with the Stoics’ advice to point out that ‘{manly/for men}’ is
used in two different meanings in the two propositions that make up the
premisses. This suggests that the answerer would not follow the ques-
tioner in his transference of meaning, but would insist on taking the
premisses to be those propositions that have been agreed upon. And in
the two propositions that have been agreed upon, the word ‘{ manly/for
men}’ has different meanings. Thus, for the answerer, the argument
assumed to be under discussion is: THE GARMENT IS FOR MEN. BuT

54 Or the questioner does the same with the second premiss, see above.
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WHOEVER IS MANLY IS COURAGEOUS. THEREFORE THE GAR-
MENT IS COURAGEOUS. This is an argument with two true premisses
and a false conclusion which is invalid for reasons of disconnectedness or
incoherence (81&ptnoats, cf. S.E. M. 8.430) of the premisses.
Thus the following picture arises: the questioner, when drawing the conclu-
sion, switches one of the premisses for another which has the same linguistic
form, and entertains a valid argument with one false premiss. At the same
time his hope must be that the respondent does not notice the transfer-
ence, sticks to his belief that the premisses are both true, as they certainly
were when he agreed to them, and, being befuddled by the appearance of
validity of the fallacy, which it has when the possibility of ambiguity is dis-
regarded, feels he has to agree to the conclusion, and thus has lost the game,
having had to agree to an obvious falsehood. An answerer trained in Stoic
logic, however, will not have been taken in. He knows that linguistically
identical sentences can express different propositions. He will not follow
the questioner in transferring the meaning of one of the premisses halfway
through the argument. He will stick to the propositions he actually agreed
to and will reveal that the argument presented is in fact invalid owing to
disconnectedness of the premisses. Thus the valid but unsound argument
comes in only as a result of the questioner’s illicit procedure of transfer-
ring meaning within the course of argumentation. The argument that is
in fact part of the game, in the sense that its premisses have in fact been
agreed upon by both parties, has true premisses and a false conclusion and
is invalid.

6 COMPARISON BETWEEN ARISTOTLE’S AND THE STOICS’
TREATMENT OF FALLACIES OF HOMONYMY

Aristotle, too, discussed fallacies of equivocation or homonymy, and a com-
parison between his and the Stoic view is instructive. For Aristotle, truth-
bearers, at least those relevant to sophistic discourse, are linguistic items
(Arist. Int. 16a9—11, 16b33—1723). Thus, declarative sentences, and in partic-
ular affirmations and negations, are the entities that are either true or false.
In the context of dialectics, these declarative sentences are the answers to
dialectical questions. For example, if the question is ‘Is animal the genus
of human?’, the possible answers are the affirmative statement ‘Animal is
the genus of human’ and the negative statement Animal is not the genus
of human’. “Yes’ and ‘no’ are abbreviations for the affirmative and nega-
tive answer respectively.” Aristotle also sometimes says that what is said

5% Cf. e.g. Whittaker 1996: 101.
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in a dialectical question is ‘true’ or ‘false’.’® We can assume that what is
(in this sense) said in a question could be expressed by the corresponding
affirmative statement.

In his Sophistical Refutations, in chapter 17, Aristotle has this to say about
fallacies of homonymy:

If nobody ever made two questions into one question, the fallacy based on
homonymy and ambiguity would not have come about, but either a refutation or
no refutation. For how does asking whether Callias and Themistocles are musical
differ from <what one might ask> if both, though being different people, shared
a single name? For if the name signified more than one thing, <the questioner> had
asked more than one question. Now, if it is not right to ask to be given without
qualification one answer to two questions, it is clear that it is not proper to answer
without qualification any homonymous <questions>. (Arist. SE 175b39-176as,
my italics)

Thus, according to Aristotle, if; as in the case of fallacies of homonymy,
we have as a premiss or as conclusion a question sentence that contains an
ambiguous term, the questioner has asked more than one question: two
questions if the term has two significations, three questions if the term has
three significations, etc.”” In Aristotle’s De Interpretatione, chapter 8, we
find a parallel passage, in which the focus is on statements rather than on
questions:

But if one name is given to two things which do not make up one thing, there is

not a single affirmation. Suppose, for example, that one gave the name cloak to

horse and to human being; then ‘a cloak is white’ would not be a single affirmation.

For to say this is no different from saying a horse and a human being is white, and

this is no different from saying a horse is white and a human being is white. So 7f’
these last signify more than one thing and are more than one <affirmation>, clearly
the first also signifies either more than one thing or else nothing (for there is nothing

like a horse-human-being). (Arist. /. 18a18—26, my italics)

As C. W. A. Whittaker has shown nicely, in the De Interpretatione Aris-
totle discusses affirmations and negations insofar as they are relevant for
dialectics.” In the passage quoted, Aristotle discusses cases (which in the
Sophistical Refutations he would classify as cases) of homonymy as they
would occur in dialectics, i.e. in fallacies of homonymy.” This time, as
throughout in De Interpretatione, Aristotle focuses on statements rather
than on questions, but his point is basically the same: in dialectics, in the

56 E.g. Arist. Top. 160a2s.

57 There can be absolutely no doubt that in this passage Aristotle has homonyms in mind — he mentions
them three times — the third time at the end of the section, at 176ars.

8 Whittaker 1996 passim. 59 See the passage from SE just quoted.
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case of declarative sentences that contain what he classifies as homonymies
in the Sophistical Refutations there will be more than one affirmation in
the sentence.®® (This, if the relevant sentence is in the affirmative, other-
wise more than one negation.) Thus for Aristotle, in dialectics, (i) someone
using a homonymous expression in a question sentence asks two questions,
(ii) there are two things said with that question,” and (iii) someone using
an expression that signifies two things in a declarative sentence makes two
statements (two affirmations or two negations).®>

Returning to our fallacy in Simplicius, in Aristotle’s view, the declarative
sentence ‘the garment is {manly/for men}” would hence be more than one
affirmation. The two affirmations can be separated in English as (i) ‘the
garment is for men’ and (ii) ‘the garment is manly’. The sentence would
signify more than one thing (perhaps manliness and for-men-ness; or a
garment that is manly and a garment that is for men).®> The same holds for
questions: the question sentence ‘is the garment {manly/for men}?” would
be more than one question; they could be separated in English as ‘is the
garment for men?’ and ‘is the garment manly?’

Thus, for Aristotle, one declarative sentence is more than one affirma-
tion, one question sentence more than one question. How can this be?
Sentences as well as affirmations and questions are linguistic items, but evi-
dently they must be of different kinds, as they are individuated differently.
We could say that &y uttering one question sentence the speaker asks two
questions; and &y uttering one declarative sentence the speaker makes two
affirmations or affirms two things. (We can think of the sentences as gram-
matical items, the affirmations and negations as statements, the questions
as questions asked.) So we can expect that whenever the questioner offers

60 Whittaker, following Ackrill, believes that the passage quoted does not cover homonyms. But in
the light of (i) the close parallel to the passage quoted from SE (175b39—176as), which explicitly
deals with homonyms, and (ii) the fact that /nz. deals with dialectics, I have no doubts that in /nz.
8 Aristotle intended to cover what in SE he regards to be homonyms as they occur in dialectics.
(I argue this point in more detail elsewhere.) For readers who are wedded to Ackrill’s view, I mention
that for my argument it is sufficient to rely on the passages from SE and 7op.

Cf. also Top. 160a23—9, quoted below.

We can imagine a fallacy put in declarative sentences rather than questions for instance when
someone tries to solve it by himself, at his leisure, without being subjected to questions. Aristotle
mentions this possibility e.g. at SE 175a202.

Unlike Shields 1999: 80—1, n. 8, I take it that in /nz. 8 Aristotle uses the verb ‘to signify’ (18a24, 25)
as follows: that which signifies are affirmations («Utou allows only kaT&paois as antecedent), and
that which is signified by the affirmations are the things referred to by the subject expression in
the affirmation — a horse and a human being, or perhaps a white horse and a white human being.
The sentence ‘a cloak is white’ is then said to either both signify horse and signify human being or
to signify a horse-human-being, which is nothing; and in the first case the sentence contains two
affirmations, in the second no affirmation.

6
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up for consent the premiss-questions of a fallacy of homonymy which have
the same ambiguous expression in either premiss, each time he asks two
questions; and if he stated the argument in non-question form, he would
each time make two affirmations.

Aristotle discusses ways of responding to fallacies of homonymy in his
Sophistical Refutations, chapters 17 and 19. In chapter 19 he begins with
some general remarks about such fallacies:

(1) Now, of the refutations that depend upon homonymy and ambiguity some have
one of the premiss-questions with more than one signified thing . . . e.g. .. . in the
<argument> that the one who knows does not understand <what he knows>
one of the premiss-questions is ambiguous. (2) And that which is said/meant in
two ways is in one case <true> and in the other isn’t; and that which is said/meant
in two ways signifies something that is and something that is not . . . (Arist. SE

177a9-15)

I take it from (1) that for Aristotle a premiss-question is ambiguous if it
is or contains an expression that signifies more than one thing. In (2),
Aristotle seems to pick up on what he said at SE 175b39-176a18 (quoted
above), i.e. that the questioner asks two questions in one, and that the
ambiguous expression has two ‘signified things’ at the same time.** If
we apply Aristotle’s point to the Simplicius fallacy, the piece of speech
‘the garment is {manly/for men}” would be said in two ways, even though
one way is rather non-sensical. It would be true in one case (‘the garment
is for men’), but not true in the other (‘the garment is manly’). It would
signify something that is (perhaps a garment that is for men) and something
that is not (perhaps a garment that is manly).”

Here are then some passages from chapters 17 and 19 of the Sophistical
Refutations and from Topics 8.7, in which Aristotle gives advice on how to
deal with fallacies of homonymy. They also further corroborate the point

64 The first clause of (2) makes sense only if we assume that with the phrase ‘is in one case <true> and
in the other isn’t’ (6T pév . .. 6T¢ & . . ) Aristotle intends the two ways in which the thing is said,
more precisely, these two ways as they are both signified when the premiss-question is uttered. For
only then is it reasonable to say that one is (true), the other isn’t. If Aristotle had meant to use 6¢
pgv . .. 6TE & . . . temporally, to be translated as ‘at one time . . . at another time . . .” or similarly,
then we would have expected him to say that both are <true>: i.e. at one time, in one context, one
of the two things said in the question sentence is (true), at another time, in another context, the
other is (true); that is, that Aristotle would have alerted us to the fact that ambiguous expressions
have different meanings in different contexts. But Aristotle does not say that. Thus 6T¢ pév . . . oT¢
&’. .. must here be used non-temporally to pick out the two things said by the two questions; only
then does what Aristotle says make sense, fit the context, and is true. (Aristotle makes a similar point
at 70p. 160a26, using &l i pév . . . &mi Ti 8. . . ; cf. also Arist. SE 177a21—2; both passages are
quoted below.)

% Or alternatively, maybe, the garment’s being for men and the garment’s being manly?



262 S. BOBZIEN

that he believes that the questioner asks two questions at the same time,
and that with the question sentence two things are said at the same time:

. .. since if someone does not distinguish the <different meanings in the> ambi-
guity, it is unclear whether he has been refuted or has not been refuted, and since,
in the context of arguments, it is granted that he may draw distinctions, it is
evident that if he grants the question without drawing distinctions and without
qualification, this is a mistake. (Arist. SE 175b28-31)

Now, if it is not right to ask to be given without qualification one answer to
two questions, it is clear that it is not proper to answer without qualification any
homonymous <questions>. (Arist. SE 176a3—s)

Now, if one should not give a single answer to two questions, it is evident that in
the case of homonyms one should not say ‘yes” or ‘no’ either; for the one who says
<that> has not given an answer, he just spoke. (Arist. SE 176a14-16)

(continuing the quotation from chapter 19 above] . . . (3) Whenever <that which is
said in several ways> lies in the premiss-questions, it is not necessary to begin by
denying that which is said/meant in two ways; for argument is not for the sake
of this, but through this. (4) At the beginning one should reply concerning that
which is said in two ways, whether it is a word or a phrase, in this way, that in one
sense it is so, and in another not so, (5) for example that speaking of the silent is
possible in one sense but not in another; and that in one sense one should do what
must be done, but not in another; for what must be done is said/meant in several
ways. (Arist. SE 177a18—24)

If <the answerer> understands the question, but it is said in several ways,“° then....
if what is said/meant is in one case false and in the other true, he should indicate
that it is said in several ways, and that in one it is false, in the other true. For if he
makes the distinction only later, it is unclear whether he saw the ambiguity at the
beginning. (Arist. 7op. 160a23—9, my emphasis)

These quotes taken together give us some idea about Aristotle’s view of how
one should respond to fallacies based on homonymy. At least one of the
question sentences (premiss-questions and conclusions-question) contains
an ambiguous expression, and is hence two questions. Answering those
two questions with one word (‘yes’/'no’) or one statement (the affirmative/
negative corresponding to the question) without any qualification and with-
out drawing any distinctions is a mistake (SE 175b28-31), is not proper (SE
176a3—s), is no answer at all (SE 176a14-16), leaves it unclear whether the
answerer noticed the ambiguity (70p. 160a23—9), and leaves it indeterminate
which of the two questions the answerer intends to answer. Aristotle reports
that according to the rules of dialectics, in addition to saying ‘yes’ and ‘no’,

66 .. has several meanings or significations.
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the answerer is allowed to point out ambiguities or to ask for clarification
(70p. ch. 8.7 and SE 175b30). Hence the answerer should disambiguate,
i.e. should (i) distinguish the two things said in the two questions, and
(ii) state which one is true, and which one is false. It is implied, I presume,
that (iii) the answerer accepts the true statement and does not accept the
false one (cf. e.g. Top. 160a24-8).%

Aristotle seems to advise the respondent to expose the ambiguity of
a term or phrase immediately when the premiss containing it is ‘asked’
(see sentence (4) and 7op. 160223-9).°® We can understand this as a pre-
emptive move. The answerer explicitly disambiguates the expression, i.e.
points out the two — or more — things signified by the question, including
those that would be unusual readings of the sentence and false.*> (Naturally, this
presupposes a mental process of disambiguation.) Aristotle assumes that 77
the premiss question asked the ambiguous expression has both meanings,
even if the respondent intends only one meaning, and even if one meaning
makes the premiss false or absurd. For this reason, Aristotle wishes the
ambiguity to be made explicit as soon as it occurs. As a result, when the
questioner attempts to draw the conclusion, the answerer can fall back on
the disambiguation he proffered earlier and refuse to accept the conclusion
e.g. by accusing the questioner of a Fallacy of Homonymy or perhaps of a
Fallacy of Many Questions.”®

67 Can the facts (i) that at SE 166a4—s Aristotle uses 5Té pv . .. 6TE 8. . . to explain double meaning,
and (ii) that at SE 166a20-1 he uses 1) . . . 7} . . . when saying that an expression signifies two
things, be used to rebut my claim that for Aristotle in dialectical contexts question sentences and
declarative sentences containing ambiguous expressions have two significations at the same time? I
believe not. In note 64 I have shown that Aristotle uses 67¢ pév . . . 6T¢ 8. . . non-temporally for
double meaning. At 166a4—5 he may do just the same. And as in English the two sentences ‘ “bank”
means both “verge of river” and “financial institution”” and ‘ “bank” means either “verge of river”
or “financial institution”” do not usually allow any inference as to whether the speaker assumes that
the word has both meanings at the same time, so for Greek sentences with 9. . . ) . . . (Cf. also in
the same passage on ambiguity the use of kai . . . kai . . . at 166a8 and of kal at 166a14 in sentences
stating double meaning.) Alternatively, one has to assume that what Aristotle says about homonymy
in chapter 4 of SE does not tally with what he says in chapters 17 and 19.
If the answerer didn’t spot the ambiguity immediately, all is not lost. He can still disambiguate at
the end. Cf. ‘However, if <that which is said in two ways> escapes one, one must correct it at the
end adding something to the question: “Is speaking of the silent possible?” “No, but it is possible
to speak of this person who is being silent”.” (Arist. SE 177a24—6) and ‘But if he doesn’t foresee
the ambiguity, but concedes the question having in view the one signification of the words, then, if
the questioner takes it with the other signification, he should say: “that was not what I had in view
when I conceded it, but rather the other signification™ (Arist. 7op. 160a.29-32).
Cf. e.g. Arist. SE 166a12—14: ‘speaking of the silent” has as one of its meanings that the one who is
speaking is silent; and 166a18—21: ‘knowing letters’ has as one of its meanings that the letters have
knowledge.
7° In SE chapter 17 Aristotle classifies the fallacy of homonymy as a kind of the fallacy of double
question; in chapter 19 he discusses fallacies of homonymy and amphiboly on their own.
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If we compare Aristotle and the Stoics, we see that they differ both
in their philosophico-linguistic analysis of fallacies of homonymy and —
consequently — in the strategies they recommend how to tackle them.
Aristotle assumes that in the fallacy the question sentences that contain
the homonymous expression, when uttered, have two significations, say
two things, and have two statements corresponding to them. Usually, but
not necessarily, one will be true, the other false. The two significations
appear to be independent of speaker intention: for Aristotle considers the
case that one can try to solve a fallacy at one’s leisure without anybody
actually asking the questions (§£17726-8), and thus without any questioner
having any intentions. The Stoics, on the other hand, assume that the
premiss questions of the fallacy, when uttered, have only one signification:
the one which rational speakers and listeners in ordinary circumstances
would assume them to have, i.e. usually the meaning that makes them
true.

Concerning strategy, in line with his assumption of a double question,
Aristotle recommends that the respondent expressly disambiguate the ques-
tion sentence as soon as it is asked, and to state which question says some-
thing true, which not, and presumably which one he accepts. This presup-
poses a process of mental disambiguation on the side of the respondent.
The Stoics, by contrast, do not require an explicit disambiguation, since
they assume that at the time of utterance there is in fact nothing to dis-
ambiguate. Accordingly, no process of mental disambiguation is required
either. The exception would be special situations such as those in which one
is trying to list ambiguous sentences, or intends to ‘play on’ the ambiguity
(but not to deceive). For the Stoics, fallacies do not provide such special
situations.

7 THE QUESTION OF BEING SILENT (fjoux&letv)

We now have a viable interpretation of what the Stoics of the Simplicius
passage considered the nature of the fallacy to be, what philosophical and
linguistic assumptions underlie their understanding of the fallacy, and how
they recommended the answerer to escape being caught in it. What remains
is to give an interpretation of what those Stoics mean when they say the
answerer should fall silent or keep quiet (flouydcew).

In her masterful book 7he Stoics on Ambiguity, Catherine Atherton has
suggested the following interpretation: She translates: ‘(1) And that is why,
in syllogisms due to homonymy, the dialecticians recommend keeping quiet
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[oux&gev], (2°) so long as the questioner transfers the word to another
signification.””" She comments: ‘the transfer to another meaning must occur
when the second premiss is posed, not at the conclusion, whereas we “keep
quiet” (see the main text) until then, that is, so long as the questioner
continues to change his meaning. This is not possible reading “peTorydyn”
at 24.14 (i.e., with an aorist subjunctive). I thus read “petéeyn” with two of
the MSS.”7*

After having mentioned the Sorites, Atherton writes further: ‘According
to Simplicius, respondents are explicitly told to assent to the premisses 7he
tunic is male attire and The brave is courageous. What he failed to note
is that they will not make their assent public, and that they will make no
contribution to the proceedings, either openly agreeing or openly objecting,
until the fraudulent attempt to draw a conclusion. “Keeping quiet” covers,
and must cover, silent assent even in the case of the Soritic arguments, since
it would be absurd and wrong to withhold assent from the obvious truths
leading up to the unclear premisses. As with Soritic arguments, a further
assumption is at work: that questioning by the interlocutor will continue
until an explicit response, positive or negative, is won.””> This view leads
her to the following assessment of S.E. PH. 2.253: ‘Sextus’ interpretation of
“falling silent” as Skeptical &roy), 2H. 11.253, is malicious and polemical.’7

There are some drawbacks to this interpretation:

(i) The occurrence of conceding (cuyxwpeiv) in either premiss has to be
understood as silent assent (cuykat&feois).” This seems to me a very
unlikely meaning. The term ‘to concede’ is standardly used for the
public action of admitting a premiss or sentence as true, and I believe
this is what it means in our passage, t00.”°

(ii) The transfer of the ambiguous word to another meaning is taken
to occur when the second premiss is posed. This, too, strikes me as
unlikely. First, in this way what Simplicius says seems not to be very
relevant to the rest of the passage. He could just as well have said: ‘the
dialecticians recommend keeping quiet until the conclusion has been
drawn’. Moreover, in Atherton’s view, the transference is completed
after the second premiss has been asked; but, according to her, the
silence is only to be broken after the conclusion has been asked.

7t Atherton 1993: 419—20. 7> Atherton 1993: 420, n. 14. 73 Atherton 1993: 422.

74 Atherton 1993: 422 n. 19. 75 Atherton 1993: 422.

76 See e.g. S.E. PH. 2.232; M. 8.303; Alex. Apr 17.3, 17.23 (of conclusion); 18.26—7 in a dialectical
syllogism, i.e. within dialectical discourse.
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(iii) The assumption is that the questioning by the interlocutor continues
even when the respondent remains silent.”” There is no evidence that
this is how the dialectical discourse went; it seems much more likely
that as soon as the respondent refuses to respond ‘yes’ or ‘no’ and
chooses to keep silent, the ‘game’ (as conducted on the object level) is
over.”®

(iv) Simplicius has to be interpreted as having left out some essential infor-
mation (i.e. that keeping quiet covers the case of someone withholding
public assent but giving silent assent). Every interpretation that has to
state that the author of the passage left out something or got something
wrong is weak in that respect, if there are alternative interpretations that
do not require this, so that without that requirement the text makes
sense and has an equally or more natural reading of the expressions
used.

(v) Similarly, an interpretation that does not have to disregard a passage
as polemical or malicious is preferable to one that does, if there are no
specific requirements to assume that polemics or malice are at work.
The cases I have in mind are those where the only reasons for claiming
that an author is distorting Stoic doctrine where he reporss it (besides
the fact that he is a polemical author) is that it vindicates a particular
modern interpretation of a bit of Stoic theory, and where there are
viable alternative interpretations available for that bit of theory that
do not require such a claim of distortion. This is, in my view, the case
for Sextus’ use of ‘to stop and hold back’ (foTacfau kai éméyerv) in
the context of the Sorites at PH. 2.253.7°

77 Longand Sedley’s translation of and comments on the Simplicius passage imply the same assumption
(Long and Sedley 1987: 1, 228-9; 11, 232).

78 Carneades’ response to the Stoic strategy for Sorites arguments at Cic. Acad.Pr. 93 is a case in point
that the questioning did not just continue. He suggests that when the Stoic falls silent at the question
‘are n many’ someone may come and ask ‘and when I add one to the number at which you fell silent,
is the result then many?’ Hence the assumption is not that the questioning simply continues; rather,
Carneades’ fictitious questioner switches to a different type of question. The Stoic would of course
simply be silent again, and therewith this type of questioning would have come to an end, too. In
the case of Sorites series asked with conditionals or negated conjunctions (as in D.L. 7.82) there is
another reason why in the Sorites the questioning would not have continued: even if only one of
the complex premisses has not been assented to, no conclusion can be drawn.

79 T am in no way denying that Sextus is frequently polemical and malicious in his interpretation or
explication of Stoic doctrine. At the same time he is often a very reliable source where he reporzs or
presents Stoic theory — he is one of our best sources for Stoic logic. Wilful misinterpretation is then
one thing, wilful misreporting another. In PH. 2.253, in the sceptical context in which the report
of Chrysippus’ view is embedded, Sextus uses ‘to hold back’ (¢mréxewv) twice; each time the context
requires that by holding back is intended not answering ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to a dialectical question. Nothing
is implied about internal suspension of belief, although I believe it likely that explicit and internal
holding back were taken to go hand in hand. Thus the most natural reading of ‘holding back’ in
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Atherton accepts these drawbacks in her interpretation,* because she
believes that her interpretation is required in order to overcome the follow-
ing interpretational difhculties:

(1) There is first her assumption “That in the Sorites “keeping quiet”
covers and must cover, silent assent since it would be absurd and wrong
to withhold assent from the obvious truths leading up to the unclear pre-
misses.” This difficulty can be solved however. As I have shown elsewhere,”
in the Sorites ‘keeping quiet’ can (and should) be interpreted as openly
and publicly ceasing to respond to the questioner’s question, with the
additional assumption that the answerer does not silently assent either,
but is also inwardly quiet. This allows us to interpret Sextus at PH. 2.253
as not being malicious, but using ‘to stop and hold back’ (foTaofan kai
g¢méyew) for falling silent outwardly and simultaneously withholding assent
inwardly.**

(2) Second, there is Atherton’s assumption that, if the Sorites required
silent assent, this silent assent was taken to be the required response in
all cases in which being silent (filoux&lev) was recommended. But for
example in Gellius (Nocz. Azz. 16.2) we find cases of fallacious questions
in which falling silent is recommended but internal assent as response is
clearly neither required nor desired.

(1) They say that in the art of dialectics there is the following rule: if there is
an inquiry and discussion about some thing, and in that context you are asked to
answer a question, then you should say nothing more than solely this which is asked,
either affirming it or denying it. And those who do not follow this rule and answer
either more or something different from what they were asked are regarded as
being uneducated and as not observing the customary practice and principle of
<dialectical> discourse. (2) In fact, what they say without doubt ought to happen
in most debates. . . . (4) But there seem to be some cases in which you are caught
<inafallacy>, if you answer what you have been asked briefly and to the point. . . .
[there follow examples of fallacies in which one would have to say more than ‘yes’ or ‘no’
if one wanted not to be caught in them] . . . (12) But such an answer <in which more
is said than was asked> is not given in accordance with the above-mentioned rule;
for more than what has been asked is answered. (13) For this reason the following

the clause that purports to report Chrysippus is that by it, too, is intended not answering ‘yes’ or
‘no’ to a dialectical question. For this clause is used to justify the sceptics’ not answering dialectical
questions. Internal suspension of belief is secondary for the entire passage 2H. 2.253. Thus there
is no need for Sextus to misreport Chrysippus’ view here. Note also that Plutarch, at Adv. Colotem
11244, appears to use holding back (¢réyew) and falling silent (floux&ge) to describe the same
strategy.

89 T don’t wish to imply that Catherine Atherton considered all of (i)—(v) as drawbacks.

81 Bobzien 2002: sections 4—6.

82 Tt would also bring Sextus in line with Plutarch Adv. Colotem 1124a.
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addition is usually also made to that rule, that one need not answer fallacious
questions.® (Gell. Noct. Att. 16.2)%

The fact that silent assent would be the wrong reaction in the cases of the
Gellius passage seems to me to confirm that it was never part of the strategy
of falling silent.

(3) Third, there is Atherton’s assumption that in the Simplicius passage
‘being silent’ is used in the same semi-technical way as in the passages we
have about the Sorites (and in my view in Gellius). This assumption is
reasonable, but not certain, as fouy &gl is a very common word that is
used in Greek in ordinary discourse without any technical overtones.

I will now present two interpretations of the Simplicius passage that do
not share the drawbacks Atherton accepts in her interpretation, but at the
same time also do not raise the problems she assumes other interpretations
will automatically face. Both interpretations assume that the transfer of
the word to a different meaning happens when the questioner draws the
conclusion (see above section 5).

In the first interpretation €ws is taken to mean ‘until’. flouy&lew is
understood as ‘keeping quiet’ in the sense that when the premisses are
asked, the respondent openly accepts them, taking them to be true as the
text indicates, and keeps quiet about the ambiguity of the term &vSpeios in
them, and the difficulties this could lead to. The emphasis on fioux&lewv
can here be understood as meant to alert one to the contrast with Aristotle,
who, as we have seen, asks the answerer to point out any ambiguities
immediately when the premisses are asked.*® It could have been either the
Stoics themselves, or Simplicius, who used the phrasing ‘to be silent’ to
delimit the Stoic position from Aristotle’s.

8 (1) Legem esse aiunt disciplinae dialecticae, si de quapiam re quaeratur disputeturque atque ibi quid
rogere, ut respondeas, tum ne amplius quid dicas, quam id solum, quod es rogatus, aut aias aut neges;
eamque legem qui non servent et aut plus aut aliter, quam sunt rogati respondeant, existumantur indoc-
tique esse disputandique morem atque rationem non tenere. (2) Hoc quidem, quod dicunt, in plerisque
disputationibus procul dubio fieri oportet . . . (4) Sed enim esse quaedam videntur, in quibus, si breviter
et ad id, quod rogatus fueris, respondeas, capiare . . . (12) Sed huiuscemod;i respondisio non fit ex ea lege,
quam diximus; plus enim, quam quod rogatus est, respondet. (13) Et propterea id quoque ad eam legem
addi solet non esse captiosis interrogationibus respondendum.

84 The respondent is meant to fall silent when confronted with the Horn Fallacy: ‘If you haven’t lost

something, you have it. But you haven’t lost horns. Therefore you have horns.” I discuss the details

of this case in another paper.

The meaning of fiouy&gew is not technical in the passages on the Sorites, it just means what it

usually means: being silent. The use as a — third — legitimate response in dialectical discourse could

perhaps be regarded as technical.

This interpretation, I believe, squares with the reading of the text given by Ebbesen 1981: 1, 31—2;

however, Ebbesen does not note that the reason why Simplicius” Stoics (or Simplicius), put the

advice the way they do may have been that they wished to distinguish their (the Stoic) position from

Aristotle’s.

8

8

x
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A translation-cum-explication of the passage would then go like this:

In the case of syllogisms based on a homonymy the logicians advise us to be
silent <with respect to pointing out the possibility of fallaciousness> until
the questioner transfers the <ambiguous> word to another meaning; e.g. if some-
one asked whether the garment is {manly/for men}, if it happens to be for men,
we will concede this. <And we are silent about the fact that ‘{manly/for men}’
is ambiguous, and can also mean manly.> And if he asks whether that which is
{manly/for men} is courageous, we will concede this, too, for it is true. <Again,
we are silent about the fact that ‘{manly/for men}’ is ambiguous, and can also
mean for men.> But when he infers that the garment is therefore courageous,
<they advise us> <to cease to be silent about the ambiguity and> to separate
the homonymy of the word ‘{manly/for men}’ and show that it is said/intended
in one way in the case of the garment, in another in the case of the one who has
manliness.

In this interpretation fiouy&Getv is regarded as being used in an entirely
non-technical way. It does not mean what it means in the case of the Sorites
(and in the above cited passages in Sextus, Plutarch and Gellius), i.e. not
answering the questioner, and thus ending the game on the object level, in
order to climb onto a meta-level to explain the fallacy. Rather it is intended
to mean keeping quiet with respect to the homonymy, in contrast with
Aristotle’s advice to mention ambiguities as soon as they occur. flouy&Getv
is a common enough Greek word for this to be possible;87 and there are
many cases in which the Stoics use one and the same word sometimes
in a technical or semi-technical way, sometimes in its ordinary, common
usage.”

My second interpretation takes fiouy&Gev to mean literally ‘be silent’
and to refer to the respondent’s not answering the questioner when he asks
approval for the conclusion, and thus at that point stepping out of the
game.” The contrast is not with Aristotle, but with playing the dialectical
yes/no game, as it is exemplified in the Gellius passage quoted above. The
strategy is the same that Gellius describes as one to be used in the case of
fallacious questions. Thus floux&getv is used in the same way it is used in
the Gellius, Sextus and Plutarch passages mentioned.”” In order to make

87 The Stoics use fiouxdZew in a different way than for the Sorites strategy for instance also at SVF
2.500 (Simpl. Caz).

88 Examples are e.g. mpdyua, Adyos, duvatdy, SUvacha, &véykn, &vaykdaios, &pyr, TEAoS,
QUTOTEATS, QUOTS, Aéyetv, udxeobat, péymn, Tpagis, TpdTToS, ddP1oTOS, Seikvul.

8 As I said above, I do not think the dialectical game continued once the respondent fell silent instead
of answering ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to a question.

29 If fioux e was to be understood in this way, it is clear that the being silent was meant to happen
at the point of the conclusion. For in the Stoic view the premisses asked are not fallacious, but true;
cf. section 4.
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sense of the passage, one has to read petdy instead of peTarydryn, and €wos
needs to be translated as ‘while’.””

In this case, a translation-cum-explication of the passage would rather
be as follows:

In the case of syllogisms based on a homonymy the logicians advise us to be silent
<i.e. notanswer the questioner any more> while the questioner transfers the word
onto another meaning; e.g. if someone asks whether the garment is {manly/for
men}, if it happens to be manly, we will concede this <and thus not be silent>.
And if he asks whether that which is {manly/for men} is courageous, we will
concede this, too, for it is true <and again will thus not be silent>. But if he infers
that the garment is therefore courageous, <they advise us> <to be silent, i.e. not
answer anymore, and instead expressly> to separate the homonymy of the word
‘{manly/for men}’ and show that it is said/intended in one way in the case of the
garment, in another in the case of the one who has manliness.

Can we decide between these two interpretations? I believe not. The first
may be seen as having the disadvantage of requiring fiouy&Zeiv to be used
in a different way than in the Sorites. But then it is entirely plausible
that the Stoics used it in that way in our particular context.”> Moreover,
it provides a good contrast to Aristotle. So, someone who favours this
interpretation may be more inclined to think that Simplicius presents the
view of some later Stoics, Stoics who are acquainted with Aristotle’s logic
(like those mentioned in Simplicius’ Cazegories who discussed Aristotle’s sea-
battle example).” The second interpretation will make us more inclined
to consider this passage as in line with early Stoic or Chrysippean logic, as
it works in parallel with what we know about the Stoic treatment of the
Sorites. It has the advantage of uniformity of use of fiouyx &Zev; and it would
confirm that the Stoics followed one method in dealing with fallacies which
have in common that answering ‘yes’ or ‘no’ would get the respondent into
trouble.

What are the difficulties the respondent would get into in the case of
the fallacy of homonymy? Well, having simply agreed to the premisses
when they were propounded, if the answerer responded with ‘yes” when
the conclusion is asked, he would concede something clearly false and thus
would have lost the game. On the other hand, if the respondent were to
reply ‘no’ when the conclusion is asked, the questioner would probably

o' Alternatively, for this interpretation, one might want to emend #cws to 6s, to be rendered as ‘when’
or ‘as soon as’. Hiilser’s translation of £ws as ‘in dem Moment . . . in dem’ (Hiilser 1987-8: 1v,
frg. 1257) fits this emendation to cs.

2 Or, of course, it may have been Simplicius who used that particular word for describing the Stoic
method.

93 Simpl. Cat. 406.34—407.5.
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point out to him that the argument is valid (see section 2 above) and that,
having conceded the premisses, the answerer is hence forced to concede the
conclusion.”* At this point the respondent would need to be able to say:
‘yes, the conclusion follows, 7fyou assume that the meaning of “{manly/for
men}” was the same in both premisses, but in fact this is 7oz what we agreed
upon earlier’. By responding neither ‘yes’ nor ‘no’, but being silent, and then
separating the homonymy expressly, the respondent does not agree to an
obvious falschood and provides reasons that will prevent the questioner
from scoring points by adducing the — apparent — validity of the argument
at this point.

As I cannot give decisive reasons for choosing one interpretation over
the other, I leave you with both, for you to select one at your convenience.

8 THE SCOPE OF THE STOIC METHOD FOR FALLACIES
OF HOMONYMY

Aristotle gives two-fold advice to the respondents as to how to proceed
in cases of fallacies of homonymy. If they are aware of an ambiguity in a
premiss, they are meant to lay it bare as soon as the premiss has been asked.
However, in case the ambiguity escapes them and only occurs to them when
the conclusion is drawn, they are meant to uncover the ambiguity then.

The Stoic advice is not two-fold; it does not need to be. Their method
works with all fallacies of homonymy in single words, as can be shown.
First we can state a general requirement for fallacies of homonymy in single
words: for such a fallacy to work, it is necessary that in each premiss there
is only one reading of the relevant ambiguous word that makes the premiss
true, and in at least one premiss the meaning must be different than in the
other or others. This can be shown by elimination of all the other possible
cases.

If in one of the two sentences proposed as expressing a premiss both
meanings of the word led to true propositions,” then no fallacy would
ensue. Take an argument with the Greek ambiguous word kUwv, i.e.
‘{dog/seadog}” in my nomenclature:

If something is a {dog/seadog}, it is an animal.
This is a {dog/seadog} (pointing at the German shepherd Fido).
Therefore this is an animal (again pointing at the German shepherd

Fido).

94 This could again be done in the form of questions.
95 If we imagine fallacies with more than two premisses, we have to say ‘in all but one premiss’.
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Here the first sentence expresses a true premiss with either reading of
{dog/seadog}.”® The respondent hence cannot go wrong by agreeing, even
though it is not quite clear what he would be agreeing to, if he says just
‘yes’.”” More importantly, he would go wrong if he said ‘no’. The conclusion
of the ‘argument’ is true, harmless, unobjectionable; hence we should not
assume the respondent to want to deny it. Can we imagine the respondent
(following the Stoic method) to balk at the drawing of the conclusion and to
say ‘no, the conclusion does not follow — the premisses are unconnected’? If
we generalise the Stoic approach slightly, then the answer is ‘no’. (Of course
there is no evidence that the Stoics considered arguments like the one under
discussion.) All we have to do is to take as context of {dog/seadog} not
just each premiss individually, but the two premisses together. Thus by
agreeing to the first question, the interlocutor knows he has not made a
mistake, whichever way he might take it. At the point when the second
premiss is introduced, the context would almost automatically be regarded
to be the two premisses taken together, and at that point a mental process
of disambiguating in favour of ‘dog’ takes place, as this is the only read-
ing that is promising for a proper (valid and sound) argument.”® Thus the
assumption here is no longer only that obvious truth serves as guidance, but
also that obvious connectedness of the premisses serves equally as a guide.
(We can again imagine some sort of theory of implicature at work here;
e.g. something like: ‘if you are asked questions, base your answer on the
assumption that the argument is valid’.) If this is so, the answerer cannot
reasonably deny the conclusion.

What if the two possible readings are true in both sentences that purport
to express a premiss??’

If {dogs/seadogs} are animals, then {dogs/seadogs} are living beings.
But {dogs/seadogs} are animals.
Therefore {dogs/seadogs} are living beings.

Here we have no context that allows disambiguation, but again the sentence
that expresses what is concluded is harmless, and there is no reason for the
interlocutor to hold back consent at any time."*°

96 1 has actually a third and a fourth meaning in Greek, the dogstar (ifthat is a separate meaning),
and the fetlock-joint of a horse, both of which I will ignore here for reasons of simplification of the
examples.

97 How many questions would the Stoics think the questioner asks? To how many questions would
they think the answerer responds? Would this depend on the intention of speaker or listener? Would
they say this is so in the case of utterances, tokens of (what looks like) a question? What if intention
of speaker and listener differ? A host of problems opens up here, not surprisingly.

9% A further question suggests itself here: can one temporarily leave open which meaning is intended?

9 Or all, if we consider fallacies with more than two premisses.

190 All the questions of note 78 recur here and remain unanswered.



The Stoics on fallacies of equivocation 273
What, finally, if there are no readings which make all premisses true?

If something is a {dog/seadog}, then it is a plant.
This is a {dog/seadog} (pointing at Fido or at some seadog).
Therefore, this is a plant (again pointing at Fido or at some seadog).

In this case the answerer is not going to agree to the sentence purported
to express the first premiss (no matter what reading). Hence the complex
of sentences purported to express an ‘argument’, whether fallacious or not,
does not get off the ground to start with.

Thus the above-mentioned requirement holds: a fallacy of homonymy
proper presupposes that in either premiss sentence there is exactly one
reading of the ambiguous word that makes the sentence express a true
proposition; and that these are two different readings.””" And as this kind
of fallacy is covered by the Stoic method or advice, it follows, that the Stoic
method or advice that Simplicius reports works in all cases.'**

1t The same holds muzatis mutandis for multiple premiss ‘arguments’.

192 T wish to thank Myles Burnyeat and Catherine Atherton for most helpful comments on a draft of
the paper and the editors for their patience and generosity.



CHAPTER 9

What is a disjunction?

Jonathan Barnes

Stoic logicians attended to words rather than to things: so claimed Galen, a
dozen times or more; and so claimed Alexander of Aphrodisias. Galen and
Alexander meant the claim as an accusation and a criticism: it was because
they thought not of things but of words, that the Stoics made fundamental
errors in their logic.

Nineteenth-century historians of logic echoed the ancient claim, and
they too thought that Stoic logic was ruined by its passion for words.
Twentieth-century historians of logic also echoed the ancient claim. But
for them it was not a criticism. On the contrary, it was a sign that the
Stoic logicians were ‘formalists’ — and it is good thing for a logician to be
a formalist.

But whether it is bad or good to attend to words rather than to things can
scarcely be decided until we know what it means to attend to words rather
than to things. In the following pages I shall discuss one or two aspects
of the ancient claim and one or two of the texts pertinent to it. The texts
concern complex propositions — conditionals, conjunctions, disjunctions.
Such items form the foundations of Stoic logic. According to Galen and
Alexander, the Stoics made fundamental errors about these fundamental
items: they did so because they attended to words rather than to things,
because their misdirected gaze encouraged them to misclassify compound
propositions.

A contemporary logician, asked to explain what — say — a disjunction is,
might begin his answer by invoking an artificial language; and he might
end by saying something like this: a sentence expresses a disjunction if and
only if it is synonymous with an expression of the form P v Q. Such a
logician might be said to ‘pay attention to words’ in classifying compound
propositions. But that fashion of attending to words was not Stoic — if
only because neither they nor any other ancient logician ever considered
inventing an artifical language for the use of logic.

274
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Another contemporary logician, asked to explain what a disjunction is,
might appeal to canonical expressions rather than to artificial languages.
Taking, for example, ‘Entweder P oder Q’ as the canonical form of a disjunc-
tive sentence, specifying the sense of the connector ‘Entweder . . . oder. . ./,
and indicating what expressions may replace ‘P’ and ‘Q’, he will suggest
that a sentence expresses a disjunction if and only if it is synonymous
with such a canonically disjunctive sentence. Such a logician might also
be said to ‘attend to words’. Perhaps the Stoics attended to words in that
way?

In his account of Stoic logic, Diogenes Laertius gives an illustrated list of
compound statables or &SiwpaTa. Of disjunctions he says this:

A disjoined statable is one which is disjoined by the disjunctive connector ‘fjTor’;
for example,

Aol fiuépa oTiv A} VUE EoTiv.

This connector announces that one of the statables is false. (7.72)"

The account certainly ‘attends to words’ inasmuch as it explains or defines
disjunctions in terms of a connector — or, almost, in terms of a canonical
expression: ‘fjTor X f} Y.

And the account appears to have some weak points. For example, it
explains disjunctions by means of a connector which is — or was taken to be —
ambiguous. Again, it suggests that a disjunctive statable contains exactly
two disjuncts; but the Greek connector is polyadic, capable of linking an
indefinite number of disjuncts. Again —and more evidently — the connector
‘fiTor’ is a Greek particle, so that the account implies that all disjunctions are
Greek, or expressed in Greek. (Moreover, Greek itself has other connectors —
most obviously, the simple ‘" — which appear to be capable of producing
disjunctions.) Again, Stoic statables are not linguistic entities but items
expressed by such entities: they are a sort of AekTév, not a sort of AEis.
How can a connector, which is a linguistic entity, disjoin, or otherwise
attach itself to, items which are not themselves linguistic? And again, why
refer specifically to disjunctive statables? There are other types of complete
AekT&— questions, for example, or commands —which can be compounded.
But Diogenes’ account leaves no room for them.

Diogenes is offering his readers a summary based on an epitome. His
account of disjunction — like his accounts of most other things —is best con-
strued as what the ancients called an Utroypagm, as a sketch or delineation

! BieCeuypévov B¢ toTiv & UTTd ToU ) Tol SraleukTikoU ouvdéopou SiéleukTal, olov fjTol fiuépa toTiv
7} VUE EoTiv. Ty yéAAeTar & 6 oUvdeopos oUTos TO éTepov TGOV AE10u&TWY Weldos elval.
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rather than as a formal definition. Then what did the Stoics say when they
were asked to go beyond an introductory sketch of the matter?

They might have started from the last clause of Diogenes’ description,
a clause which I have thus far neglected: “This connector announces that
one of the statables is false.” Something similar, and less cryptic, may be
found in the following passages, the first from Sextus and the second from
Apollonius Dyscolus:

A sound disjoined item announces that one of the items in it is sound and the
other or others false (together with conflict). (PH. 2.191)”

That . . . it is disjoined by what is indicated by the connector will become clear
from ‘Either it is day or it is night.” For only one of the objects thought of can
be accepted at any one time: the announcement of disjunctives announces the
holding of one and the removal of the remaining one or ones. (Conj. 216.11-16)°

There are significant differences between the two passages; and in truth,
neither Sextus nor Apollonius says that he is rehearsing a Stoic thesis — the
Sextan passage is part of an argument addressed generally to ‘the dogmatists’
(2.185), and Apollonius is explaining, 7z propria persona, how it is that a
connecting particle may disjoin the items it allies. Nonetheless, the passages
have an important thesis in common, namely the thesis that ‘a disjunction
is true provided that exactly one of its disjuncts is true’.* And it is reasonable
to take this thesis to be Stoic — even if it was not peculiarly Stoic.

The thesis implicitly addresses some of the criticisms which Diogenes’
sketch of disjunction aroused. Thus there is no invocation of an ambigu-
ous connector — indeed, Sextus’ version invokes no connector at all. Nor is
there any restrictive reference to Greek, or to any other language. Again, dis-
junctions are expressly allowed to contain more than two disjuncts. Again,
Apollonius, who is speaking of disjunctive sentences, does not mingle lin-
guistic entities with Aekté. It might perhaps be said that there is an implicit
confusion in Sextus, who is speaking of statables (&§icopoata: 2.189). For it
is linguistic items, and not Aekt&, which ‘announce’ things, so that Sextus
improperly says of the disjunctive Aektév what Apollonius (and Diogenes)
properly say of the disjunctive connector. But that is cavilling.

N

TO y&p Uylts Sieleuypévov oy yEAAeTal &V TGOV &V alTéd Uyits glval, TO 8¢ Aortrodv 1) T& Aoid
weUBos 1 weudf et paxns. It is tempting to delete the first “Uy1és’, which is logically offensive;
but no doubt it is the author rather than his copyist who is at fault.

s 8¢ . . . dialevyvuTal . . . UTTO ToU SnAoupévou ToU &Trd ToU CUVBECHOU, COPES YEVT|OE-
Tal &k ToU Auépa éoTiv §) VUE €0l pdvov ydp &v 0TI TGV VOOUPEVWY TTPaY MATWY KATH TO
aUTd TapoAauBavesSal. 1 Emayyehia TGOV S1aleukTIKGOY Evds Uapiv EmayyéMeTal, ToU &
UtroAerropévou ) Tédv Uroerropévaov dvaipeatv. (The text depends on scholarly surmise at several
points; but the general sense is not in doubt.)

4 Disjunction is thus taken ‘exclusively’ rather than ‘inclusively’: so it was, almost invariably, in ancient
logic, and so it will be throughout these pages.

w
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Finally, does the thesis limit disjunctions to statables? Sextus, at least,
is expressly considering statables and not compound complete Akt in
general. And it might be thought that this is not insignificant: did not
the Stoics, when they distinguished among types of compound complete
AekT&, in fact limit their remarks to statables? After all, so it is throughout
the pertinent passage in Diogenes (7.68—76); and so too, for example, in
S.E., M. 8.95. Yet Apollonius at least has excellent reasons for exceeding the
limit. And in fact it is easily exceeded.

For example, start with the notion of a canonically disjunctive sentence,
defined thus: S is a canonically disjunctive sentence if and only if S has the
form D(§,%, S,%, . . ., Sp*)” — where D is a polyadic disjunctive sentential
connector and each §;* is a sentence. Next, define the connector: ‘A polyadic
connector D is disjunctive if and only if a sentence of the form D(S;+,
S,+, ..., Sp+) expresses a truth if and only if exactly one of its component
Si+s expresses a truth.’

Note that the S;+s must be, roughly speaking, indicative sentences —
sentences which express, or can express, something true or false; but that
the S;*s may be sentences of any type — interrogatives, say. Thus ‘Is he
in heaven or is he in hell, that d****d elusive Pimpernel?’ is (perhaps) a
canonically disjunctive sentence.

To be sure, the disjunctive connector is here defined in terms of truth.
But it does not follow that it can only be used to conjoin sentences which are
either true or false.You might define the word ‘dagger’ by saying: * “dagger”
is true of an item if and only if that item is a dagger’; and the definition,
given in terms of truth-conditions, will give the sense of the word ‘dagger’
in such sentences as: ‘Is that a dagger which I see before me?” The fact that
the Stoics define disjunctives in terms of ‘holding’ or of truth does not show
that disjunction is defined only for statables.

But the account of disjunction is not yet complete. Next, then, introduce
the general notion of a disjunctive sentence: ‘S is a disjunctive sentence if
and only if there is a canonically disjunctive sentence synonymous with S.’
It follows trivially that every canonically disjunctive sentence is a disjunctive
sentence. A disjunction is a sort of AekTéV, not a sentence; so, finally, explain
disjunctions in terms of disjunctive sentences:

An item is a disjunction if and only if in saying it you can say something disjunc-
tively. You say something disjunctively if and only if you can say it in uttering a
disjunctive sentence.

That such an account works modestly well for disjunctive statables is
plain. That it also works for other types of complete Aext& may be seen by
way of the schema:
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X.

In uttering S, you say that
— where the demonstrative pronoun ‘that’ refers to X. Consider a particular
instance of the schema:

Is he in heaven or is he in hell, that d****d elusive Pimpernel?

In uttering ‘Is he in heaven or is he in hell, that d****d elusive Pimpernel?’

I said that.

What is said in the first line — in the replacement for X’ in the schema —
is a disjunction; it is an interrogative disjunction.’

An account of disjunction along these lines is readily adapted to other
complete compound Aekté. It requires philosophical refinement; and it
has certain consequences which might be judged unwelcome. In addition,
it seems to be defective as a version of what ancient logicians intended by
disjunction; for it contains nothing which corresponds to the last clause in
the passage from PH. 2.191: ‘together with conflict’.

The essay of Apollonius Dyscolus On Connectors — or On Conjunctions,
to give it its normal and misleading English title — survives in a sin-
gle manuscript. Time has been unkind to the book; Apollonius” Greek
is unfriendly; his argument is usually contorted: the essay presents the
most abominable difficulties. A substantial part of it is devoted to disjunc-
tions — and primarily, for such is Apollonius’ design, to Greek disjunctive
connectors.
At one stage in his argument Apollonius makes this remark:

Let us not omit what the Stoics say: they make a distinction within naturally
disjoined items between what conflicts and what contradicts. Something conflicts
if it cannot be accepted at the same time . . . :

Either it is day or it is night

Either I am speaking or I am silent
and the like. Something contradicts if it exceeds by a negation (and so is in effect
conflicting):

Either I am speaking or I am not speaking

Either it is day or it is not day
For the second sentence exceeds by a negation. (Cozj. 218.20-27)°

5 A decent account of interrogative disjunctions would need to distinguish among at least: (a) the
questioning of a disjunction — ‘Is it the case that (P or Q)?’, which invites the answer Yes’ or ‘No’;
and (b) the disjoining of questions — ‘Is it the case that P or is it the case that Q ?’, which invites
the answer ‘P’ or ‘Q’. And there are other neighbouring phenomena. (‘Stands the church clock at
half past three, and is there honey still for tea?’ : a conjunction of questions, or the questioning of a
conjunction ?)

6 undE TO TPOS TV ZTWIKGY AeyOHEVOV TTOPaAEITTwMEY, TTap 0§ 07Tl Tis Slagopd &v Tols KATX
PUOIV B1eCeVyPévols paXopévou kad GuTikelpévou. Kal fiv payduevov TO un SUvauevoy KaTd TO
aUTO TTapaAneSivan . . .

7| fiuépa EoTiv 1) VUE EoTv
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The distinction between conflict and contradiction is found in a few other
texts (S.E., PH. 1.190, 198; Ammonius, 772 Int. 91.9—10). Apollonius explicitly
ascribes it to the Stoics. He may be suspected of imprecision — for he is
talking of sentences whereas any Stoic distinction was presumably between
AekTd&. But although the ascription is unique, there is no reason to regard
it as factitious.

That Apollonius was familiar with Stoic logical and linguistic theories is
certain; and it is equally certain that he sometimes adopted some parts of
those theories. How Stoic he is in the piece on connectors is a nice question.
Near the beginning of the essay he criticises certain of his predecessors —
according to the standard edition of the text — in the following words:

Some, actually using words alien to those which contribute to the science of
grammar, introduce Stoic doctrines, the tradition of which is not particularly useful
for the technique which contributes to the science of grammar. (Coznj. 213.7-10)7

This reads like an outright rejection of Stoic doctrine. But the word
2Twikds does not appear in the manuscript (nor is there a blank space
on the page): it was added by Bekker. He was presumably relying on

Apollonius’ next remark:

The observation of language [pwvny] is a long and arduous business. By it all
dialects and all formations which contribute to the tradition of readings in Greek
are corrected — a subject on which the work of the Stoics on language [pwvn] does
not touch at all. (Conj. 213.11-15)°

But here Apollonius is not complaining of the insinuation of Stoic doctrine
into grammatical theory — on the contrary, he grumbles that the Stoics do
not touch on the particular issue in hand. Thus the passage does not support
Bekker’s supplement. It is not clear that any supplement is needed; and if
an adjective is to be introduced, why ‘ZTwik&s’ rather than a dozen others?
However that may be, a few lines later Apollonius observes that in com-
posing his essay he will take over various items from his predecessors,

1) pSéyyouar fj o1y &
Kal 11 T& ToUTols Spola. &vTikeiuevov 8¢ TO TAgov&Gov &opdosl, &Trep Suvduel TTAAIY Mo O-
uevov

7} pSéyyouat 1) o¥ ¢S¢yyoua,

1) fiuépa EoTiv 1) oUk Eo TV fuépat
6 yd&p ETepos Aoy os ETAedvaoe Ti) &TOPAOEL.
(The text is doubtful in more places than one; but nothing will hang on any of the doubtful parts.)
ol 8¢ kal dvopacy AN TPIOIS TTPOTY PNOAUEVOL fITIEP TOTS EIS Y PAMPATIKTV CUVTEIVOUCT, ZTWIKAS
TapeloPépouct 8oEas, AV 1) TTap&Soals oUk &yav YPeLdNS TTPOS TNV €S Y POUUXTIKNY OUVTEI-
vouoav Texvohoyiav.
goTIv 0Uv TTOAAT Tis Kad SUoTrepiAnTrTOS 1) Trepl T&S puovds THENols T fis KaTopSolTan Taoa
SIGAEKTOS, TS OXNUXTIOPOS GUVTEIVG els ‘EAANVIKTY TTapddooiv &vay veopdTwy, fis oUdE kT
SAiyov émipaver 6 TTapd Tols XTwikols Tepl poviis Adyos.

~
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and, having in addition thought some things up for ourselves, we shall set matters
out with the necessary clarity, not going wholly outside the doctrine of the Stoics.
Posidonius, in his On Connectors, says . . . (Conj. 214.1-5)°

Apollonius will not depart completely from Stoic doctrine — and he at once
proceeds to cite the Stoic Posidonius. (No one, I think, any longer takes
seriously the suggestion that ‘Posidonius’ here designates someone other
than the celebrated Stoic philosopher.) Some have taken the passage in a
strong sense: they gloss ‘not going wholly outside’ as ‘not departing a whit
from’ — so that Apollonius declares himself a thorough Stoic for the course
of the essay. But the Greek can hardly carry this meaning; and in any event,
the obvious sense — ‘not being wholly unStoic’ — is surely right.

I return to 218.20—7. Apollonius says that the Stoics make a distinction
among ‘natural’ disjuncts. The distinction is as clear as the notion of conflict
is clear. It is plainly a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition for a conflict
to hold between two items that it be impossible for both of them to hold
at the same time — more generally, if the members of a group of items are
in mutual conflict, then it is impossible that more than one of them be
the case. It seems, too, that contradiction is a special sort of conflict, as
Apollonius stumblingly states. There is a contradiction between two items
ifand only if one ‘exceeds the other by a negation’, i.e. by a negative particle.
Contradiction holds between pairs of items and not among larger groups.
The expression ‘exceed by a negation’ needs a careful gloss (see S.E., M.
8.89—90); but it is plain that if two items contradict one another they are
in conflict, but not vice versa. Contradiction is a special case of two-party
conflict.

All natural disjuncts, then, involve conflict. This ties Apollonius’ text to
the clause in the Sextan passage: disjunctions are ‘together with conflict.
This might be glossed as follows: ‘A disjunction is true if and only if one of
its disjuncts is true and it is impossible for more than one to be true.” But
it seems likely that the right gloss is rather this: ‘A disjunction is true if and
only if, necessarily, exactly one of its disjuncts is true.” To see the difference
between these two theses, consider, say: ‘Either it’s Monday or it’s Tuesday.’

However that may be, Apollonius offers a touch which is missing in
Sextus: he speaks of natural disjuncts. What are they? Apollonius introduces
them in 216.16-218.19, a text of stunning difficulty. I take it in spasms.”

9 mpds ofs kai a¥Tol T émworjcavTes PeTX TS deoUons cagnueias Tapadwoouey, OUK
EKTOS YIoUeEVol KaTd TO TavTeAss Tfis TGOV ZTwikdv 86Ens. Tlooeiddvios &v T& Trepl
OUVBECPWY . .. PNTIV . . .

1° For the Greek see Appendix A.
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Again, some of them [i.e. some disjoined items] have received their disjoining
naturally and others have not accepted their disjoining naturally.

‘Naturally’” (kat& pUov), at both occurrences, has been supplied by editors:
the manuscript is blank. Some have preferred ‘true’ as a supplement, a
word which occurs in the next sentence. The length of the blank favours
‘naturally’; but those who prefer ‘true’ probably understand it in the sense
of ‘genuine’, and between ‘genuine’ and ‘natural’ there is no pertinent
difference.

For the remark

Either it is day or it is night
stands in a true disjoined item; for these circumstances will never occur at the same
time. But the remark

Either Apollonius will be present or Tryphon will
announces the disjoining as relative to an occasion.” Thus the first example, even
if it does not take the disjunctive connector, will still be in a disjoining:

It is day. It is night.
The one is true — if we were to say thus, it being day:

It is day.

“The one is true’ means ‘One and only one is true’ — so too a few lines later
on. Apollonius asserts that items naturally disjoined are ‘in a disjoining’
whether or not they take a disjunctive connector: this feature is a mark of
natural disjunction — but it is, for the moment, the murkiest of marks. And
the last clause, ‘if we were to say . . .’, is hardly pellucid.

But in the other, things are certainly not so:
Tryphon will be present. Apollonius will be present.
For such items are not disjoined if they do not take the disjunctive connector.

3

TO . .. ETepov’ here contrasts not with the preceding ‘16 étepov’ but rather
with ‘16 . .. wpdTepov’ in line 11/12; and ‘0¥ VTS here means ‘certainly
not’, whereas later it will mean ‘not certainly’. Not clear, nor elegant — but
that is Apollonius. And what is the function of the double example?

In these cases you can also set down the connectors which conflict with the dis-
junctive ones —

Both Apollonius will be present and Tryphon will be present.

If Tryphon will be present, Apollonius too will be present.
But in the case of items naturally disjoined you cannot; for ‘Both it is day and it
is night’ will not cohere; nor will ‘If it is day, it is night.”

" For ‘relative to an occasion’ (Trpds koupdv) in contrast to ‘naturally’ see S.E., PH. 2.97-9; M.
8.145—50: the phrase is not found elsewhere in Apollonius.
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This is a second mark of natural disjunction: naturally disjoined items
cannot be linked by connectors which conflict with disjunctive connectors.
Presumably ‘Both ... and..." conflicts with ‘Either. .. or... inasmuch as
any sentence of the form ‘Both P and Q’ conflicts with its counterpart of the
form ‘Either P or Q’; that is to say, the two cannot be true at the same time —
though in some cases, where the disjunction is not natural, they will each
be true at different times. But why think that ‘Either . . . or ... conflicts
with ‘If . . . then . . .”> Why is it only in natural cases that you cannot set
down the conflicting connectors? And what does Apollonius mean when
he says that certain sentences ‘will not cohere’ (0¥ . . . cuoTroeTON)™?

So there are some sentences disjoined or conjoined by the connectors, and also some
so colligated; and there are some which do not perforce announce the colligation
by way of connectors but actually indicate it in themselves — or again, some which
are disjoined do not indicate the disjoining by the disjunctives but in themselves.

‘Colligation” is “T0 ouvagés’ — connected with the verb ‘cuvémTen’,
whence ‘cuvnupévov’, the standard Stoic term for conditional AekTé. So
a colligation is a link of conditionality. Just as there are naturally disjoined
items, so there are naturally colligated items. Apollonius does not say that
there are also naturally conjoined items; and I suppose that there are not.

In these cases, exchanges will not take place. Let us set out some examples. Someone
who says ‘It is day” has indicated that it is also light. In this case the following will
not be possible:

Either it is day or it is light.

If T am alive, I am breathing
— for ‘Either I am alive or I am breathing’ will not be possible. For the colligating
of breathing in being alive does not admit the disjunctive, as we have already said.
And because its being day and its being night are disjoined, the one is true. In this
case the colligative will not cohere since at the same time as you say

It is day
it has been indicated that it is not night, and what stands in a colligation must also
stand in a sequence.

The two marks of natural connections are here put together: if certain
items indicate a connection in themselves, without the need of connectors,
then ‘exchanges will not take place’; that is to say, as the examples make
plain, you will not be able to replace one connector by another conflicting
connector: if If B, then Q’ is true, then ‘Either P or Q’ is never true, cannot
be true. Such items ‘do not admit’ certain connectors; certain compound
sentences ‘will not be possible’ or ‘will not cohere’. The latter mark is taken
as a consequence of the former.
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And the former mark becomes a little less dark. An earlier phrase seemed
to suggest that if you utter the two sentences, ‘It’s day. It’s night’ just like that,
without linking them by any connector, you have thereby said something
disjunctively. But the suggestion was misleading; for we now learn that
Apollonius is thinking of someone who utters just: ‘It’s day.” That was the
point behind the obscure expression ‘if one were to say thus . . .’; and that
indicates the way to take the double examples — they are, precisely, a pair
of examples (and not a single disjunctive or conjunctive example).

Someone who utters just: ‘It’s day’ thereby indicates that it is not night.
In the same way, if you say ‘It’s day,” it is thereby indicated that it is also
light. The colligation is implicit in the sentence ‘It is day’ — there is no need
to construct a colligation by way of a colligative connector.

It is not that the utterance of ‘It’s day’ is the saying of a disjunction or
of a colligation. ‘It is day’ is not short or elliptical for ‘If it is day, it is
light’, in the way in which some thought “yp&ew’ to be elliptical for ‘¢yco
Yp&pw'."* After all, there is a world of difference between saying ‘It’s day’
and saying ‘Either it’s day or it’s night,” or ‘If it’s day, it’s light.” And neither
Apollonius nor any logician can have missed that evident fact. Rather, ‘It’s
day’ indicates the disjunction and the colligation in itself.

In general, ‘Q’ is naturally colligated to ‘P’ if and only if, in uttering
affirmatively ‘P’, you thereby indicate that Q. And ‘P’, ‘Q’, ‘R’, . . . are
naturally disjoined if and only if; in uttering affirmatively one of them, you
thereby indicate that none of the others holds.

Why or how do you indicate such things? You indicate them — or they
are indicated — by the very sentence you utter. That is to say, the sense of
‘It is day’ is such that, necessarily, if it is day it is not night and if it is day
it is light.

And so certain sentences are impossible, do not cohere. The text
continues.

The remaining sentences — I mean those which do not fall into this class — undergo
disjoining and colligating by the connectors themselves. As when you say:

Either pillage or divide all in two.

Both pillage and divide all in two.

At the beginning the ink has been washed off the manuscript, and the traces
are baffling. But the general sense of the lines is clear: one who says ‘Pillage’
does not thereby say ‘Don’t divide all in two.” Hence any disjoining or
conjoining must be fabricated by the use of the appropriate connectors.

2 See Apollonius, Synz. 2.51 [165.4] — Apollonius rejects the thesis.
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And justas itis not possible to assign an article to every declinable word, but only to
one which can take it on, in the same way it is not possible to link every connector
to every sentence. I mean a sentence which in itself announces a colligating — for
where the disjunctive connector applies, the colligative does not; and where the
colligative applies, the disjunctive does not.

Articles, in Greek, do not attach to every declinable expression: ‘@AANAous’,
for example, does not take the article (Synz. 2.70 [59.12—60.12]); nor does
‘qugdTepor’ (ibid. 2.71 [60.13—61.23])." Thus, in English, I say ‘It’s hard
to lose either when you have both.” I do not say ‘It’s hard to lose either
when you have the both.” This latter sentence is not possible, it does not
cohere.

Elsewhere, Apollonius produces other examples of impossibilities and
incoherences. Thus it is not possible to apply ‘0UTtos’ to a feminine or to
a plural noun — not even at night (Synz. 3.9 [274.7-12]). Thus “We talked
to us’ does not cohere (ibid. 3.5 [271.2—4]); nor does ‘Dio is a philosopher
converses’ — unless you put an ‘and’ in front of the last word (ibid. 1.107
[90.7-10]). And in just the same way ‘Both it is day and it is night’ and ‘If
it is day, it is night’ are not possible, do not cohere.

The cases do not seem to be parallel. “The both” or “We talked to us’ are
impossible inasmuch as they are ill-formed, ungrammatical. But ‘If it is day,
it is night’ is grammatically impeccable and beautifully formed. Moreover,
such sentences have their uses — for example, as conclusions to reductio ad
absurdum arguments.

But it need not be supposed that Apollonius means to brand ‘If it is day,
it is night’ as ungrammatical. (Indeed, he does not operate with anything
like the notion of grammaticality.) Rather, that expression, like “The both’
or ‘We talked to us’, does not cohere insofar as it offends against the rules
of language, insofar as its very linguistic form rules it out of court. The
expressions are all — as we or Wittgenstein might put it — nonsense.

This category of nonsense, you might object, is too general —and perhaps
too indeterminate — to be of any logical utility. At any rate, a logician must
distinguish among different types or different causes of nonsense. But it is
easy enough to do so. ‘If it is day, it is night’ is nonsense inasmuch as, given
the meaning of its constituent terms, it cannot ever express a truth. And
this is so inasmuch as ‘It is day’ and ‘It is night” are naturally disjoined. On
the other hand, although ‘Either Apollonius will be here or Tryphon will
be here’ may well be true, ‘Apollonius will be here’ and “Tryphon will be
here’ are not naturally disjoined, so that both ‘Both Apollonius will be here

3 Similarly, nouns in the vocative take no article, the definite article having no vocative: see the long
discussion at Synt. 1.73—9 [62.6-67.8]. For other related phenomena see e.g. Synt. 1.135 [111.4-9];
Ady. 182.27-183.4.
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and Tryphon will be here’” and also ‘If Apollonius will be here, Trypho will
be here’” cohere and are not impossible — the two sentences are sometimes
true.

If that is Apollonius’ conception of a natural disjunction, is it also a
Stoic conception? Did the Stoic logicians distinguish, as Apollonius does,
between natural and occasional disjunctions? Apollonius does not say so.
He says only that the Stoics made a distinction, between conflict and con-
tradiction, which applies within the class of natural disjunctions. On the
other hand, he surely gives his readers the impression that the Stoics spoke
of natural disjunctions.

No other text attributes the conception to the Stoics. To be sure, at
Conj. 214.8-10, Apollonius says that Posidonius set out ‘the natural con-
nectors’. But it is not clear that the expression ‘natural connector’ comes
from Posidonius; and in any case, a theory of natural connectors has noth-
ing to do with a theory of naturally connected sentences. Perhaps, then, the
theory came from some other philosophical party? Boethius, for example,
distinguishes between two sorts of conditional proposition, ‘the one so by
accident, the other being such as to have a certain consequence by nature’
(Hyp. syll. 1.3.6). The distinction is presumably Peripatetic: it perhaps goes
back to Theophrastus and Eudemus, and it surely was developed before
Apollonius’ day. True — but it is not the same distinction as the one in
Apollonius, and there is no reason to torture it into a spurious conformity.
Perhaps, then, the theory comes from the grammarians rather than from
the philosophers? After all, Apollonius himself is always concerned to dis-
tinguish what is natural in language from what is not. True — but he never
elsewhere distinguishes the natural from the occasional.

In short, there is some gentle reason to ascribe the theory to the Stoics;
and no reason to attribute it to others. In any event, it is tempting to
imagine that the disjunctions which interested the Stoics are Apollonius’
natural disjunctions: after all, Sextus insists that disjunctions come ‘together
with conflict’, and in natural disjunctions the component disjuncts are in
conflict with one another. But all natural disjunctions are true. Hence if
Stoic disjunctions are natural disjunctions, then all Stoic disjunctions are
true. And that is absurd.

Then perhaps a Stoic disjunction is true if and only if it is natural? All
natural disjunctions are true, and perhaps all true disjunctions are natu-
ral."* False disjunctions abound. They fall into two discrete classes. A false
disjunction may disjoin items which are not disjoined at all — for example

4 So at Conj. 217.2 (and perhaps at 216.16 and 217.1) perhaps after all ‘true’ means ‘true’ rather than
‘genuine’?
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‘Either Geneva is in Switzerland or Hamburg is in Germany.” And there
are false disjunctions in which the items are disjoined, but not naturally —
for example ‘Either Apollonius will be here or Trypho will be here.” For
there is no conflict between these disjuncts.

This may seem absurd: surely the first of the two sentences I have just
adduced is true, and surely the second may have been true? Well, anyone
who holds that a disjunction is true if and only if it is natural has a choice
here: either those two sentences are not true or else they do not express
disjunctions. If you choose the latter option, then you will presumably
have an account of disjunctions which does not pay attention to expressions
rather than to things. If you choose the former option, you will need to
explain why those sentences are so easily taken for true.

There is a further feature of Apollonius’ discussion which may be con-
sidered. He holds that, when ‘P’ and ‘Q’ are naturally disjoined, then both
‘Both P and O’ and also ‘If P then QQ* are impossible. The former con-
tention is unremarkable. Not so the latter. Sentences such as ‘If it is odd, it
is even’ have their uses. One sort of case is particularly striking. Presumably,
for any ‘P’, ‘P’ and ‘not-P’ are naturally disjoined: whatever ‘P’ may be, ‘P’
and ‘not-P’ are contradictory and therefore in conflict. But sentences of the
form ‘If not-B, then P far from being universally impossible, are used and
used as truths in a number of ancient arguments.

According to Sextus, the Dogmatic philosophers produce an argument
for the existence of signs which runs thus:

If there are signs, then there are signs.

If there are no signs, then there are signs.
Either there are signs or there are no signs.
Therefore: there are signs.

(See PH. 2.131.) A parallel argument, with the word ‘proof’ substituted
throughout for ‘sign’, supposedly established the existence of proofs (2H.
2.186). The Dogmatists who offered these arguments, and who are fre-
quently taken to be Stoics, cannot consistently suppose that if ‘P” and ‘Q’
are naturally disjoined then ‘If P, then Q’ is impossible.

At PH. 2.132 Sextus criticises the Dogmatic argument by producing a
parallel to it:

If there are no signs, then there are no signs.
If there are signs, then there are no signs.
Either there are no signs or there are signs.
Therefore: there are no signs.
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This argument, he claims, is as good as the Dogmatic argument —and so the
Dogmatic argument cannot establish the existence of signs. At 2H. 2.189
he makes a different attack: the Dogmatic argument cannot be advanced
by the Dogmatists; for ‘it is impossible, according to them, for a condi-
tional composed of conflicting statables to be sound’. The Dogmatists’ own
principles prove that their argument is unacceptable.

It has been claimed that Sextus is foisting a principle on the Dogmatists.
When he says that the principle holds ‘according to them’, then he means
not that they have enunciated the principle but rather that they are com-
mitted to it. And it has been claimed, further, that Sextus is mistaken: the
commitment which he purports to discern does not exist. In other words,
the principle is no principle of the Dogmatists. And all the better — for the
principle is false.

But Apollonius provides a parallel to Sextus, proving that the principle
had some life outside Sextus’ inventive brain. Moreover, if Apollonius is
reporting or paraphrasing Stoic doctrine, then we must agree with those
Sextan exegetes who have construed the passage as a straightforward and
truthful document in the history of Stoic logic.

Moreover, Apollonius offers an argument in favour of the principle.
Sextus says that the Dogmatists must accept the principle, since

a conditional announces that if its antecedent is the case, then so too is its con-
sequent, whereas conflicting items announce the contrary — that if either one of
them is the case, it is impossible for the other to hold. (PH. 2.189)

It is hard to see why that should have been thought a reason in favour of
the principle. Apollonius has something different:

In this case the colligative will not cohere since at the same time as you say

It is day
it has been indicated that it is not night, and what stands in a colligation must also
stand in a sequence.

What is in colligation must also be in sequence: natural disjuncts are not
in sequence — hence they cannot be colligated.

What does Apollonius mean by ‘sequence’ (&koAouSia)? The answer
comes in the last lines of the text which we are examining:

And it is clear from the case before us that the announcement of the colligatives
and also of the conjunctives conflicts with that of the disjunctives, although in one
way the conjunctives do not differ. For the disjunctives are not in sequence, and
neither are the conjunctives. For if we assert thus

Either it is day or it is night,
or again by inversion

Either it is night or it is day,
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it makes no difference. So too:
Both Apollonius will be present and Trypho will be present
Both Trypho will be present and Apollonius will be.

Conjunctions and disjunctions are not in sequence: that is to say, the order
of their elements is indifferent, they are commutative — ‘Both P and QQ’
means the same as (or at least is equivalent to) ‘Both Q and P’, and ‘Either
P or Q as ‘Either Q or P’. Conditionals, on the other hand, are not
commutative: ‘If B, then Q’ is not equivalent to ‘If Q, then P’.

Grant all that to be true — what follows? Apollonius infers that if ‘Either
P or Q’ is true, then ‘If P, then Q is not true. The inference is patently
fallacious.

Galen’s Institutio logica, like Apollonius’ On Connectors, survives in a single
manuscript; and the single manuscript is in a miserable state. On the other
hand, Galen’s Greek is not Apollonian, and his argumentation is usually
semi-transparent. There are two pertinent and parallel texts, one in chapter
iv, where Galen discusses conflict, and the other in chapter xiv, where he
turns to the use of hypothetical syllogisms in proofs.” It will be best to
follow the latter text.

The development of the argument in xiv 3-8 is at first sight perplexing.
§3 opens with the following assertion:

That notasingle syllogism by way of a negated conjunction is useful for proof . . . has
been demonstrated elsewhere.

Galen has his sights on the ‘third indemonstrable’ of Stoic logic:
Not both P and Q; P: so not-Q
For §4 begins thus:

Therefore a third indemonstrable which the Chrysippeans think to conclude
from a negated conjunction and one of its elements to the opposite of the other
element. . .

‘is of no use at all’, we expect Galen to say. Not a bit of it; the sentence
continues as follows:

... we have shown to be useful for numerous proofs in ordinary life, even in the
law-courts.

Thus Galen first denies that syllogisms based on negated conjunctions are
useful, adding that this is not the place to discuss useless or superfluous
parts of logical theory. And then, paradoxically, he indulges in a lengthy

5 Greek texts in Appendix B.
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discussion of these allegedly useless syllogisms, claiming to have shown that
they are, after all, useful for proofs. In §9 he apologises for the protracted
nature of the discussion.

The text of §4 is risibly corrupt; but no emendation will do away with
the paradox, and the summary which I have just given answers, grosso modo,
to what Galen intended to say. The way out of the paradox is this. First, the
word ‘oUv’ at the start of §4, which I translated as ‘therefore’, must be given
a resumptive rather than an inferential force: ‘I shall not discuss useless
syllogisms. Well then, to get back to business . ..". Secondly, when Galen
says that ‘the Chrysippeans think’ that a third indemonstrable starts from
a negated conjunction, he means just that: they think so — but, as we shall
see, they are wrong to think so. So §4 introduces a form of hypothetical
syllogism which, Galen claims, the Stoics had misclassified.

Then what is the syllogism in question? Galen offered an illustrative
example: ‘as in the following sort of case’. The manuscript offers us the
sentence: ‘Dio is both in Athens and at the Isthmus.” Evidently, this will
not do. Equally evidently, the example which Galen had in mind was the
following:

It is not the case both that Dio is in Athens and that Dio is at the Isthmus.
Dio is in Athens.
So: Dio is not at the Isthmus

Whether the whole syllogism should be inserted into the text may be
doubted;'® but that this was Galen’s syllogism is undeniable. And its
legal potential is also plain. His client charged with armed robbery at the
Isthmus, the defending counsel puts forward Galen’s syllogism: ‘My case
rests, M'Lud.’

Yet if any syllogism uses a negated conjunction, surely this syllogism
does? For who could deny that ‘It is not the case both that Dio is in Athens
and that he is at the Isthmus’ is a negated conjunction? It carries its form
on its face. But Galen claims that, pace Chrysippus, his syllogism does not
start from a negated conjunction.

He explains himself in §5, which recalls and elaborates the account of
conflict given in chapter iv. There are perfect and complete conflicts,
when two items cannot both obtain and cannot both fail to obtain;
and there are defective or half conflicts, when two items cannot both

16 There are numerous cases in Galen’s writings where a single proposition, or a pair of propositions,
stand in for a whole syllogism; and it is not clear that all these cases need to be emended out of
existence.
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obtain but may both fail to obtain.”” Now in iv 4 Galen had stated
that

in the case of defective conflict, the Greeks customarily speak like this:
It is not the case that Dio is both in Athens and at the Isthmus
And you will take this expression [wvn] to be indicative of defective conflict.

That is to say, ‘notboth ... and. .., in cases of this sort, signifies, according
to Greek usage, a defective conflict. And so, in xiv 6, Galen announces, of
defective conflicts, that

in the case of items of this sort, the syllogism we described is useful. It uses the
same expression as Chrysippus, but it is constructed not on a conjunction but on
conflicting elements.

Galen is at any rate half right: given that Athens and the Isthmus are
two separate places, then there is a defective conflict between Dio’s being in
Athens and his being in the Isthmus. He might be in neither place; but if he
is in one, he cannot be in the other. But surely Galen is also half wrong; for
even though its components are in conflict, ‘It is not the case both that Dio
is in Athens and that he is at the Isthmus’ is surely a negated conjunction.

Galen demurs. After all, ‘many disputes come about in connection with
conjoined statables’.® And his reason emerges in §7. Again, the text is
difficult; but there is no doubt about what Galen intended to say:

There are three differences among items: one, a difference in respect of conflict,
applying to items which never obtain together; a second, in respect of sequence,
applying to items which always obtain together; and those items which possess
neither a necessary sequence nor a conflict constitute conjunctive statables.

In Galen, ‘sequence’ has its normal logical sense of ‘implication’, and not
Apollonius’ sense. So Galen means that a pair of items, X and Y, may be
such that

(A) X conflicts with Y

(B) X implies or is implied by Y

(C) X does not conflict with Y and neither implies nor is implied by Y.

There are obscurities here. But it is plain, first, that the three classes are
intended to be jointly exhaustive: any pair, X and Y, must fall into one
or other of the classes. This is guaranteed by the definition of class (C).

17 Conflict need not be bilateral; but it is easier — and undeceptive — to conduct the discussion in terms
of the simplest case.

¥ Text and interpretation of this sentence are uncertain. My version supposes that the word ‘S1opopd’
is used in different senses in successive lines. This is unwelcome — but other interpretations seem to
me to have even greater disadvantages.
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Secondly, and for the same reason, no pair can be in (A) and also in (C),
nor in (B) and also in (C). Galen does not say that no pair can belong both
to (A) and to (B); but it is a safe bet that he thought so.

The distinction between (A) and (B) is an ancient commonplace.
Items exclude one another or embrace one another, they conflict or they
imply, they disjoin or they colligate: conflict and implication, poyt| and
&kohouSia, are the two logical relations par excellence. Every schoolboy,
and every orator, knew that. And it is easy enough to think that the two
relations are mutually exclusive: how on earth could one item both exclude
another and also imply it?

Galen tacitly supports the principle which Sextus ascribes to the Dog-
matists and which Apollonius affirms on his own behalf. It is reasonable to
infer that the principle was not a special theorem of Stoic logic, supported
by some subtlety which we no longer know. Rather, it was taken to be
an obvious corollary of a logical commonplace: in logic we are interested
in conflict and implication, in incompatibilities and entailments — two
relations which are quite different and (or so anyone will unreflectingly
suppose) mutually exclusive. Odi et amo may do for poetry, but it will not
wash in logic.

Let me return to the text of Galen. Of class (C) he says that

those items which possess neither a necessary sequence nor a conflict constitute
conjunctive statables.

That is to say, as Galen had put it in iv 4,

If the expression [sc. ‘Not both . . .and .. .’] is said of other cases, which possess
neither mutual sequence nor conflict, we shall call such a statable a negative con-
junction, as in the case of

Dio is walking
and

Theo is talking.
For these possess neither conflict nor sequence and are expressed by way of con-
junction.

Conjunctions unite items which belong to class (C).
And in xiv 7-8 Galen discusses syllogisms based on what are indeed
negated conjunctions. Among items in class (C), he says, are the following:

Dio is walking
and
Theo is talking.
Clearly, the negation of this will be:
It is not the case both that Dio is walking and that Theo is talking.
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There are two additional premisses:
But Dio is walking
and again,
But Theo is talking,.
The conclusion for the one additional premiss is
Therefore Theo is not talking
and for the other
Therefore Dio is not walking.
This sort of material has been shown to be utterly useless for proofs.

Galen does not repeat here his proof that such arguments are useless for
proofs; and I shall refrain from speculation — for there is no proof to be
found. However that may be, Galen is evidently right on one point: the
two illustrative arguments are based on negated conjunctions. On the other
hand, Galen holds that ‘It is not the case both that Dio is in Athens and
Dio is at the Isthmus’ is not a negated conjunction. For ‘Both Dio is in
Athens and Dio is at the Isthmus’ is not a conjunction. For a proposition
is a conjunction if and only if it has the form ‘D(X;, X,, . .., X;)’, where
the X;s all belong pairwise to class (C), and D is a conjunctive connector.
And a connector D is conjunctive if and only if ‘D(X;, X,, ..., X,)  is true
if and only if every X; is true.

Perhaps that is an idiosyncratic account of conjunction (though Galen
does not think so). But it appears to be a coherent account. Nor should
we be worried by the question: If ‘Both Dio is in Athens and Dio is at the
Isthmus’ is not a conjunction, then what on earth is it? It is sui generis.

Galen’s remarks about conjunction presumably hold, mutatis mutandis,
for disjunction and for colligation: just as class (C) produces conjunctions,
so classes (A) and (B) produce disjunctions and colligations. Galen does
not explicitly say that class (B) grounds colligation; but at xiv 5 he does
state that ‘items in complete conflict I have decided to call by the name
of disjunction.” Apollonius associated natural disjunction with class (A)
in general. Galen divides class (A) in two: items in class (Ai), complete
conflict, support disjunction; items in (Aii), deficient conflict, support a
different type of compound statable. Perhaps Galen’s verb ‘I have decided’
(ASiwka) records a departure from standard usage.

Whither all this? Here is a simplified version of Galen’s general position:

Compound statables are to be classified according to the type of connector which
governs them and the class of items which the connector connects. Suppose that
we have an implicative connector DI, a disjunctive connector DD, a connector of
partial conflict, DP, and a conjunctive connector DC. Then:
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(1) A statable is an implication if and only if it has the form ‘DI(X,Y)’ and X and
Y are in class (B).

(2) A statable is a disjunction if and only if it has the form ‘DD(X,Y)’ and X and
Y are in class (Ai).

(3) A statable is a partial conflict if and only if it has the form ‘DP(X,Y)” and X
and Y are in class (Aii).

(4) A statable is a conjunction if and only if it has the form ‘DC(X,Y)” and X and
Y are in class (C).

No doubt this has a certain charm and coherence. But it does not take
much reflection to show that it provides a curious basis for logical theory.
Galen is in a mess.

Rather than expose the mess, I end by asking why Galen got into it. The
answer is to be found in iv 6:

But here too the Chrysippeans give their attention to expressions rather than to
objects, and they call a conjunction anything which is constructed by way of the
so-called conjunctive connectors, even if it is constructed from conflicting items
or from sequential items.

The Stoics identify disjunctions by way of certain Greek connectors; they
hold that a AekTév is disjunctive if and only if it is expressible by way of
a sentence of the form ‘ftoi ... 7 ... But this is absurd: it is not the
vocables ‘f4To1 . .. 1} ... which make something a disjunction — it is the
objects themselves.

The negative part of Galen’s complaint is correct: the presence of
‘fTor . . . f) . . . is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for a
sentence’s expressing a disjunction. (It is another question whether any
Stoic logician ever thought that it was.) The positive part of the criticism is
less easy to fathom: ‘Look at the objects, the Tp&ypaTa’ — what objects?

Galen does not urge us to consider how things lie in the world, to look
for the facts of the matter. The Tpérypatain question are, to put it crudely,
the meanings of the sentences. In other words, Galen’s exhortation is this:
‘If you want to determine what sort of compound AekTov is expressed by a
given sentence, do not look only at the vocables which connect its parts —
look also at what its parts mean.’

Suppose you have a sentence with the structure ‘D(X,Y)’, and you are
wondering whether the thing expresses a disjunction. What must you do?
It is not enough, according to Galen, to note that ‘D’ here is ‘fjtor. . .§y. . ..
True — but will it not be enough to determine what ‘D’ means? After all,
if ‘D’ is a disjunctive connector, then surely it follows that the sentence
is a disjunction? I suppose — or hope — that Galen would have agreed.
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But he would also have added a further point. In order to determine what
‘D’ means, you must look at it in its context ; and its context is given,
in part, by the senses of the items which it conjoins. That is to say, the
sense of X’ and Y’ will fix the sense which ‘D’ takes in the sentence. This
is the message of iv 4: in order to determine whether a sentence of the
form

oUyi kal X kad Y
is a negated conjunction, you must determine the sense, in this context, of
the connectors; and you will not determine that sense unless you attend to
XandY.

And this, I confess, seems to me to be eminently sane.”

9 I thank the members of the Hamburg Symposium, whose questions and comments helped me to
avoid several crass errors. I am also grateful to Tad Brennan, for a sheaf of written remarks; to Mauro
Nasti, who made me see the pertinence of the Apollonian passage to the dispute over PH. 2.189;
and to Suzanne Bobzien, who scrutinized a penultimate version and suggested several substantial
ameliorations.

Appendix A: Apollonius, Conj. 216.16—218.19

Kol 0Tl TTEAW TGV & P&V KaT dpUoty T Sideubiv dvadedey uéva, &
B¢ OUKETL KAT& PUCTY TNV S1ALeUEIY TTapeIANPOTA. TO Y&p Aeyduevoy
T Nuépa éoTiv 1 VUE éoTiv
&v aAnBel kabéoTnke Biefevypévy TaAUTA Yap TA KATAXOTNUATX
OUBETTOTE KATH TAUTO YEVNOETAL. TO OE AeyOuEVOV
A ATroAAwvios TTapéoTal i TpUdwv
WS TTPOS Kalpov TNV BSIACeUEv ETTOy YEAAETaL. TO YoUV TrpOTEPOV
Uréderypo, K& pf AGBn TOV S1aleUKTIKOV OUVBEOHOV, TIGAW &v
S1alevel EoTon
Nuépa oTi, VUE EoTl.
TO ETepov &ANBés: €l painpev oUTws, Huépas olions,
Muépx EoTi.
TO B¢ €TEPOV OU TTAVTWS
TpUdwv TapéoTal, ATTOAAVIOS TTapEcTOL!

Underlined letters are supplements where the MS is blank. All supplements are due to Bekker unless
otherwise indicated. || 2 suppl Lehrs; k &An87 suppl Bekker || 14 AroAAcvios 4 ol cod, del Brennan
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oU dialeUyvuTal yap T TolaUTa, €&v pr) APT TOV S10feUKTIKOV
ouvdeopov. &¢ @V EoTl Kal TOUS PaXOMEVOUS TOTS S1aleUKTIKOIS
ouvdéopous TTapabéotal

kad ’ATroAAGvIos TTapéoTal Kai Tpupwy TTapéoTal:

el TpUdwv TapéoTal, kai ATTOAADVIOS TTapéoTAL.
ETrl pévTol TGOV KaTd PUOTY S1eCeUyhévedy OUKETL OU Y&p OUCTNOETAL
TO Kol fuépa EoTi Kal VU EoTiv, oUdE TO el fuépa éoTi, VUE EoTv.

ws elol Tives Adyol UTO TV ouvdéopwv dlaleuyvUpevol 1
OUUTTAEKOUEVOL, TIVES 8¢ CUVATITOMEVOL, TIVES T OU TTAVTWS UTTO TV
OUVBECUWY TO CUVADES ETTary Yy EAAOHEVOL AAAG Kaid 8T ad TGV SnAoUvTes:
1) Kad S1aGeuy vUpevol TTAALY oUy UTTO TQV S1AGEUKTIKGOY GAN €€ aTddOV
Ty 81&Ceuiv dnAolvTes, &P OV oUk EvaAdayal yeviioovTal. ékkelobed
8¢ UtrodeiypaTar & Aéywv T fuépa éoTi SedNAwKey OT1 Kol pddS EaTiv.
&1l ToUTOoU OUKETL TOUTO £y wpT ol

fiTol Nuépa 0TV 7y PAdS EOTL.

&l {& dvaTrvéw.
oV y&p €Tl &y Xwpnoel TO fTol §& 7 dvaTrvéw. 1) ouvagela ydp év T Gy
ToU &voatrvely &rapddekTos EoTl ToU S1aleukTikoU, Kabdos TrposiTopey.
Bicx B& TO B1eCeUyBon Auépav elval kol vUKTa gival, TO ETepov &AnBevel.
¢l ToU TO10UTOU TO GUVATITIKOV OU OUCTNOETAL, ETTel &ua TA) AEy ey

nuépa éoTiv
dednAwTar 611 oU wUE, TO & év ouvageiar el kal év  dxoAoubia
kobioTaobal. T& pévtol UTroAelTrOpeva TaUTa TGV AdYywv, Aéyw TX
p1) UtroTriTrTovTa UTrd TO ToloUTOoV €1805, UTT aUTOV TV CUVBETUWY
TeioeTan 1O S1eeUyBon 1§ ouvipBat. dos €1 T1s Aéyol

7E Siamrpadéerv 1) &vdiya avTa ddoaobal

kad Srampadéety kal dvdiya avTa ddoaobal

Kol Ov TpdTToV 0¥y 0idV Te TavTl TTWTIKE &pBpov TTPooVEUELY, TG
B¢ duvauéve EmdeEactal, TOV alTOV TpdTTOV OoUY 0idV TE E0TI TAVTI
AOY ) TTAVTX CUVOECHOV CUVTATTEIV. Aéyw B¢ Adyov Tov dT éxuToU
gy yeAASpevoy ouvagelov. & oU yap O S1aleukTIKOS, ékel oUy O
oUVATITIKOS Kad OTTou & ouvatrTikOs, ékel oUKETL O S1aleUKTIKOS. Kad

3 ouvdtopous (Bekker)] ouvdéopois cod. || 8 1) add Bekker || 12 suppl Schneider + Dalimier || 14 suppl
Dalimier || 16 supplevi; kad 6 ko suppl Bekker || 18 suppl Dalimier || 20 suppl Schneider || 21 suppl
Schneider || 22 suppl Schneider || 23 suppl Schneider 4+ Barnes || 24 suppl Schneider
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OOPEs &k TOU TTPOKEIMEVOU (OS5 PAXETAL T) TE TAOV CUVXTITIKGV ETTary Y Al
Ko ET1 TV CUPTIAEKTIKGY TTPOS TNV TEOV S1aGEUKTIKGVY, Ko va TpdTTOV
TV OUMTTAEKTIKGOV &B1apopouvTmwy. s Y&p oi SialeukTikol oUk v
&koAoubig, oUd oi oupTTAekTiKOL. €] yap 8 &opaivoipeda

fiTol Nuépa éoTiv A WUE EoTiy,
7} Kol KaTd& QvaoTpodnv

fiTol vU§ oTv 1) fiuépa EoTiv
&B1adopel, s €l

kad ’ATToAAGVIoS TTapéoTal Kai Tpudwy TTapéoTal,

kad Tpupwv TapéoTal Kal ATTOAADVIOS.

Appendix B: Galen, Inst. log,

(1) iv 4-6

[4] &Tri pev oUv TS EAAeLTTOUONS PAYNS €V €Be1 ToTs EAAN iV éoTiv oUTw
Aéyew

oUk goTiv’ABnvnot Te kad Tobpol Alwv.
gvBelkTIKMV ¢ ECels TNV TolaUTny dwvny Ths EAAITTOUS pdyns: € O¢ &
ETépLov AéyorTo 1) dpwvt) & urnTe &koAoubiav éxel TTpds GAANAC YT TE
MYV, ATTOPATIKOV CUUTIETTAEY WEVOV KOAETOMEV TO ToloUToV &iwopa,
kabaTrep &l TOU

Alwov Trep1TraTel
Kol

Ofwv SlaéyeTon
TauTl y&p oUTe payxnv oUte &koAoubiav €xovTa KATX GUUTTAOKNY
gpunveveTal. [s] 810 k&meldav &mopdokwpey aUTd, TOV Adyov ékelvov
fiTol Ye &TTodaTIKNY GCUUTTAOKTV 1) &TTOPATIKOV EIVA CUUTTETTAEY JEVOV
pnoopev. (0UBEY Yap TIPOS TO TTOXPOV SIXPEPEL CUPTIETTAEY HEVOV AEYELV
&TTOPATIKOV 7| OUUTTAOKNV &TTOPXTIKNY, EXOVTOS Y€ COU OKOTIOV
gv amdon Aeel TO dnAdoon codds Tois TEAAS OTITTEp &v QqUTOS
gvvofis.)

[6] &AXN oi Tepi Xpuormmov k&vtalba Tf) Aéet u&AAov 1) Tols
TPAYUACT TTPOCEYXOVTES TOV VOUV ATTavTa T S1& TGV CUPTIAEKTIKGY

4 &eis (Irvine)] &Ger cod || poovnv] + &oois cod || 5 ) ¢pwvn (von Arnim)] ¢pooviv cod || & add
Kalbfleisch || 6 &mropaTikdv] -y cod, del Kalbfleisch || 12 épunvevetan (Kalbflesich)] &épunvever cod
mpootyovTes (Kalbfleisch)] Trpootyouot cod
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KOAOUPEVOV CUVBECTUWY OUVIOTAMEV, K&V €K PO OMEVAOV T) dKOAoUBwY
), CUPTTETTAEY Jéva KahoUay, . . .

(2) xiv 3-8:

[3] &T1 8¢ &1’ &TrodparTikOU CUUTIETTAEY Jévou GUANOY1oMOS el &TTdSelSiv
Xpnoipos oude els &oTi, kabdmep ye kol & Topf] Yy’ ékTos EoTiv
7 €Bdopos 7| Oydoos 1) évatos ) Tis &AAOS cos Ekeivol Aéyouot
OUANOY10HOS, ATTOBESEIKTAL BT ETEPLOV: AAAX VUV TTPOKEITA T& X PTIOIP
uovov diépxecbal, TapoAITTOVTaS ToUs EAEYXOUs TV TEPITTS
TpooTifepévaov. [4] TpiTov olv &vaddeikTov TEOV Trepl TOV XpUoimrrov
NYoupévwy €6 &TrodpaTIKoU CUNTIETTAEY Jévou Kai BaTépou TGV &v alTdd
TO QVTIKEIPEVOY TOU AOLTTOU TrepaivovTa, (oS £TTl TEV TOIOUTWY

oUyi kal ’Abnvnoiv éoti kad Tobuoi Aiwv,

Ko TOVS’ Emredeifapev els TTOAAGS TGOV kaTd TOV Pilov &rodeifels eivan
xpnoipov &xpl kol TGOV dikaoTnpiwv. [5] &mel 3¢ TGOV poyopEvwy
&AANAOLS TTPAY HATWY Te KOl AGYwV EVia eV GAGKAT POV Te Kol TeAeiow
Exel TNV paxnv Rt Umapyewv &ua PAT oUy UTTAPYELV SUVAPEV,
Tvd B¢ €€ fuioeos UTTAPYEW PeV Gua Ph) SUVAMEVA, MT) UTTAPYELY Of
quo Suvdpeva, S ToUTO T PEV KT TNV TeAeiav payxnv Tnv ToU
dieCeuypevou Trpoonyoplav KaAeiv Alwka, Ta 8¢ KaTa TNV EAAITTH
TNV THS HaYNS GTTAGS f) Kad peTd TTpoodnkns. [6] év TouTols oUv Tols
TP&Y MoV & elpnuévos CUANOYIoHOS X PTo1HoS E0Tl, TT) eV aUTT) AéCel
XpwHevos T XpUoITrTros, oU Ufy Tl CUUTTETTAEYPEVE) GUVIOTAUEVOS
&AN" émrl TOls poyopévols ¢ kKol diapopal TEAUTTOAAGL KATX TO
oUpTIETTAgY Pévov &Elwua ouvioTavTal.

[7] Tp1GV Yy&p oUcV Siapopddv év Tols TPXyPool, KIS P&V TS
KOTX TNV PAXNV €T TGOV UNJETTOTE CUVUTTAPYOVTWY, ETEPAS OE TS
KaT& TNV &koAoubiav &l TéV &el ouvuTTaPYOVTWY, 60X PNTE THY
&koloubiav &vaykaiav éxel PNTE TNV PAXNY, TO CUUTTETTAEYUEVOY
&iwpa ouvioTnoty, OToia T& TolaUTd E0°T1

Aicov TreprraTel
Kad

Ofwv SlaAéyeTal.

2 fj addidi || 3 811 (Mynas)] &Te cod || cuMoyiouds (Kalbfleisch)] -uoU cod || 4 € Toufi y’ (Irvine)]
76 N & cod; 811 pf Kalbfleisch || &Tos] + T° cod; + Tis Kalbfleisch || 7 pévov] + oir& cod ||
11 oUX(i] Exer cod; Exerr oUyi Kalbfleisch || 12 T6v8’ émredei§amev (cj Kalbfleisch)] ToUde Taudiov uev
cod || kord] xaBdAou cod || 13 &mel (Kalbfleisch)] i cod || 15 wn® (Kalbfleisch)] &pa 6 cod ||
19 Tpoobnkns | + EAALTTOUs péyns cod. || 26 &el] 4 ) cod
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BfjAov 8¢ Kal TO ATTOPATIKOV aUTOU TOloUTOV ECOHEVOV
oUxl kad Alwv TrepiTraTel Kai Ofwv SioAéyeTal.
od 8¢ TTpooAT\pels SUo*
AAAG pnv Alcov Treprrael,
(8] &T1 B¢
AAAK pTv Ofcov SiaéyeTon
OUMTTEPAOHX BE KATX MEV TNV ETEPAV TTPOTATIYIV
oUk &pa Ofwv SioléyeTal,
KT 88 TNV ETépav
oUK &pa Aicov TreplTTarTel”
TPOs ATOBeIEIV B¢ 1) ToloWUTN TV UAGOY JESEIKTAL KOl TTAVTXTTACIY
&y pnoTos OUoX.

2/3 kad ©éwov . . . dvd] addidi post Kalbfleisch



CHAPTER IO

Theories of language in the Hellenistic age and
in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries

Sten Ebbesen

In Western Europe during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, interesting
theories concerning various aspects of language were prolific. In intellec-
tual energy, these centuries could compete with those of Plato, Aristotle,
Theophrastus, Epicurus and Chrysippus." One might add the first half
of the fourteenth century, but I shall leave it out of account, mainly because
the new developments in semantics (due to Burley, Ockham, Buridan and
others) were accompanied by an astonishing loss of interest in grammar.

In trying to compare and connect some pieces of scholastic theory with
Hellenistic theory I use a totally conventional limitation of the Hellenistic
age to the years between 323 BC and 31 BC. I take it for granted, though,
that linguistic doctrine attested in Quintilian and/or Sextus Empiricus is
almost invariably of Hellenistic origin.

At the beginning of the twenty-first century we do not possess a single
major work on linguistic issues from the time between Aristotle and Apollo-
nius Dyscolus. Our scholastic predecessors in academe had even less access
to the theories of that age than we have. nter alia, most of the Greek texts
from which we collect our fragments of the theories of the various schools
had not been translated into Latin, and nobody read Greek. Besides, some
of our Latin ‘classics’ were virtually unknown. Quintilian, for instance, was
not a household name to medieval scholars.

For all that, the influence of Hellenistic theorising on developments
more than a thousand years later cannot be doubted. Only, the story is

' For a general survey of medieval theories of language, see Ebbesen 1998 and 1995, where further
bibliography may be found. Since the 1980s Iréne Rosier (also publishing under the name Rosier-
Catach) has been one of the most productive and innovative scholars in the field, with articles and
books on a great number of different problems. Much original scholarship has been published in
the acts of the European Symposia on Medieval Logic and Semantics (9 volumes, with varying
publishers, since 1976). Particularly important journals are CIMAGL = Cabiers de I’ Institut du
Moyen Age Grec et Latin (Copenhagen, mainly text editions), Histoire Epistémo/ogie Langage (Paris,
discussion articles, not limited to the Middle Ages), Vivarium (Leiden, both discussion articles and text
editions).
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not one of a continuous survival of whole bodies of theory, but rather
one of the survival of certain seminal ideas (Aoyor omeppaTikoi) that
were in due time to produce a new harvest. Certain inherited conceptual
tools continued to be used, and to develop. Certain intellectual atticudes
survived or were resurrected. Often, it must be admitted, it is impossible to
tell whether a piece of medieval lore was directly inspired by a similar piece
of Hellenistic lore, or whether we are presented with similar answers to the
same theoretical demands in two philosophical cultures that shared many
presuppositions; a notoriously difficult case is that of the Stoic AekTév and
the very similar twelfth-century dictum or enuntiabile.

One important tool in medieval linguistic speculation was the notion
of imposition, the assignment of a certain meaning to a certain sound. The
medievals knew nothing of Cratylus, and their dear Aristotle said nothing
about imposition or impositors of names though he did hold that words
are significative by convention. But they had Boethius, and in particular
his account of two impositions in his commentary on Aristotle’s Cazegories.
A first imposition creates a language to speak about the physical world, and
a second imposition creates words with which to speak about the first set
of words.”

Boethius owed the theory to Porphyry’ — whether directly, as I prefer
to believe, or indirectly, as some think. For Porphyry the two impositions
served two purposes. First to structure the Organon: in Categories we study
words that signify items of the physical world and gua significative, in
Perihermeneias we move up a level where we study linguistic entities gua
parts of linguistic structures. Second, by taking Categories to be a book
about words concerned with the physical world Porphyry made it harmless
in a Neoplatonic context: it did not present a rival account to Platonic
metaphysics.

So, Porphyry could have invented the double imposition. But doing
so would be a most uncharacteristic procedure on his part. He usually
adapted existing pieces of theory instead of starting from scratch. We know
that the notion of imposition was an important one in Hellenistic times.
Varro is sufficient proof of that.* To my mind, a Hellenistic, and more
specifically a Stoic, origin of the notion of the double imposition remains a
plausible hypothesis. On the Stoic theory the first imposition will have
created the TpwTéTUTIA Of Words for real things (dvta = cwpaTa),
whereas it took a separate step to introduce words for quasi-things

% Boethius, Cat. PL 64: 1159A—C. 3 Porphyry, Cat., CAG 1v.1: 57-8.
4 See especially De lingua latina book 8.
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(‘sayable’, for instance) and generally to introduce a vocabulary of
dialectic.’

Every medieval thinker assigned great importance to imposition. To
most, ‘imposition day’ was a once-in-a-lifetime affair for each word: it
was the day when a given combination of speech-sounds had its capacity to
signify fixed for ever, though in rare cases the same sound-complex might be
reused at another imposition, the result being equivocation. Equivocation
actually requires that the decisions taken on imposition day remain in force.
Otherwise you can never tell if a word is equivocal or not.°

It might be objected that equivocation does not require a repeated impo-
sition of the same sound since every word is equivocal in that it can signify
its significate or its own type (autonymous use). As Chrysippus famously
observed: every word is ambiguous.” Most scholastics, however, preferred
to refer this ambiguity to the theory of supposition which deals with dif-
ferent uses (diversa acceptio) of a word with just one signification. So, in
‘horses run fast’ the term ‘horses” has personal supposition and refers to
horses; in ‘horses is plural’ the same term has material supposition and
refers to the word form ‘horses’ (how exactly this works will depend on
the particular author’s theory of universals). Augustine’s De dialectica —and
thus indirectly some Hellenistic source (Varro?, Stoics?) — may have given
some inspiration to medieval research into material supposition, but the
work was not very influential, and in the main the medieval work in this
field was independent of ancient sources.”

The Porphyrian, and perhaps Stoic, double imposition introduced an
extremely important idea: that of levels of language and different types of
vocabulary. And that idea was to be fertile in the hands of twelfth-century

5 I do not know who first proposed a Stoic origin, but it was the standard assumption in Copenhagen
when I learned my Stoicism in the late 1960s. Cf. Pinborg 1962. The idea seems to have been forgotten
in the meantime, not because it has been discredited but because there has been little or no interest
in searching for the origin of the theory of two impositions.

¢ The most comprehensive discussion of imposition bound equivocation is found in Marmo 1994.

7 Gellius, Noctes Atticae 11.12.1: ‘Chrysippus ait omne verbum ambiguum natura esse, quoniam ex eodem
duo vel plura accipi possunt.” It is not certain that Chrysippus was thinking of mention/use ambiguity,
but the possibility is suggested by a comparison with Augustine, De dialectica ch. 9, p. 106 Pinborg =15
Crecelius. The two texts = fragments 636 and 637 in FDS 1.

$ On Augustine and the Stoics see the contributions by J. Allen and A. A. Long in this volume. The
doctrine of supposition was a late twelfth-century product. The best-known versions of the theory
are those of Peter of Spain, William of Ockham and John Buridan, but there are many variants
from the period 1200-1500, and even a few from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. For an
introduction, see Pinborg 1972. Until the fourteenth century, counting ambiguous supposition as
a sort of equivocation was a distinctly English tradition; see, e.g. Roger Bacon, De signis 3.2.48 in
Fredborg et al. 1978. Bacon and his contemporary Henry of Ghent are among the few scholastics to
have made extensive use of Augustine’s De dialectica. For Henry’s use of the text see Rosier 1995.
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thinkers. To exemplify second imposition words Porphyry and Boethius had
only given grammatical terms. Dexippus included logical terms — quite in
accordance with Porphyry’s intentions, I believe — but this was unknown
to the West, and so there was a tendency to reserve the second imposition
for grammatical terms — ‘noun’, ‘verb” and so on.” Nevertheless, twelfth-
century commentators on the Categories got the right idea, and started to
sift the vocabulary so as to separate praedicamentalia relating to the primary
constituents of created reality from extrapraedicamentalia.’® This sifting was
one, at least, of the historical roots of the notion of transcendentals.

One particular school, that of Gilbert of Poitiers (f 1154), the Porretani,
went one step further, combining the idea of a primary and a secondary
language with the Stoic division of science into natural, moral and rational
and, finally, with the doctrine that religious language is based on translatio,
the loan of words from a different sphere.” The medieval notion of mans-
latio (also sometimes called transumptio) was directly descended from the
Hellenistic doctrine of tropes, transmitted by several sources, one of them
the popular Donatus who defined a trope as ‘an expression transferred from
its proper signification to a non-proper similar signification for the sake of
stylistic embellishment, or out of necessity’.”*

The Porretanean idea is beautifully simple. With our first language we
acquire the word ‘high’, which is applicable to mountains and the like. This

9 Porphyry, Cat. 57.32-3; Boethius, Cat. 1598B—C; Dexippus, Cat. 13-16, 26—7 (in fact, Dexippus seems
to take just any non-categorial word to be one of the second imposition, so that ‘being’, ‘whole’ and
‘part’, e.g., are included in the group as well as ‘name’ and ‘species’). Cf. Ebbesen 1981: 1, 155.

19 See the commentary by Anonymus D’Orvillensis (1190s?) edited in Ebbesen 1999: 273.

™ For the Porretan theory, see also Ebbesen, 2004. The best source for the non-theological part is
the anonymous Compendium logicae Porretanum edited by Ebbesen et al. 1983. On #ranslatio in
twelfth-century theology, see Valente 1997, 1999.

> Donatus, Ars grammatica 3.6, Holtz 1981: 667. ‘Tropos est dictio translara a propria significa-
tione ad non propriam similitudinem ornatus necessitatisve causa.” Donatus definition is para-
phrased in the widely used Grecismus of Eberhardus Bethuniensis, 1, 94—7, p. 8 Wrobel: ‘Asz
proprie tropus modus esto siue figura, | Cum translatatur oratio dictio siue | Improprie causa metri
uel commoditatis | Siue necessarii.” Other important sources for the medieval notion of transla-
tion were (1) Boethius, /n Caregorias, Patrologia Latina 64: 166D-1674 (derived from Porphyry)
[less important: Boethius, In Topica Ciceronis 111 versus finem, Patrologia Latina G4: 1108A-BJ;
(2) Augustine, De trinitate 5.8.9 (‘Situs vero et habitus et loca et tempora non proprie sed translate
ac per similitudinem dicuntur in deo’ ); De dialectica ch. 10, p. 116 Pinborg = 19 Crecelius. Cf.
Valente 1997: 11, 5 and 111, 4. Aristotle’s remarks about metaphor in Zopics, Rhetoric and Poetics were
of marginal or no importance, since the 7opics only became common reading in the first half of
the thirteenth century, and the two other works were not even available in Latin till the second
half of that century. Quintilian was unknown, but nstitutio oratoria 8.6.1-2 and 5—6 can be used
to show that Donatus’ definition of trope and Boethius’ Porphyrian understanding of metaphor go
back a long time. Rhetorica ad Herennium was a well-known text, but its treatment of tropes left few
traces in the philosophical and theological debates of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (though
see Rosier-Catach 1997a).
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is the language of naturalis facultas. Secondarily we create vocabulary for the
products of culture, including evaluation, by transferring words from the
first language, and thus we call prices ‘high’. This is the language of moralis
Jacultas. In the same way we create the language of grammar and logic
(rationalis facultas), in which we may say that one genus is ‘higher’ than
another. And similarly the language of theology is the result of translatio:
God is ‘highest’. Now, the important pointis this: in the basic language, that
of nature, certain syntactical and inferential rules apply, and the preservation
of those rules is a precondition for the intelligibility of statements in which
some or all of the terms are used in a transferred sense, losing their original
meaning. You can’t both change the meaning of words and the logical
syntax if you want your new language to be intelligible.

The original impetus for the Porretanean theory was the wish to account
for the possibility of speaking about the unknowable God, and the Porretans
famously claimed that Deus est deitas (‘God is godhood’) is false while Deus
est deus deitate (‘God is god by virtue of godhood’) is true, on the ground
that in the language of nature an abstract noun is never predicated truly
of the corresponding concrete noun, whereas for any true statement of the
form Xis Y, if Y’ is a concrete noun, X is Y by virtue of Y-hood’ is also
true, ‘Y-hood’ being the corresponding abstract noun. Via the problem of
translatio in divinis the Porretans were led to some serious reflection about
the general role of #ranslatio in human language.”

The Porretanean theory leaves one wondering whether the Stoics must
not, in at least one respect, have reached the same conclusions. I am thinking
of the vocabulary of rationalis facultas. Stoics knew perfectly well that the
vocabulary of dialectic was for the most part a recent creation, in fact, to
a considerable extent their own creation, and it is hard to see how they
could possibly deny that it had been created by #anslatio. ‘Lying downside
up’ obviously was first imposed to characterise plain physical entities, not
predicates. Yet they called certain predicates UrrTia.

* k%
Sextus Empiricus — never one to be concise — dedicates several pages of
his Against the Grammarians to a refutation of normative grammar, the
type of grammar that takes &vooyia for its criterion of rectitude. I will
not here take up the old discussion whether some ancient city housed a
school of stiff-necked analogists while another was peopled only by pervert

3 The Porretan theses about deus and deitas are discussed on the basis of Gilbert’s own writings in
Nielsen 1982: 158—63, but the clearest account of the issue is that of Gilbert’s pupil Everard of Ypres
in Haring 1953.
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anomalists.'* The point is that if you want to produce a grammar with
claims to scientific status, it must be an analogist one in the sense that it says
what must inevitably be the correct solution given certain conditions. As
Sextus says: ‘Grammarians wish to lay down certain universal considerations
(kaBoAik& Becwpripata) and then use them to judge all the particular names
as to whether they are Greek or not.™

A katholikon (kaBoAikdv) is not just a universal proposition, it is a true
universal.’® In its morphology part the grammar for a specific language
must contain rules of the type ‘If a noun in case A ends in x, its case B
form will end in y.” All sorts of restrictions are in principle admissible, even
semantic ones, such as ‘presupposing that it does not signify a tool’. And
the same applies on the syntactic level, where probably it will be a good
idea to operate solely with a system of grammatical categories that are not
essentially linked to morphological features, so that you can say ‘If you
have got a noun of nominative case and singular number, and add a verb
of the indicative mood, third person and singular number, you have got it
right, you have got a construction’ — as, indeed, grammarians did say for
centuries.

Every grammarian faces a practical problem in the morphology: in all
or most inflecting languages, even tightly regulated literary languages, and
certainly in literary Greek, the variety of inflection is such that it is very
hard to make a fool-proof algorithm for deducing an unknown word form
from a known one. The list of conditions that must be known before the
unknown form can be deduced risks becoming so long that the grammar
becomes useless for didactic purposes: the pupils might as well learn the
inflection of every single word by itself.

Sextus has no difficulties in producing any number of similar nominative
singular forms whose corresponding genitives are dissimilar. Ares, Chares,
chartes ("Apns, X&pns, X&ptns) and Memnaon, Theon, leon (Mépvaov, Otwv,

4 On this issue see the article by David Blank in this volume.

5 S.E., Adv. gram. 221 ©€\ouat pgv yap kafoAikd Tiva BewprjpaTta cucTnoduevol &TTo ToUTwV
TIAVTA T& KT péPOS Kpively dvdparta giTe EANATVIKG EoTiv €iTe kad pr. Blank 1998: 44— translates
‘They have put together some universal theorems, and they want to judge from these theorems
whether every particular word is good Greek or not.” Blank thus leaves cuoTnoduevor outside the
scope of the initial ©é\ouot and makes the passage a statement about what grammarians are doing
(they have some rules, they try to use them) rather than a general claim about any grammarian’s
ideal. I think the sandwiching of ka®oAiké Tiva BewpnuaTa ouoTnoduevor between ©¢Aouat and
Kpivew favours my interpretation.

S.E., Adv. gram. 225, 16 pév kaBoAikov oUdEToTe Huds SlopeudeTal, TO B G5 TO TOAY KT TO
oméviov ‘the universal never fails to come out true, whereas “for the most part” does so, though
rarely’. Sextus’ text would seem to echo a technical discussion of kaBoAik& in which they were
required to possess omnitemporal universal truth. Cf. Aristotle’s explanation of kat& TravTds in
APo. 1.4.28-9.
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Aécwov) would seem to form two morphological groups, butsix different types
of genitive come out: Areas, Charetos, chartou, Memnonos, Theonos, leontos
("Apews, X&pnTos, x&pTou, Mépvovos, Otwvos, AéovTos) — unless, that
is, you take 6écov to be a participle, in which case its genitive will be heontos
(BéovTos) like leontos (NéovTos). Similarly with verbs. The future form of
phera (pépw) is not related to the present the way the future of #helo (8€Aw)
is. We have thelo—theléso (86N — BeAnow), but not phero—phereso (pépw —
Ppepriow)."”

And if we leave the established literary language, we will find forms that
ought not to be there according to rules of grammar. In Alexandria they
say apeleluthan (&reAiAubaw) instead of the apeleluthasin (dreAnAUbaoiv)
prescribed by grammarians.® So what, they do not speak correct Greek.
Problem s, their wrong form creates no problem for understanding, so if the
ultimate test of correct language is intelligibility, grammar must be wrong
in blaming those who say apeleluthan (&meAfiAubav). As Sextus would say,
it does not harm us that anyone speaks that way: oU8tv BAarTToOpED. "

Sextus would also have us believe that intelligibility is not impaired if
somebody points ata woman and says ‘He’.° Here he is on slippery ground.
I have a Finnish colleague who habitually uses ‘he’ as a deictic of females,
and unless he is literally or metaphorically pointing with both indices, this
does create problems. Similarly when politically correct speakers refer to
dead male philosophers as ‘she’. But it must be admitted that on some
occasions we do understand the speaker even if he uses the wrong gender
of a deictic.

The problem with the deictic pronoun is also touched on by Quintilian,
according to whom ‘Some also think that the same flaw [solecism in one
word] is involved if what is pointed at by means of the word is different
from what is pointed at by a nod or by the hand,*" and by Donatus, who
says that ‘Many mistakenly think that solecism may also occur in one part

7 The nouns used as examples are taken from Sextus Empiricus, Adv. gram. 237-9, the verbs from 195.
Several of Sextus’ objections are very similar to objections mentioned by Quintilian, so a Hellenistic
origin is assured. There are textual problems in Sextus Empiricus, loc. cit., and Blank 1998: 253 wants
to excise the examples x&pTns and Aécov. His reasons can scarcely be called cogent, and I find it
hard to believe in the ‘eager reader’ to whom he attributes a systematic augmentation of the number
of examples from two to three. Anyhow, for my present purpose the exact constitution of the text
is inconsequential.

8 S.E., Adv. gram. 213. By Sextus’ days -ao1(v) seems to have disappeared from ordinary spoken
language. See, e.g., Mandilaras 1973: 212-13.

¥ S.E., Adv. gram. 173 (talking about insignificant orthographical aberrations).

2° S.E., Adv. gram. 212. Discussion of the passage in Blank 1998: 234—6, with a useful reference to
Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 3.8-10, Grammatici Graeci 11.2.273—6.

' Quintilian, nst. 1.5.36: ‘Illud eruditius quaeritur, an in singulis quoque verbis possit fieri soloecismus . . .
In gestu etiam nonnulli putant idem vitium inesse, cum aliud voce, aliud nutu vel manu demonstrarur.
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of speech, if, [e.g.,] we point at a man and say ‘she’, or at a woman and say
‘he’.**

Some Stoic(s) criticised by Alexander of Aphrodisias had taken houtos
peripatei (oUTos Trepitrartel) (“This one (masculine) is walking’) to be equiv-
alent to “There is someone male at whom I am pointing, and that one is
walking.” As a result, there is no grammatical error in pointing at a woman,
but in that case the proposition would be false, as would also the corre-
sponding negative houtos ou peripatei (0Utos o¥ meprmatel).” The two
Latin writers take another road, deciding that the nod or pointing plays
the role of an extra word, so that we have a sort of syntactical mismatch,
something like hic mulier or est mulier; hic . . . — and the same road was to
be taken by Robert Kilwardby in his thirteenth-century commentary on
Donatus’ Barbarismus (= Ars grammatica 3).**

This leads us to problems on the syntactical level. “The police are investi-
gating the case’ is correct English. But isn’t ‘police’ singular and ‘are’ plural?
We might find a way to declare ‘police’ a plural noun, but what about
“The department are in favour of the proposal’? This is incorrect, but the
likelihood of a misunderstanding is nil. An expression of that sort used
on purpose would be a figura to the ancients and to the medievals. 7urba
ruunt, or more fully: Turba ruunt in me luxuriosa proci®> was a standard
example to the medievals; another one was lactamus iampridem omnis te
Roma beatum.* Quintilian offers gladio pugnacissima gens Romani.””

Sextus adduces the following example of an incorrect construction: polla
peripatesas kopidi mou ta skele (TTOMNX TIEQITTATNOAS KOTTIET HOU T OKEAT)):
‘I having walked much my legs are tired.””® The absolute nominative is
impermissible, but the whole sentence perfectly understandable. In the
thirteenth century the same problem was illustrated by the Biblical example
In convertendo dominus captivitatem Sion facti sumus sicut consolati.”

*> Donatus, Ars Maior 3.1.2, Holtz 1981: 655: ‘multi errant, qui putant etiam in una parte orationis fieri

soloecismum, si aut demonstrantes uirum hanc dicamus, aut feminam hunc.

Alexander, APr., CAG 11.1: 402 = FDS fr. 9o1.

** Quintilian, fnst. 1.5.37: ‘Huic opinioni neque omnino accedo neque plane dissentio; nam id fateor
accidere voce una, non tamen aliter quam si sit aliquid quod vim alterius vocis optineat ad quod vox illa
referatur: ut soloecismus ex complexu fiat eorum quibus res significantur {significatur malim} et voluntas
ostenditur” Donatus, Ars Maior 3.1.2, Holtz 1981: 655 ‘cum utique praecedens demonstratio . . . uim
contextae orationis obtineat. Kilwardby 1984: 40-1.

% A quote from Ovid, Heroides 1.88. For the example in medieval texts, see Rosier 1991: 229.

26 A quote from Horace, Epistulae 1.16.18. For its use in medieval texts, see Rosier 1991: 224.

Quintilian, /nst. 9.3.8. B S.E., Adv. gram. 214.

Psalms. 125 (126).1. For medieval texts that use the example, see Rosier 1991: 223. The grammatical

difficulty is peculiar to the Latin Vilgate; it does not exist in the Septuagint nor has it left any trace

in the English Bible of King James.
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Sextus has a very good point. Standard grammar is too weak to let you
predict the resultin every case if you know the initial conditions. If you make
it strong enough, it may become pedagogically worthless. And in either case
you may expect people to say something that the rules do not foresee because
nobody had thought of saying it when the rules were formulated. And yet
that rule-breaking utterance may be perfectly understandable.

Medieval Western Europe inherited the Hellenistic ideal of a scientific
grammar. Their main source for ancient theory was Priscian, who depended
very heavily on Apollonius Dyscolus. He in turn, as everybody agrees, owed
a lot to the Stoa, though the details of the story are very unclear. In the
late thirteenth century, when the university of Paris was at its peak, some
scholars there did some of the finest work in grammar ever done. Using
Priscian’s Institutiones grammaticae as a textbook, and Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics as a guide to scientific method they produced the so-called modis-
tic theory of grammar, which took very seriously the notion of katholika
theoremata (kobohik& BewpnuaTa), or as they would say, principia of the
discipline.*®

The greatest of the modists was Boethius of Dacia, a Dane who was
active at the university of Paris in the years round 1270. In the main, my
description of modistic theory will be based on his works, but most of
the points I shall touch on were not controversial among the modists.”
Boethius’ most important methodological principle was this:

No expert in any discipline can bring about, concede or deny anything except on
the basis of the principles of his science.’

Each science, that is, is fundamentally an autonomous theory. Now, to the
modists language was essentially significative and only secondarily vocal.
Signs need not be vocal, but (it was assumed) vocal sound is the only
medium flexible enough to meet the needs of human communication,
and so the consideration of vocal sound does belong to grammar, but
only insofar as that vocal sound functions as a sign.” In modern terms

3° For literature on modism consult Rosier-Catach 1999 and Marmo 1994. The classic study is Pinborg
1967.

3" To the few and chosen who read Danish a comprehensive account of Boethius’ philosophy is available
in Ebbesen 2002. His theory of science is presented in Ebbesen 2000.

3% Nullus artifex potest aliquid causare, concedere vel negare nisi ex principiis suae scientiae.” Here quoted

from Boethius, De aeternitate mundi, CPhD v1.2: 347-8.

Boethius, Modi Significandi, CPhD 1v: 27-8: si esset aliquid aliud quam vox ipsa quod ita conveniens

rei signum posset esse vel subiectum modorum significandi, non magis consideraret grammaticus vocem

quam illud aliud; . . . quia tamen nibil est huiusmodi . . . ergo etc.’ = ‘if there were some other

thing than vocal sound that was equally capable of functioning as a sign or as the bearer of modes

of signifying, the grammarian would not privilege the study of vocal sound over [the study of]

w
=
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this means that pure phonetics is not really the grammarian’s business,
whereas phonematics is within his province. Also, in case there were some
not-conventional connection between certain sounds and certain types of
meaning, that might be a matter for the grammarian to study.

The way the sign-function of words is stressed cannot but remind one of
the Stoics, and there surely is a historical connection. Of course, Aristotle
does use onueiov and onpaivew in the Peribermeneias, but it was the Stoics
who put the duo of sign and signified at the centre of linguistic theory,
and through numerous channels that piece of Stoic thought reached the
medievals and became the mould in which much of their own thinking
about language was formed.**

On the other hand, the modists could not set out to study natural
relationships between sounds and meanings the way a Stoic could, for
to the modists it was an important truth that the linking of a particular
meaning with a particular sound is a matter of pure convention.

For the same reason, modists had little to say about morphology. The
choice of phonetic means to carry lexical meaning and grammatical cat-
egories is, they held, beyond scientific description, since it is a matter of
convention. Of course, one may assume that the impositors, those wise men
who invented the basic vocabulary of each particular language, did exercise
some wisdom also in the choice of sounds to carry particular meanings,
and so it seems probable that we Latins say lapidem because the impositor
thought of the fact that a stone laedit pedem, and that he chose to make
it a masculine noun exactly because he thought of the stone as an active
nuisance. Similarly the same or some other impositor decided on petra
as an alternative word for the same thing because he thought of another
characteristic of a stone, namely that my foot subjects it to wear, it gets
pede trita, and when thought of in that passive role it is appropriate that it
should be designated by a feminine noun.”

that other thing; [. . .] since, however, there is no such thing, therefore etc. [i.e., therefore vocal
sound pertains in a non-accidental way to the grammarian’s field of study]’. The same sentiment,
though with a slightly different twist in Martinus, Modus Significandsi 11.10, CPhD 11:7: ‘sciendum
quod vox per accidens consideratur a grammatico. Quia omne quod potest esse signum rei significatae
etiam potest esse de consideratione grammatici. Sed quia vox est habilius signum quam aliquid aliud,
utpote nutus corporeus et conniventia oculorum et huiusmodi, ideo plus consideratur a grammatico, et
intelligendum quod hoc est per accidens.” = “Vocal sound is only accidentally studied by grammarians,
because anything that may function as a sign of a signified thing may equally well be studied by
grammarians; since, however, vocal sound is a more subtle sort of sign than any other — say, nodding
or winking — vocal sound is more closely studied by grammarians, but one should understand that
this is a matter of accident.”

34 Cf. Ebbesen, forthcoming.

3 This standard example is used by Martinus, Modi significandi, CPhD 11: 35-7.
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We here hear echoes of ancient, and particularly Stoic, speculation about
the origin of names and a certain naturalness in the choice of sounds and of
grammatical categories, even in cases where they might seem semantically
irrelevant. This, however, was not in any way important to the modistic
theory. In fact, such speculation was a historical left-over of which they
found it difficult to rid themselves completely, but strictly speaking, to
their mind, it did not belong to grammar at all. The choice of expression
is basically ad placitum and inaccessible to scientific description.

What is not ad placitum is the way humans conceptualise reality. Reality
has a certain structure, and it is not only structured in natural kinds —
humans, cows, daisies, granite, black, red, blue etc. The fundamental units
are not universals but Avicennian common natures, neither being nor not
being, neither universal nor particular etc. These common natures are not
accessible to direct intellection, only when combined with a modal struc-
ture, so that they manifest themselves as existing and particular, for instance,
or as universal, as static or as dynamic and in many other ways. We can
grasp the common nature in any one of its appearances, with any one of
its modes of being (modi essendi), but only thus.’®

Now, since signification is so important to language, couldn’t the science
oflanguage be concerned with what words signify, their significata? No! That
would mean incorporating all other sciences into linguistics. The linguist
presupposes the existence of an extralinguistic reality for language to be
about, but he cannot generate it from linguistic principles: ‘in fact, a noun
which signifies no sort of thing (“nothing”, e.g.), is no less a noun than one
that does signify some sort of thing (“man”, e.g.)’.?””

The linguist must presuppose the existence of things with modes of being
and also our concepts are derived from extramental reality, and that just as
a common nature is attended by a number of modes of being, all of which
cannot be actualised simultaneously, so a concept consists of an indetermi-
nate nucleus and a number of modes of understanding. An actual thought
of some sort of thing is always of the thing modified in some particular
way. We have to choose between thinking of it universally or particularly,
as potentially or as actually existing. The linguist will finally assume that
whatever we can coherently think we can express in language. Words, then,
must be endowed with (a) significata corresponding to the conceptual

36 Admittedly, there was some confusion concerning the intelligibility of nude common natures. See
Ebbesen 1988.

37 Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi qu. 11, CPhD 1v: 45.86-8: ‘Illud enim ita bene est nomen quod
nullam rem specialem significat, sicut illud quod significat. Nam sicut hoc quod est “nihil” est nomen, sic

»

hoc nomen “homo’.
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nuclei and (b) modes of signifying corresponding to the attendant modes
of understanding.

Thesignificataare none of the linguist’s business. The modes of signifying
are. Boethius describes the chain from realities and their modes to signs,
significata and modes of signifying in the following words:

The modes of signifying have been derived from modes of understanding, and the
same degree of diversity that occurs among modes of signifying occurs among the
modes of understanding from which they are derived; and further, the same degree
of diversity that occurs among those modes of understanding must necessarily
occur among the modes of being from which they are derived.”*

The chain from language to reality is unbroken: “The modes of under-
standing have been derived from the proper modes of being of realities, or
else they would be figments of the mind.” They would be chimeras, that
is. But of course, one should remember that what is preserved in language
is only the structure, the modes of reality; which things there are around
cannot be revealed through an inspection of language.

How the same common nature can be expressed in different ways is
illustrated by means of the example PAIN: dolor (‘pain’, noun), doleo (‘1
am in pain’, verb), dolens (‘being in pain’, participle), dolenter (‘painfully’,
adverb), heu (‘ouch’, interjection).*°

The structure of reality determines how humans can think about it, and
this in turn determines the structure of language whose purpose is to allow
us to express whatever we have in mind, no matter which department of
reality we are thinking of. The subject-matter of grammar is accordingly
defined as ‘the way to express the intended concept of the mind through
congruous discourse in every field’.# Since humans are not born with a
language, this means people must have reflected on their own thoughts to

38 Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi, CPhD v: 6—7: ‘Modi enim significand; . . . a modis intelligendi
accepti sunt, et quanta est differentia inter modos significands tanta est differentia inter modos intelligendi
a quibus accepti sunt . . . Et quanta est differentia inter istos modos intelligendi, tanta necessario debet
esse inter modos essendi rerum a quibus accepti sunt.

3 Op. cit,, loc. cit. (continuation of preceding quotation): ‘Modi autem intelligendi accepti sunt a

propriis modis essendi rerum. Aliter enim essent figmenta intellectus.

Boethius Dacus, Modi Significands, qu. 14, CPhD 1v: 55.61-56.7: ‘idem conceptus mentis potest esse

significatum cuiuslibet partis orationis. Quicquid enim a mente concipi potest, hoc potest per quamlibet

partem orationis significari, dummodo modus significandi specificus partium illi non repugnet; et ille

mentis conceptus cadens sub modo significandi specifico nominis facit significatum nominis, et cadens

sub modo specifico verbi facit significatum verbi et sic de aliis ut patet dicendo sic: “dolor, doleo, dolens,

dolenter, et hew”, quae omnia idem significant. Et idem potest significare pronomen cum eis; quicquid

enim pronomen potest demonstrare vel referre, hoc potest significare.

4! Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi qu. 7, CPhD 1v: 32.106-8: ‘Docet ergo grammatica modum expri-
mendi conceptum mentis intentum per sermonem congruum in omni materia.’

o

4
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find how to map the structure of thought onto sound. This has been done
independently, it seems, by different peoples. The medium itself, sound,
has a structure of its own, but nothing compels the creator of a language,
the impositor as he is called, to choose one realisable sound to mean ‘man’
rather than another, nor is he compelled to choose endings rather than
prothetic words (articles) to be the carriers of such modes of signifying as
case or number. It is interesting to see which solutions have been preferred
in particular languages, but the differences are superficial; the fundamental
structure, the grammar, is the same everywhere.

Since the natures of realities are alike among all people, the modes of being and
understanding are alike among all the speakers of the various languages, and as
a consequence the modes of signifying are alike, and as a further consequence
the modes of construing or speaking are alike, and so the whole grammar of
one language is like that of any other language. [. . .] For it necessarily is just
one specifically, only differentiated in respect of phonetic shape, and phonetic
shape is accidental to grammar. The parts of speech are essentially the same in
different languages, and differentiated only in accidental ways, as are the words
used by Greeks compared to those used by Latins — the Greeks, e.g., use the noun
‘anthropos’ and the Latins the noun ‘homo’ . . . As for the fact that they [i.e.
the Greeks] have an article and we do not have one, that is totally a matter of
accident.®

All human languages sharing the same structure also guarantees total trans-
latability.

The task of the grammarian is to make an exhaustive inventory of the
modes of signifying needed to express any possible thought; and to state the
rules for licit combinations of modes of signifying: ‘Grammar is complete
when there cannot occur a concept in the mind whose corresponding mode
of expression is not taught in grammar.’#

When applied to the analysis of a particular language modistic grammar
amounts to this. You look at a word and extract the encoded information,

4 Boethius Dacus, Mod; Significandi qu. 2, CPhD 1v: 12: ‘quia naturae rerum sunt similes apud omnes,
ideo et modi essendi et modi intelligendi sunt similes apud omnes illos, apud quos sunt illa diversa
idiomata, et per consequens similes modi significandi, et ergo per consequens similes modi construendi vel
loquendi. Et sic tota grammatica quae est in uno idiomate est similis illi quae est in alio idiomate . . .
Ipsa enim una est necessario in specie, solum diversificata secundum diversas figurationes vocum, quae
sunt accidentales grammaticae . . . partes orationis in diversis idiomatibus sunt eaedem essentialiter et
diversificatae accidentaliter, ut voces apud graecos et apud latinos, ut hoc nomen ‘antropos” apud graecos
et hoc nomen “homo” apud latinos; . . . Quod autem ipsi habent articulum, nos autem non, hoc totum
accidit)

Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi qu. 14, CPhD 1v: §6.79-82: ‘tunc complete habetur grammatica,
quando nullus conceptus potest ex re in mente fieri, quin sibi respondeat aliquis modus exprimendi similis
sibi traditus in grammatica.

4
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you list its modes of signifying: ‘this is a verb, that is, it signifies in a
processual way, it signifies in the third-person way, singularly, transitively’ —
and so on. Then you apply your rule of construction, saying, “This implies
that a correct construction will occur if it is combined with a word endowed
with the modes of signifying of a noun in the nominative singular, and also
if another word endowed with the modes of signifying of a noun in the
accusative singular or plural is added.’

The one sin the grammarian must not commit is to make ad hoc solutions
by appealing to something not included in the principles of his science.
Boethius castigates Priscian for treating the verb fulminat ‘thunders’ differ-
ently from such ordinary verbs as currit ‘runs’.** It is bad grammar to allow
one to be a complete sentence but not the other on the ground that there
is only one possible agent of thundering, namely Jove, but several possible
subjects of running. Priscian applies his knowledge about the core signifi-
cates of the words ‘thunder’ and ‘runs’, but those are facts of the world that
do not pertain to the grammarian. Similarly Boethius castigates Priscian for
claiming that nouns signify substance and for basing the order of the parts
of speech on the different sorts of things they signify: Priscian ‘committed
the mistake of transgressing the boundaries of his science by introducing
categorial things, for they are outside the boundaries of grammar’.#

Modistic theory is a genuinely scientific theory of language, a genuine
grammatica speculativa. We are offered a finite number of primitive terms —
the modes of signifying — and a finite number of rules of combination
permitting us to construct correct sentences and to check sentences for
correctness. We are offered a system of sufficiently high abstraction that it
can be applied to all languages.

Let us turn to logic. Our main source for Boethius’ doctrine concerning
the objects of logic are his questions on Aristotle’s Zopics, and that means we
primarily have his treatment of the logical entities dealt with there, but the
main outline of a general theory of logical entities is discernible. The Zopics-
related issues fall in two main classes: common ways of viewing (communes
intentiones) and topical relationships (babitudines locales). Genus, species,
whole and part, cause and effect are common ways of viewing, or intentions
for short, while the relationship between a genus and its species, between
a whole and its part, or between a cause and an effect, are topical relation-
ships. Since, for Boethius, the topical relationships are derivative from the
common intentions, we can concentrate on the latter.

4 Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi, qu. 11, CPhD 1v: 47.
4 Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandi, qu. 31, CPhD 1v: 97.63-98.6s: ‘Peccabat etiam in hoc, quod
excedebat metas suae scientiae, cum inducit res praedicamentales, quae sunt extra metas grammaticae.
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To Boethius, grammar and logic were very similar, parallel, yet distinct
disciplines. We have heard him say that we have developed a complete
grammar when for any concept that may occur in our mind, the grammar
has registered a corresponding way of expressing it. But he goes on and
says: ‘And the same holds for dialectic.”*®

Just as the ways of being of things are the foundation of the ways of
understanding them, which in turn are the foundation of the ways of
signifying them, so the ways of being of things are the foundation of the
common intentions. Ways of understanding and signifying are common, so
that once you have got them you need no longer think about those definite
things which in your own history or in that of humanity gave rise to them. In
the same way the intentions are free of ties to some definite things. Further,
ways of signifying and intentions are also common in the sense that they
do not only concern a certain section of the total reality. Everything has
properties that must be signified in one way or another, and everything has
properties in virtue of which it enters into logical relationships.*”

The thing signified by the word ‘animal’ has a way of being that makes
it divisible by means of specific differences, and that is why the intention
‘genus’ belongs to it. It is characteristic of intentions, and consequently of
their underlying modes of being, that they are relative. A genus is only a
genus in relation to other things which are its species.

Boethius also calls the intentions ‘ways of knowing’ (modi sciendi),** and
he seems to waver slightly over whether they belong ontologically in the
thing or in the intellect. But at least they clearly are not in a strong sense
real: the notion of intention only has a function in connection with an
intellect.

Using the intentions as primitive notions we can formulate topical rela-
tionships and maxims that spell out the conceptual content. We thus have
the topical relationship between a genus and its species, that between one
and the other of two opposites, and axioms such as ‘every genus is pred-
icated of each of its species’, ‘affirming one opposite implies denying the
other opposite’. The latter maxim may be used to support the inference
“This is hot, consequently it is not cold’, but if you do so you leave pure
logic, for ‘hot” and ‘cold” are not logical notions, they belong in natural
science.*’

46 Boethius, Modi Significandi qu. 14, CPhD 1v.56: ‘tunc complete habetur grammatica, quando nullus
conceptus potest ex re in mente fiers, quin sibi respondeat aliquis modus exprimendsi similis sibi traditus
in grammatica, et similiter dico de dialectica.’

47 Boethius, Qu. Top. 1.2, CPhD VLI: 14-15. 48 Boethius, Qu. Top. prooemium, CPhD V1.1: 6.65.

49 Boethius Dacus, Modi Significandsi qu. 18, CPhD 1v: 68f; cf. qu. 8, p. 34.
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The intentions of logic are abstract mappings of real relationships, they
are, as Boethius says, signs of such relationships, not their causes. If Socrates
is a man, it follows that he is an animal, but the cause of this consequentia
is not to be sought in the relationship between genus and species, but in
the nature of things. To find out about this matter you will have to leave
logic and learn what a man is and what an animal is.’° It is important for
Boethius to stress that things ground the logical relationships, not the other
way round; he does not want to make relative notions into real causes.

Thus Boethius’ logic is formal, in a modern sense of this word. It is like a
language with its own terms and a syntax. However, unlike in ordinary lan-
guage, all logical expressions are uninterpreted, no logical expression signi-
fies an identifiable thing. We can say much that is true about genus, species,
predication and negation without saying anything whatsoever about some
identifiable thing. If we start to talk about men and animals we have left
logic and moved into the field of the real sciences.

In this Boethius’ logic agrees perfectly with his grammar. It is good
grammar to talk about the rules of concord concerning number and person
that will permit a congruent construction of a noun with a verb. But if you
start to talk about the lexical meaning of some definite noun, you have left
the sphere of grammar.

For this reason Boethius happily accepts ‘I shall run yesterday’ as a well-
formed sentence.” From a grammatical point of view what matters is only
that ‘shall run’ is a verb and ‘yesterday’ an adverb. Incompatibility of their
lexical meanings is none of the grammarian’s concern.

We have moved a long way away from Hellenistic theories of language.
But a little scrutiny will show that Boethius owes a considerable debt to
Hellenism. One of the foundations of the theory is the view that gram-
maticality is decided on a different level than surface language: insensi-
ble grammatical features, his modi significandi, determine grammaticality
because they will only combine according to certain laws. The oldest source
Boethius knew for this idea was Priscian (though he did not talk of modi sig-
nificandi, of course). Priscian derived his conception of grammatical features
as intelligible entities from Apollonius. But it looks as though the Stoics
were the first to realise that logical and grammatical analysis requires a level
atwhich one can operate with formal quasi-things rather than with words or
their referents. One might cite Plato’s dvopa — pfiuacanalysis of the proposi-
tion as a precursor (Sophist 261-2), and one might say that de facto Aristotle
in his logic created a world of logical quasi-things, such as universal negative

5¢ Boethius Dacus, Qu. Top. 1.4—5, CPhD vLl: 17—24.
5! Boethius Dacus, Modi significandi qu. 85, CPhD 1v: 203.35—6.
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propositions, but the Stoics seem to have realised the implications, at least
to some extent, as evidenced by their special vocabulary in which formal
entities are marked by the ending -ua as opposed to real entities in -o15 and
by their explicit attribution of a special ontological status to sayables and
the like.”

In some ways, I think, we may see Boethius” highly developed conception
of a formal logic and a formal grammar as a mature version of a Stoic idea.
He had inherited their dialectic in a much changed version in which, among
other violence, it had suffered being cleaved into two. But he brought the
two halves very close together with his theory of grammatical and logical
objects and their common derivation from reality.

* k%

Modist grammar raises a number of interesting questions. For instance:
how is the set of modes of signifying related to the morphological devices
of a language? The basic, naive, assumption was that Latin inflection is a
true guide to the number of modes of signifying. But Greek, it was thought,
used articles to indicate case, not endings. This suggests that there may be
any number of ways to express a given mode of signifying, and so counting
the categories used in Latin inflection may be of little use. Some logical
intentions appear to have no grammatical counterparts. But why don’t
we have a modus significandi per modum universalis with an appropriate
morphological device to express it? The sad fact was that the modists could
not a priori deduce the set of modes of signifying, nor that of logical
intentiones.

If the modists had known Quintilian, they might have taken comfort in
the fact that the same type of problem had plagued men in the Hellenistic
age. Quintilian wonders whether there is a grammatical function shared by
Greek and Latin but without independent morphological manifestation in
either. There would seem to be some vis, he says, that in Latin borrows the
form of the ablative and in Greek that of the dative.”” We have a name for
that vis: it is casus instrumentalis, but then, of course, we are acquainted

5> Notice, I am not claiming that there was a Stoic syntactic analysis just like that of later times. It
remains possible that the ‘subject’ and the predicate were treated differently, so that the basic analysis
was ‘(@) noun/pronoun signifying (4) some existing thing(s) + () expression including a verb,
which signifies (B) an activity (Tp&yua, katnydpnua) caused by A’. If this was the analysis, A
and B were not of the same ontological type, and it would only be the B type of significate that
inspired later generations. For discussion of Stoic syntax, see especially Frede 1977, id. 1978, and
Luhtala 2000. Also notice that whatever the genuine Stoic view, Augustine assigns a AekTéV to every
(categorematic) word. ‘Quicquid autem ex verbo non aures sed animus sentit et ipso animo tenetur
inclusum, dicibile vocatur’, he says in De dialectica c.5, p. 88 Pinborg = 8 Crecelius.

Quintilian, /nst. 1.4.25: ‘Quaerat etiam < sc. an intelligent teacher > sitne apud Graecos vis quaedam
sexti casus et apud nos quoque septimi. Nam cum dico “hasta percussi” non utor ablativi natura, nec si
idem graece dicam, dativi.

“
i
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with languages that actually have an independent instrumental in their
morphology.

Beautiful as Boethius’ theory of grammar and logic is, he had not man-
aged to get rid of the inherent weakness of all formal grammar, namely
that in order to get a manageable system it must disregard pragmatics and
condemn unusual, yet intelligible, utterances.’* Sextus’ objections remain,
and the medievals were painfully aware of the fact. The discussion of figurae
was a traditional part of grammatical investigation, and by definition there
is no way a figure consisting in a mismatch of modes of signifying can be
declared acceptable by modist grammar. In one way or another one will
have to introduce a human ability to understand a speaker’s intentions even
when they are transmitted in a basically unintelligible linguistic form. For
most medievals the result was a sort of split personality: when dealing with
grammar in general they would be formalists, when looking at figurative
speech they would in one way or another introduce a bonitas intelligentis
allowing the receiver of a flawed message to take extralinguistic facts into
account in such a way that he can (a) reconstruct the canonical form of the
message, and (b) register the reasons that pushed the producer of the mes-
sage to prefer a non-canonical form (the ratio qua potuit fieri and the ratio
qua debuir fieri). With a formula of Hellenistic origin a figure was often
described as a vitium ratione excusatum.”> Nobody managed to incorporate
the excusing reasons into the principal theory of syntax, and so people
had to live with the paradoxical notion of an excusable, and hence correct,
flawed expression.

Just as we have seen the medievals in their formalist mood use tools
originally forged in the Hellenistic era, we see them using a Hellenistic
tool to challenge their own formalism. I take it that the medieval notion of
figura was of Stoic origin. However, even if that is not the case, it certainly
has its roots in Hellenistic times.

There is, perhaps, one way out of the formalist’s dilemma. Suppose
you basically give up the notion of a set of linguistic laws that describe
a given language, and concentrate instead on the notion of transmission
of information. Any transfer of information in which linguistic tools are
used will count as correct if the transfer succeeds. It is still necessary to

54 The following part about non-formal trends in the Middle Ages is heavily indebted to studies by
Rosier-Catach. See her 1999 article, where references to older studies may be found.
5 Cf. Quintilian, Inst. 1.5.5 ‘Prima barbarismi ac soloecismi foeditas absit. Sed quia interim excusantur
haec vitia aut consuetudine aut auctoritate aut vetustate aut denique vicinitate virtutum (nam saepe a
)

foguris ea separare difficile est). . . .. For an example of a medieval (thirteenth-century) discussion of
vices and figures see Kilwardby 1984.
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operate with certain norms, but only as a background situation: the receiver
of a message has certain expectations as regards its linguistic form, but
there are many other factors at work in the transmission of information,
and so, if the form of the message does not deviate too much from the
listener’s expectations he may catch it and he may also modify his linguistic
assumptions. This allows a speaker to innovate at any time. The linguistic
system becomes dynamic rather than static.

This was the line of thought adopted by Roger Bacon, an older contem-
porary of Boethius of Dacia. Bacon had some extraordinary ideas about
linguistic communication.”® He saw that as just one of the many ways
information or power could be transmitted — to him the two were basi-
cally identical. Words do not work in isolation, but factors such as the
speaker’s intention are also important for the efficacy of linguistic acts.
Magic and persuasion may have a common explanation: words pronounced
in the right situation by someone who wills something definite may change
reality. Bacon’s notion of information (species) owes little if anything to
Hellenistic speculation; on the other hand, he would scarcely have arrived
at his theory if the notion of a vis verborum had not been traditional, and
the notion of a vis or SUvapis possessed by linguistic expressions had only
become important in Hellenistic times.”” But perhaps the striking example
of Bacon’s innovative use of Hellenistic conceptual tools is his use of the
notion of imposition coupled with translatio, another Hellenistic notion.

Bacon simply claims that we are performing new impositions all the
time. You have got a name for some living person, John. He is run over
by a cart and you say ‘Carry John away so that he can be washed and
buried.” Everybody understands you, but actually you have performed a new
imposition, adding, by #ranslatio, a new meaning to ‘John’, so that it can
now also designate a dead body. By this new imposition you have rendered
the word equivocal. But things may get much worse. The following example
is of my own making, but it illustrates modes of imposition discussed by
Bacon:**

Let us assume that some hundred years ago the word ‘dodo’ was instituted
as a sign of an actually existing universal instantiated in several individuals.
The word did not cease to be significant by falling into disuse, so all the

56 The best accounts of Bacon’s thoughts about language are Rosier 1994 and Rosier-Catach 1997b,
where references to important older literature will be found.

57 Plato, Cratylus 394b suggests that each name has a SUvais just as each medical drug has a peculiar
BUvayis, but only later was the word developed into a full-blown technical term of linguistics.

5% The following paragraph is for the most part a literal quotation of Ebbesen 1983: 76. Further on
Bacon, imposition and translation in Rosier 1994, ch. 4, where source references may be found
(principal sources: Bacon’s De signis and his Compendium studii theologiae).
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time from its imposition to the death of the last dodo the word signified
a certain universal. However, people also used the word to signify other
things, an individual dodo, for instance. But the first to call an individual
bird a dodo, thereby gave the word a new signification: he performed a new
imposition and now it was equivocal. If he noticed the fact, he may have
said ‘dodo is equivocal’, thus using the word in a third sense, and actually
performing a new imposition, making ‘dodo’ signify the word ‘dodo’. Let
us now suppose that he kills the dodo, and that it was the last of its species.
If he then looks at the dead bird and says “The dodo is beautiful,” he
performs a fourth imposition, transferring the word to become a sign of
bones, flesh, feathers etc. that once belonged to a dodo. And if he continues
with a remark about the species, saying ‘Indeed, the dodo is the funniest
of all birds,” he is unknowingly performing a fifth imposition, because
he uses the word as a sign of an imagined universal, not of an actual
one, as he himself destroyed the actuality of the species by killing the last
specimen.

According to Chrysippus every word is ambiguous. According to Bacon
every normal word is multiply ambiguous, but for the most part this just
does not matter. Speakers generally manage to get the intended message
across in spite of constant violations of previously established linguistic
practice.

Of course, translationes tend to follow a pattern, so that the receiver of a
message will often be able to decode it by looking at a small set of standard
types of wranslatio, such as the ones illustrated in the dodo example, and
decide which one is most likely to be the relevant one in the situation.
Bacon does not give up on listing types of supposition and translatio. But
his deeper point seems to be that rules can always be overruled by the needs
of the moment, and that the wonderful thing about language is that you
can work creatively with it so that you can actually say new things and
make people understand them.

Boethius and Bacon may have met each other. They were both in Paris
in the late 1260s, so far as we can figure out. Both were very intelligent, and
both very sure of themselves. What a discussion they could have had! In an
important sense, they represented the conflict between an analogist view of
language and an anomalist one. Boethius with his analogist attitude could
make a beautiful static description of the language with great predictive
value as to what would be correct and what not. Bacon with his anomalist
attitude offered a picture, in many ways convincing, of a dynamic language,
but he would not be able to offer much guidance on what would be an
acceptable utterance and what not.
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Somehow, it seems necessary to ride the fence and be both an anomalist
and an analogist — as, in fact, Quintilian had realised, though perhaps
without a deeper understanding of the psychology of the real scientist who
so desperately wants there to be a system that one may spell out in a finite
number of propositions.

* % %

Postscript The sixteenth-century humanistic attempt on the life of real
science culminated in the work of Petrus Ramus who espoused the Stoic
definition of arsas a system of normative propositions (praecepta), produced
a set of primitive terms in the shape of elementary topical notions (argu-
menta), with no other warrant for its sufficiency than Cicero’s authority, and
with no clear operational rules attached to them — and otherwise let good
usus (Sextus’ ouvhiBeia, Quintilian’s consuetudo) decide not only what was
beautiful but also what was truth-preserving, perhaps even what was truth-
making. I am convinced that Chrysippus would have considered Ramus a
caricature of himself — after all, the man never bothered to work out the
fine details of any theory, since that would reveal a petty scholastic mind
with no understanding of the dynamic universe. But still, the caricature
raises questions about the model. One would like to know how conscious
Chrysippus was of the tension between his vision of a dynamic universe —
be it one with an unalterable, finite programme — and his scientific urge to
produce closed, complete theories. And also to which degree he was aware
of — and elaborated — the formalism of his S1oAekTiK™.
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abstraction 82, 249

Academics 165, 201, 212

accidental properties 81

Aétius 170, 171

affirmation 259—60

Agatharchides 87-90

akolouthia (sequence, consequence) 173, 287, 290

Alexander of Aphrodisias 165, 169, 175, 187, 246,
274, 306

Alexandrian school 211, 221

ambiguity 66, 74, 239, 242, 244, 250, 251-2, 318

Ammonius 28

analogist vs anomalist 211, 223, 318

analogy 210, 214-18, 222, 22834, 237, 238, 303

analogical extension 135; see also resemblance

animal sounds 59, 68, 69, 70

anomaly 211, 219

anthropology 26, 38, 39, 103

Antiochus 201

Antipater 180, 201, 236

Antisthenes 140, 153

aphormai (starting point) 179, 185

Apollodorus 236

Apollonius Dyscolus 217, 276-88, 292, 299, 307,
314

apophthegms 154

arbitrariness of assignment 43, 71

Archigenes 193, 195

argument 247, 248, 249, 254—5, 256, 258

indemonstrable 246, 248, 288

Aristarchus 211, 221-3, 227, 228, 22934,
236—7

Aristophanes 154, 156, 158, 236

Aristotle 19, 245, 37, 47, 59, 70, 150, 164, 165,
193—4, 215, 225, 239, 240, 241, 258—64,
268-9, 270, 271, 299, 300, 307, 308, 312,
314

article 284
(definite)

articulation 59, 61, 67—9, 102, 111, 114, 136, 204
(of concepts)

artificial 136
likeness 123
language 274
assent 265, 272
ataraxia 63
Athenaeus 193
atomic compound/complex 104
Atticus 210
Augustine 16-17, 28, 33—4, 35, 37, 4955, 180,
219—20, 301
Avicennian common natures 309, 310
awareness 107, 123
axioma (statable, assertible) 247, 275, 276,
292

Bacon, Roger 301, 317-18
behaviourism 117, 127, 129

belief, see opinion

birds 70, 137

body, bodily processes 139, 144, 145, 163
Boethius 202, 203, 209, 285, 300, 302
Boethius of Dacia 307, 310-18

Buridan 299, 301

Caesar 221

Carnap 249

Carneades 266

cats, feline mating 54, 11718

causal mechanism 106, 111, 112

chance 124, 217

choice 116, 137, 309

chreia 140, 148, 149—51, 153, 160

Chrysippus 14, 18, 25, 33, 36, 46, 168, 170, 176,
178—9, 184, 186, 201, 221, 236—7, 256, 266,
289, 301, 318, 319

Cicero 38, 40, 41, 164, 165, 174, 184, 199—209,
210, 212-13, 319

civilisation and culture 90, 97, 105, 178, 184,
origin of 56, 60, 65, development of 63,
65

Cleanthes 236
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coherence 256, 281, 283—4, 287
colligation 282-3, 287, 292—4
natural 282, 283; see also conjunction
common conception 164, 165, 167-8, 199, 207—9
common sense 164, 207
communication 28, 59, 62, 67, 76, 86—7, 110-38,
139—43, 163, 307, 316 (non-verbal)
compact and contract 88, 90, 97
compressed descriptions 33—4
concede 265, 271
concept 168, 202—4
conceptual language 59
formation 26—7, 123, 133, 174
general or universal 171, 175
natural 169, 176
conditional 250, 274, 282, 285, 287
conflict (mache) 279, 280, 281, 285, 287, 289—91
conjunction 274, 282, 2912
negated 288-90, 2912, 294; see also
colligation
connectedness of premisses in an argument 258,
272; see also akolouthia, coherence
connected speech 63, 80
connector 275, 277, 281, 283, 285, 292, 293,
294
connotation vs denotation 154
consent, see assent
consequentia 314; see also akolouthia
constraint and compulsion 78, 91, 97, 118, 119,
120, 122; see also necessity
consuetudo (common usage) 211, 216, 219, 224,
235, 238, 244, 319
context 294
contradiction 280
contrariety 17, 37, 42
control 122, 126
convention and conventionalism 22, 23, 36, 37,
43, 44, 70, 308
Cornutus 29, 38, 39
cosmic cycles 15
cosmopolitanism 143 (cynic)
Crates 146, 211, 221-3, 225—38
Cratylus 15, 18, 20-3, 30—1, 32, 34, 3655, 62, 98,
125
Cratylus 39
criteria of truth 169, 175, 176, 185
Cynics and Cynicism 139-63

deafness 89

defacing the currency 153

definiendum 202

definition 165, 186-96, 209
(ennoematic), 193—s (substantial), 193
(nominal), 195 (nominal)

delineation 187-91, 275

delosis (designation and indication) 43, 68, 70,
71, 74, 78, 106, 121, 137

Demetrius of Laconia 67, 68, 80, 81

Democritus 62, 228

Demonax 154

demonstrate 250

depiction 21

Dexippus 302

dialectic, dialectician, dialectical game 180, 241,
242, 248, 256-8, 259, 262, 264, 267, 269,

301, 319
dicibile 51—
dictio 55

didactic intention 142, 148, 155, 156, 158, 163
Dio Chrysostomus 149
Diodorus Cronus 48
Diodorus Siculus 60, 66, 100, 108, 126
Diogenes of Babylon 167, 171
Diogenes Laertius 158, 161, 171, 275—7
Diogenes the Dog 140-3, 147-62
Diogenes of Oenoanda 57, 67, 102, 108
Diomedes 212
Dionysius of Halicarnassus 29
Dionysius Thrax 217
disagreement (diaphonia) 211, 220, 232-6, 237,
238
disambiguation
context 251—4
mental 263, 264, 272
disjunction 274, 292—4
natural 2801, 285
divine 162, 181, 183
Gods’ names 38, 39, 41; see also theology
providence 24, 27, 35, 182
wisdom 103, 137
dog 2713
training 105, 11718, 128
Donatus 302, 305-6
dreaming 111

elenchus 152

emotions and affections (pazhe) 64, 65, 66, 67,
68—70, 83, 87, 89, 111, 125, 130, 190

emotional/expressive function of sounds 59, 61,
62, 69, 81, 111, 114—15

empiricist vs rationalist 152, 211, 212, 217

ennoia (concept, idea) 135, 136, 203, 249

enthymeme 152

environment 65, 70, 99, 137

Epictetus 148, 178

Epicurus and Epicureans 19, 20, 23-5, 29, 30,
§6—100, 1012, 1212, 212, 2I7, 218, 237-8

epoché 265, 266—7

equivocation 239, 241-7, 248, 258, 301; see also
ambiguity
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etymology 14-35, 36, 38, 210, 212, 21418,
222

Eudemus 285

Euripides 58—9, 158

evidence 112, 119

example 152, 162
(teaching by example)

experience 91, 107, 122, 127, 132, 133, 168, 170,
184, 217

fallacy 239—73

flexion 210, 214, 218—20, 224, 238
folk-linguistics 139

Frege 249

friendship 86

Galen 94, 186, 192-3, 195, 241, 245, 274,
288—93

game theory 150

gangsta rap 140, 155

Gellius 211, 212, 222, 2678, 269

gestures 62

children’s 84, 85, 94, 107, 112, 136

Gilbert of Poitiers and the Porretanean theory
280

glossogenesis 109, 112, 115

governing part of the soul (hegemonikon) 168, 170

gradualism 58, 6o, 63, 89, 100

grammar and grammarian 37, 48, 49, 50, 77, 102,
160, 211-12, 221, 236, 238, 279, 284, 285, 302
(vs logic), 303-13

Hellenism 214, 215, 216, 237

Henry of Ghent 301

Hephaestus 61

Heracles 149, 158

Heraclitus and Heracliteanism 39—40, 49
Hermarchus 65, 81, 94, 127, 132
Hermogenes 201, 43, 48, 151

Herodian 222, 228

Hesiod 38

Hippocrates 195

historical study 220

hoi syneidotes 65, 79—80

homeostatic systems 123

Homer 38, 158, 215, 232

homonymy 239-45, 248, 253, 256, 25973
Horn fallacy 268

horse 41, 105, 128

human history 15, 26, 33

iambos and comedy tradition 139, 156

imagination 172

imitative representation 29, 30—2, 40; se¢ also
mimesis

[ndex nominum et rerum

implicature 272

imposition (thesis) 18-19, 20, 22, 23, 31, 32, 33,
35, 36, 60, 67, 71, 122, 210, 217, 218, 300—2
(double), 31718

impositor of names, see name-giver

impression 54 (kataleptic), 64, 107, 122, 166, 170,
173 (transitional and synthetic), 174
(rational)

impression management 139, 142, 162

improvement 71, 78, 122

induction 81, 82

inflection 45, 71, 318

information and information theory 116-18,
120, 317

instinct 77, 84, 91, 95, 130, 134, 137

intellect and intelligence 64, 135, 169, 313

intelligibility 303, 305, 310

intention 24, 26, 55, 68, 115, 120, 121, 127, 129,
132, 133, 137, 248, 2501, 312—14, 316
(common)

internal states 101, 130

physiological 118, 119, 120
psychological 101, 111
intertextuality 139, 155, 162

justice 81, 129

katholika theoréemata 304, 307

keeping quiet 264—71

knowledge (episteme) 27, 39, 48, 75, 106, 124,
179, 196

Lactantius 60, 62-3, 97, 126
language
analytical approach to 99
community 23, 26, 102, 133, 137; see also
society
evolutionist theory of 58, 61, 63, 86, 98, 99
invention/inventor of 63, 83; see also
name-giver
origin of 18, 2330, 33
two-stage theory of 57, 65, 71—7
theistic theory of 58
utilitarian theory of 6o; see also usefulness
variability and difference of 66-8, 74, 75,
102
Latinity 215
law 130, 132
lekton (sayable) 45-9, 166, 173—4, 210, 229, 242,
275, 276, 277, 279, 300, 315
lexcis 44, 45, 46, 54-5, 275
life style (as text) 139, 140
linguistic correctness 210, 221, 235
logic 248, 274-94, 312-15
formalism of 274, 314
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logos 44, 45, 545 (sentence), 249 (argument)
internal (endiathetos) 75
Lucretius 57, 60, 62, 65—9, 83—7, 102—21, 12638

Marius Victorinus 204, 209
Martianus Capella so
Martinus 308
meaning (vs linguistic expression) 248-9, 256,
263; see also signification and semantic
medical school
empirical 192, 195
pneumatic 193
medicine 105
memory 79, 80, 81, 131, 132, 168, 170
Meno’s paradox 180
meteorological phenomena 112
methodology 113
Middle Ages 299
mimesis 36, 62, 105
mind (mens, animus) 112, 132
common 205, 206
modistic theory 307-12
morphology 3045, 308, 315
music 31

names 22—3, 64 (natural), 71 (generic)
correctness of 18, 19-23, 30—1, 32, 35, 42, 43,
46
name-giver 39, 67, 108, 113, 308, 311
naturalness of 41, 309
narratology 223
natural attachments (ozkeiosis) 27
nature and naturalism 18-19, 36—7, 43—9, 63—4,
101, 103, 109, 114, 123
necessity 118, 122, 135
Neoplatonism 300
newborns 85
nonsense 284

onomatopoeia 31, 37-8, 41, 48

opinion 38, 39—40, 75, 206

opposition, see contrariety

organic parts 123

organs of speech 68—9, 95, 133; see physiology
Origen 16, 18, 34, 36, 37, 169, 179
orthography 216, 222

outline (¢ypos) 132

painting 31

parabasis 155

parrhésia (freedom of speech) 154, 155, 157
parts of speech 16, 220

peculiar characteristic (idion) 186
Pergamene school, criticism 211, 215, 221
Peripatetics 183, 239, 241, 242, 285

Peter of Spain 301

Petrus Ramus 319

phantasmata 168

Philo of Larissa 201

Philodemus 68, 237

philology 216, 222

philosophical inquiry 185

phonematics 308

phonetic label or marking 105, 107, 114, 134

physiology 70, 111, 122, 128

Plato 23, 37-8, 41, 62, 141, 152, 154, 158, 163, 314,
317

Platonic Forms 203

Platonists and Platonism 19

Plotinus 193

plover 129

Plutarch 168, 169, 170, 174, 179, 267, 269

pointing out 83, 137

Porphyry 65, 79-80, 165, 186, 193, 195, 300, 302

Posidonius 193, 280, 285

pragma (object or meaning) 241, 293

pragmatics 248

preconception (prolepsis) 69, 81, 82, 122, 132,
133—4, 135, 165, 16874, 176, 183, 203, 206 of
God 180, 183

predisposition 59, 69

primary message systems 142

primitive wisdom 33, 34

Priscian 307, 312, 314

Proclus 29, 122—5, 177

Prometheus 29

proposition 173—4, 210, 256-8, 271, 274, 2753 see
also lekton

Protagoras 30, 94

protreptic 147

proxemics 143

proximity (vicinitas) 17, 32, 37, 42

Ptolemy 57, 72—7, 126

Pyrrhonian skeptics 212, 217

Quintilian 212, 214, 299, 3056, 315, 319

rational 165, 166, 170 (thought)
faculty (reason) 25, 26—7, 29-30, 33, 35,
64, 65, 77, 80, 81, 83, 128, 135, 168, 170-1,
178, 214, 231
reasoning (logismos) 122
empirical 127
reference 40, 133, 134, 137
refinement (elegantia) 219, 237
rendition (apodosis) 197
representations (phantasmata) 65, 66
res 53—4; see also pragma
resemblance 17, 32, 33, 34, 36, 41-2, 135, 21920,
221, 223, 228-34; see also analogy
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thetoric, rhetorical practice 139, 155, 164,
199—209, 221

rules 211-12, 221, 222, 228

rule-following 129

satire 140, 155

scepticism 127

scholastics 301

Second Sophistic 157

seismic phenomena 112

self-fashioning 139, 141, 142, 144

semantic 42, 44, 49, 73, 84, 136, 166

semiotic disposition 107

senses and sense perception (sensus, aisthésis) 81,
93, 94, 107, 11, 132, 133, 195, 206

sentence 229

declarative 258, 260

Sextus Empiricus 183, 190, 191, 197-8, 211, 215,
217, 229, 234, 236, 237, 250, 265, 266—7,
269, 2767, 285, 286—7 (vs. the
Dogmatists) 299, 303, 304, 306, 316

sexual desire 111, 130

shadows and reflections 123

shame and shamelessness 161

sign 44, 45, 54-5, 108, 109, 132, 137, 307, 314

significant (meaningful) speech 166, 171

signification 44, 845, 89, 197, 241, 242, 247,
260, 261, 264, 309-12, 315

similarity, see resemblance

Simplicius 239—41, 245, 249, 254, 260, 265, 268,
270

simulacra, films 120, 123, 127

society and social relations 27, 59, 6o

socio-linguistics 142

Socrates 141, 158

solecism 305

sophism 239, 241, 249; see also fallacy

Sophocles 58

stag 128

Stobaeus 189, 190

Stoics and Stoicism 14-35, 3655, 140, 159, 164,
166, 215, 221, 239—73, 274—94, 300, 306,
307, 3089, 314, 319

subsistence 249

supposition 301

swerve 119, 127

syllogism 240, 241, 245, 254—s5, 288—9

symbolic action 141, 144, 161

Syntax 45, 210, 217

teaching and learning 21, 27, 179, 191

techné (art, skill, expertise) 77, 79, 124, 212, 215,
216, 217, 221, 233, 235, 237, 319

teleology 38, 49, 93, 94, 124, 184

territoriality (space) 143; see also proxemics

theatricality 140, 144

theology 245, 38, 49, 303; see also divine

Theophrastus 215, 285

time 256-8, 262

token 82, 108, 249 (vs type)

tools 96

topical relationship 312, 313

total interpenetrative mixture 175

tragedy 157

transfer 254—s, 2578, 265

transgression 139, 144—9

transition 173

translatio 317—18

translation 3023, 311

tropes 302

truth 250, 258, 271, 276, 277, 292

understanding, see intelligibility

universals 301, 304, 309 (katholikon)

usefulness (utilitas) 65, 79-80, 85, 86, 91-3, 104,
105, 109, 114, 121, 129, 133—4, 136, 137, 214,
219, 237

usus, see consuetudo

validity 241, 246, 247, 249, 254—s, 256,
258

Varro 34, 37, 41, 210—38, 300

verbum 54—

virtue of style or speech 215, 221, 237

vis (dynamis) 317

Vitruvius 60, 61, 623, 126

vocative 284

voice 229

volition 112, 127-8

William of Ockham 299, 301
Wittgenstein 53
words 225 (compound), 227 (foreign)
attend to 274—5
customary vs technical 74
primary 30, 31, 36—7, 46
spontaneous formation of 63, 68, 69,
70
Zeno 54
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[AEscHYLUS] 91.9—10 279

Prometheus vinctus 447 30 In Porphyrii Isagogen sive quinque voces

AETIUS 54.6—7 189

De placitis reliquiae 56 195

4.9.13 172 69 195

4.11 26, 168, 169, 171, 173, 179, 181, 207 ANAXIMENES

ALCINOUS Ars rhetorica

Introductio in Platonem 6 14, 19 1438a21—2 219

ALEXANDER APHRODISIENSIS APHTHONIUS

De mixtione Progymnasmata

154.28—30 168 3—4 149

213.10 177 vol.il.p.49 (Spengel) 207

216.14 (=SVF 2.473) 175 Scholia Anonymi in Aphthonium

217.2—4 175 10.3.3 (Walz) 219

218.11—20 175, 176, 177 APOLLONIUS DYSCOLUS

In Aristotelis Analyticorum priorum librum i De coniunctionibus
commentarium 213.7-10 279

2.1 243, 306 213.11-15 279

17.3 265 214.1-5 280

17.23 265 214.8-10 285

18.26—7 265 216.11-16 276

19.8 243 216.16—217.2 285

21.28 243 216.16—218.19 280

22.6 243 218.20—7 278, 280

In Aristotelis Metaphysica commentaria De syntaxi

176.25 189 L.I3 210, 217

982a-b 176 1.60 217

In Aristotelis Topicorum libros octo commentaria 1.73-9 284

8.20—2 246 1.107 284

18.20 176 1.135 284

25.15 189 1.182.27-183.4 284

42—3 187 2.51 283

421.28—-31 189 2.70 284

AMMONIUS 2.71 284

In Aristotelis Categorias commentarius 3.5 284

11.8-12, 1 18 3.8-10 305

11.8-14 28 3.9 284

13.7 18 ARISTOPHANES

In Aristotelis librum De interpretatione Acharnenses 440—4 158
commentarius Ecclesiazusae 1659 155

34.20 ff. 18 Egquites 595 79
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Nubes 921—4 158

Ranae 8-10, 479, 322 156

ARISTOTELES
Analytica posteriora
1.4.28-9 304
Categoriae

ar 177

1a1-2 240

8b 25 193

De anima
1.1.402b1—9 188
2.1.41329—10 188
De interpretatione
c.8 260

6a6 47

16a3-8 70
16a9—11 258
16a19 19
16b33-172a3 258
1722 19
18a18—26 259
18a24—5 260
Historia animalium
536bri—20 70
Metaphysica
1010213 39
1024b32—4 153
104223 243
Politica
125329-15 59, 69
Rhetorica
13578 243
1395b25 243
1407219 215
Sophistici elenchi
c.4 263

c.17 263

c.19 239, 263
166a4—5 263
166a8 263
166a12-14 263
166a14 263
166a18—21 263
1662201 263
171b18—19 241
175b28-31 262
175b30 263

175b39-176a5 259, 260

175b39-176a18 261
176a3—5 262
176a14-16 262
176a15 259
177268 260, 264
177a9-15 261
177a18—24 262

Index locorum

177a21-2 261
177a24—6 263
181a2 189

Topica

1.4 187

8.7 263

104b20 153
160a23—9 260, 262, 263
1602248 263
160225 259
160226 261
160229—32 263
[ARISTOTELES]
Problemata 14 102
ARRIANUS
Anabasis 7.2, 1-2 143
AUGUSTINUS
Confessiones

1.8 53

De civitate Dei

8.7 26, 179, 180, 182
De dialectica

C.5 315

c.6 14, 41

c.9 252,301

9:3 34

9.18—20 33, 34
c.I0 302

10.1-3 16

10.9—1I 17, 29
10.10-13 17
10.13—21 17
10.21-3 17
10.23-11.9 16, 17
ILII-12 33
IL.13—14 17

.18 ff. 17
111.84—6 (Pinborg) 246
De trinitate

5.8.9 302
Rbetorica 4 207

BACON

De signis

3.2.48 301

BOETHIUS

De hypotheticis syllogismis

1iii 6 285

In Categorias Aristotelis commentaria
1159a—C 300

159b— 302

166d-167a 302

In Topica Ciceronis commentaria
1092b-1093b 202

1092d 202



1099a—b 209

I106C—1107a 204

1o8a—b 302

BOETHIUS DACUS

De aeternitate mundi

6.2: 347-8 307

Modi significands sive Quaestiones super
Priscianum maiorem

Q.8 313

4: 6=7 310

12 311

27-8 307

32.106-8 310

47 312

§5.61-56.7 310

56 313

56.79-82 311

68f. 313

97.63—98.65 312

4:203.35-6 314

Quaestiones super librum Topicorum

6.1: 6.65 313

6.1: 14—15 313

6.1: 1724 314
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CICERO

Academica posteriora

Ly 172

1.30—2 203

132 14

1.42 54, 168, 180, 208

2.17 179

2.21 174, 187

2.21-2 168, 174

2.21-3 179

2.30-1 168, 179, 203

2.95 190

2.121 110

Academica priora

93 266

De fato

11-15 246

De finibus bonorum et
malorum

1.30 130

2.45 27

2.46 27

3.17 27

3.21 168

3.33—4 135, 168, 172, 179

3.55 198

3.65-6 27

4.21 165

4.55 165

4.67-8 165

Index locorum 343

De inventione
2.52—6 200

2.53 204

De legibus

1.22-34 168

1.23 177

1.30 207

1.30—4 169, 208
27 25

De natura deorum
1.43 132

1.44 203

2.4-15 184

2.13 168, 203

2.45 168

2.63—4 38

2.81 124

2.133 27

2.148 27

2.149 25, 28, 61
2.153 28

3.45—6 182

3.63 14

29-30 165

De officiis

1.12-13 27

L.23 34

1.35 159

1.50 27

De oratore

1.12 207, 208

1.44 208

1.189 188, 200, 205
2.68 207

3.109-19 207
3.11§ 200, 205, 206
3.195 207
3.213—25 142

De re publica

3.3 27, 135
Epistulae ad Atticum
13.12.3 210
Epistulae ad Familiares
1.8.2 91

Orator

116—17 200, 204, 205
Partitiones oratoriae
41 200

62 200

123 206, 207
123—4 200

126 207

Topica

3 203

8-10 200
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26—7 201, 202

26-34 200

28—9 201, 202

31 203, 205

81-3 200

Tusculanae Disputationes
4.53—4 168, 183, 191, 208
[cicERO]

Rhetorica ad Herennium
114 219

CLEANTHES (2p. Stobacum, Eclogae)
I LI2 177

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS
Stromata 6.14 179
CORNUTUS

De natura deorum

23.3 15

32.8-11 30

33.6-8 30

34.3-6 29

39.15 15

76.2-5 38

CRATES (Broggiato)

F 23 222

F 31 222

F 35 222

F 66 223

DEMETRIUS LACON

Opus incertum (P Herc. 1012)
LXIV 67

[DEMETRIUS]

De elocutione

Index locorum

5.18 150
6.17 153
6.22 143
6.26 141, 162
6.27 154
6.32 147
6.34 149
6.35 141, 148
6.36 148
6.38 143, 157
6.39 145
6.40 152
6.41 141
6.43 143
6.44 143
6.46 145
6.54 141
6.58 161
6.59 154
6.60 143, 145
6.63 161
6.67 151
6.68 143
6.69 145
6.73 143
6.87-8 158
6.94 146
6.103 153
6.104=5 159
7.19 182
7.42 179, 180
7.43-83 49
7-44 241

259—61 145, 153, 156 7.5 166, 170, 171, 181

DEMOCRITUS 7.52—3 26, 135, 172, 173,
fr. 2978 79 179

fr. 68820 228 7.54 136, 169, 171, 176,
DEMOSTHENES 179
Exordia 5.3 79 7.55 179, 194
DEXIPPUS 7.55-9 45

In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium 7.56 45, 54
13-16 302 7-57 54

26—7 302 7.58 167, 187
DIODORUS SICULUS 7.59 219
Bibliotheca historica 7.60 186

1.3.3 61 7.60—-1 204
1.8.3—4 60, 66, 87, 108, 126 7.60—2 186, 203
1.16.1 126 7.62 245, 250
3.17.1 88 7.63 52,166, 242
3.17.3 88 7.68-76 277
3.18.2 88 7.70 54

3.18.6 87 7.72 275

3.18.7 88 7.75 246
DIOGENES LAERTIUS 7.78 243

Vitae philosophorum 7.79-81 246
2.117 147 7.82 249, 266
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7.83 48

7.89 179

7.94 194, 198

7.96 198

7.147 34,36, 181

7.159 171

7.183 184

7.189 182

7.192 236

7196 249

7.197 249

7.199 182, 188

7.200 14

7.201-2 177

9.88 234

10.13 237

10.31 75, 127, 132

10.32 107, 135

10.33 75, 106, 132, 135

10.34 113

10.75 237

DIOGENES OENOANDENSIS

8.3 113

10 19

10.2.1 109

10.3.1f. 102

12 57, 67

12.3.2 12§

12.4.3f. 109

12.4.6-14 102

40.1.2 102

DIOGENIANUS (ap. Eusebium, Pracparatio
Evangelica)

6.8.1-10 14,18

6.8.11—24 18

DIONYSIUS HALICARNASSENSIS

De compositione verborum 16 29

DIONYSIUS THRAX

Ars grammatica

c.12 18

Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem grammaticam

107, 1-21: 627 (Hiilser) 187

165.16fF. (Scholia Vaticana) 217

DONATUS

Ars grammatica (= Ars Maior)

3.1.2 306

3.6 302

EBERHARDUS BETHUNIENSIS
Graecismus

194-7 302

EPICTETUS

Dissertationes

1.3.5 177

1.22.1 178, 198

I1.ILI7 179

I1.19.1 249

111.22.1 178
111.22.2—50 160
I11.22.92 143
1v.8.10 178
EPICURUS

Epistula ad Herodotum
36 109

37 106, 132

37-8 81

38 75, 80, 130

59 80

70-1 80, 81

72 101

72—3 81

73 80, 81

74 103

75 24, 64, 71, 85, 97, 10I-2, 107, 121
756 56, 64, 66=7
76 75—6, 77, 83, 106, 121
79 113

82 132

Epistula ad Pythoclem
86 113

99 80

116 80

De natura

XII 57,103

XXV 1056 127

XXV 191 127
XXVIII 80

Ratae Sententiae

3 88

31-3 81, 88

31-8 81

32 127

fr. 22 Us 76, 77

fr. 117 Us 77

fr. 167 Us 77

fr. 271 Us 76
EURIPIDES
Supplices 201-4 58
Troades 671 58
EUSTRATIUS

In Ethica Nicomachea commentaria
41.12-15 188

FORTUNATIANUS
Ars rhetorica 1.1 207

GALENUS

Ars medica i. 306.12-15 K. 193
De differentia pulsuum

704-11 193

708—9 192, 199

720.5-9 192, 195
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De libris propriis

Xix.IL.7 188

De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis
2.5 171

3.1.15 184

4.2 191

4.5 190, 191

5.2-3 170

5.3 169, 170, 178

104, 1726 14

206, 6-12 14

206, 13 ff. 33

De sophismatis penes dictionem (Gabler)
13.4-5 245

13.4-6 239, 241

13.4-7 241, 245

De tremore, palpitatione, convulsione et rigore

liber
vii.607. 4 and 609.17 K 193
De usu partium
1.3, I11.6 94
17.6-12 124

In Hippocratis Prognosticum commentaria

3 195

Institutio logica

c.4 288

4.4 290, 291

4.6 293

c.14 288

14.3 288

14.4 288, 289

14.5 289

14.6 290

14.7 290

14.7-8 291

14.9 289
Protrepticus 8 161
Synopsis librorum suorum de pulsibus
9.431.5 188
Thrasybulus
v.811.9-15 K 193
[GALEN]
Definitiones medicae
1.6 187,188, 192, 199
GELLIUS

Noctes Atticae
2.2§.0-11 211

2.25.§ 220

10.4 18,19

11.12.1 256, 301

16.2 267-8
16.8.6-14 210

HERACLITUS
22 B 48 19

Index locorum

HERMOGENES
Progymnasmata (Rabe)
3-4 149

6.10 151

17 207
HERODIANUS

De prosodia catholica (Lentz)

3.1.108.9-16 14
HERODOTUS
Historiae
5.92f-g 144
HORATIUS
Epistulae
1.16.18 306

ISOCRATES

6.83 79
8.4 79

LACTANTIUS
Divinae Institutiones
6.10.10-13 126
6.10.13—14 62
LUCIANUS
Demonax

3 154

I 154

61 158

64 145
LUCRETIUS
De rerum natura
1.263—71 96
1.323 119
1.409 119
1.456 80
1.590 105
1.603 109
1.897 109
1.976 119
1.I0IO 119
2.146 105
2.215 127
2.248 94
2.257 112
2.258 127
2.265 128
2.268 128
2.270 128
2.272—6 127
2.279 127
2.282 119
2.284-93 119
2.420 119
2.541 68
2.850 94



Index locorum 347

2.869 119 §.1019—27 79

2.887 119 5.1020 88

2.1070—91 58 §.1021-7 69

3.60 119 s.1022 81, 87

3.68 119 5.1028 103, 108, 114, 118, 130
3.197 119 5.1028-9 57, 65, 84, 86, 89, 90, 96—7
3.288 111, 128 5.1028-33 83

3.294 111 5.1028—40 84-5, 90, 97
3.296 111 §.1028—90 §7, 102, 104, 127
3.299 128 §.1029 93, 103, 107, 115, 129
3.302 128 §.1031 103

3.319—22 119 §.1030—2 109, 112, 119, 131—2, 134
3.487 119 5-1033 94

3.523 119 5.1041 103

3.741 10§ §.1041—-3 108

3.753 128 §.1041-90 19, 108

3.1076 118 §.1043—4 112, 131, 134
3.1077 118 5.1043—5 69, 104, 107, 134
3.1489 104 §.1043—9 109, 113

3.1490 127 §.1046—9 92, 105, 133

4.189 119 §.1048 131

4299 135 5.1050—5 109, 113

4.322 119 5-1055 95

4.379-85 127 5.1056-8 66

4.473 109 §.1056—61 68

4.536 104 §.1056—90 25, 84, 86, 89, 90, 109, 110
4-549—50 91 5.1057 114, 130

4.686 119 5.1058 73, 85, 106—7

4.762 119 5.1059—61 130

4.822—57 95 §.I06I III, 125

4.823—42 95 5.1062 112

4.824 24 5.1062—86 130

4.837—40 134 5.1067—9 128

4.843—52 96, 136 5.1075 105

4.853-5 92,95 5.1078 105

4.877-906 127 5.1078-86 137

4.970-2 96 5.1085—8 115

4.984-1010 128 5.1086 119

4.986 111 5.1087-8 118, 130

4.1192 111 5.1087—90 68, 69, 130
§5.71-2 91, 105 5.1089 110, 130

5-453 135 5.1090 85, 107

5-487 91, 135 5.1098 91

5.526—33 106, 113 §.II159 119

5.564 75 5.1167 119

5.703—1I 113 5.1183-1203 76

5-837-56 95 5-1213 94

5.860-1 87 5.1283 96

5.868—70 128, 129 5.1362 103

5-871-7 95 5-1372 109

5.925-1010 98 5.1379-81 96

5-957 119 5-1450 119

5.966—9 96 6.16 119

5.1014 90 6.55 119

5.1019—23 57, 81, 86, 87, 89, 90, 97 6.181 135
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6.212 135
6.275 135
6.464 119
6.478 135
6.564 119
6.703—11 106, 122
6.734 119
6.787 118
6.995 119
6.1119 105
6.1136 105

MARCUS AURELIUS ANTONINUS
Ad se ipsum libri XIT
4.4 177

6.35 177

MARIUS VICTORINUS
De difinitionibus
893b—c 204

899a—b 202

902b 209

MARTINUS DACUS
Modi Significandsi

11: 7 308

I1: 35—7 308

NICOLAUS
Progymnasmata (Spengel)
vol.iii, p.493 207

ORIGENES
Contra Celsum

1.24 16,18, 37

342.62-3 249
Exhortatio ad martyrium
46 18

ap. SVF

2.964 168

2.988.10-11 179

2.1052 169, 171, 177
3.218 168

3.225 and 229-30 179
OVIDIUS

Heroides 1.88 306

PHILO JUDAEUS

De opificio mundi

148 18, 26

Quaestiones in Genesim
1.20 18, 26
PHILODEMUS

De musica

4.22 76

De pietate

1.8.225-31 57

Index locorum

1.9.519—41 57
1.71.2035 79

Volumina rhetorica (Sudhaus)

vol. 1 p.141.15 80

vol. 1 p.260.6 8o

1v. PHerc. 1423 cols.11.4-12.13 237
PHILOPONUS

In Aristotelis Categorias commentarium
11, 6 ff. 19

167.12-17 188

In Aristotelis de Anima libros commentaria

38.11—-17 188
PHOTIUS
Bibliotheca
250.450a41-b11 87
250.450b12—5 88
PLATO
Cratylus
384c—d 20
38s¢c 47
385d7-9 43
385d—e 43, 62
385d—386a 44
387¢ 47
387e6 125
388b 21
388b—390a 43
390a 19, 20, 44, 46
390d—e 22
393d 43

394b 317
396a 34, 43
396a-b 36
397¢ 39

397d 39

397¢ 38, 39
399d 39

401b 39
402b 38,39
406¢ 38, 39
409d 39

411b 39
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