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Brief summary

There is a perplexing sentence in Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2, which seems to
imply that technical terms synonyma and, by analogy, homonyma are used dif-
ferently in different contexts, i.e. in the Rhetoric these terms pertain to words,
but in the Categories they designate things. Thus, it creates the impression that
Aristotle has changed his mind with respect to the meaning of these terms.
The interpretation, which is offered by the majority of translators and com-
mentators, appears to embrace this conclusion. It is reinforced by the entry on
synonymos in the Greek-English Lexicon. The aim of the article is to explain the
perplexing sentence in such a way that it is compatible with the definitions of
synonyma and homonyma given in the Categories.
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Terminological precision and coherence has always been considered
to be a virtue. The sentence at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2 presents a ter-
minological puzzle. It is a challenge to interpret this sentence in such
a way that the virtue of precision and coherence survives intact in
Aristotle. In this article, I will attempt to provide an interpretation of the
sentence at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2, according to which this sentence is
compatible with Aristotle’s terminology in the Categories. I will contrast
my interpretation with the standard interpretation and address certain
problems, which must be circumvented, if my interpretation is to hold as
a plausible reading.

Let us look at the perplexing sentence at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2:
TV O’ OVOUATWYV TG HEV TOPLOTT OUWVUHLOL XOTOLHOL (TTaQX TavTAG
YAXQ KAKOULQYEL), T TTONTI) d& TLVVLHLAL Aéyw d& KOOI T Kkal
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CLVWVLHA OloV TO TToEEVETOAL Kol TO Badilety: TavTA YXQ AUPITEQX
Kol KOQLA KAl CUVAWVUHA AAATAOLG.

The standard interpretation, which is exhibited by the majority of
translations and commentaries (e.g. Cope 1877, Vol. 3, 19; Freese 1926,
355; Kennedy 2008, 200; Rapp 2002, 839-840), is manifest, for example, in
the following translation:

The kind of words useful to a sophist are homonyms (by means of these he does
his dirty work), to a poet synonyms. By words that are both in their prevailing
meaning and synonymous I mean, for example, go and walk; for when used in
their prevailing sense these are synonymous with each other.

(Kennedy 2008, 200)

The standard interpretation embraces the following points:
(1) There are two kinds of words — homonymiai and synonymiai.

(2) The words go and walk are kyria and synonyma with each other.
(3) Being a synonymon is a property of words. (From (2))

(4) Synonymiai are synonyma. (From (1) and (3))

(5) Homonymiai are homonyma. (By analogy to (4))

(6) Being a homonymon is a property of words. (By analogy to (3))

According to the standard interpretation, synonyma and also, by anal-
ogy, homonyma (a term which is not mentioned in the passage, but which
suggests itself due to mentioning of homonymiai) are understood as per-
taining to words, synonymiai (synonyms) and homonymiai (homonyms)
respectively. What is perplexing is that the conception of synonyma and
homonyma as pertaining to words appears to contradict Aristotle’s defini-
tions of synonyma and homonyma in the Categories (see Cat. 1, 1a6-8 and
1, 1a1-3), where synonyma and homonyma are things. Thus, the passage
at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2 implies that Aristotle has changed his mind
with respect to the meaning of synonyma and homonyma.

This assumption appears to coincide with, and is reinforced by,
the information that we find in the Greek-English Lexicon entry on
OUVWVLHOG!

in the Logic of Arist. cuv@vvpa are things having the same name and the
same nature and definition, Cat. 1a6 [...]

in Rhet. t& ¢. are synonyms, words having different forms but the same sense,
as togevecOat and Padilerv, Arist. Rh. 1405al [...] (my boldface — L. R.)
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In favor of the latter meaning of synonyma, the dictionary gives re-
ference to Rh. 1405al, which is a locus in the passage that I am discuss-
ing here. It should be noted that there is one slight but important dif-
ference between the standard interpretation and the entry. According to
the standard interpretation, the words go and walk are synonymous with
each other, but in the entry these words are synonyms. The standard in-
terpretation takes synonyma to be a property of synonymiai, whereas the
entry treats synonyma (in Rh. 1405al) as identical to synonymiai.

The Greek-English Lexicon entry on oucvupog does not contain a
double meaning. It is stated that homonyma are things:

in the Logic of Arist., Tow 0. are things having the same name but different
natures and definitions, things denoted by equivocal or ambiguous words,
Cat. 1al [...] (my boldface — L. R.)

The explanation of the meaning of homonyma in Aristotle is based on
the reference to the Categories suggesting that this is the core meaning of
homonyma. Had Aristotle mentioned homonyma in the puzzling passage
at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2, the entry probably would have contained
the other meaning of homonyma as equivocal or ambiguous words.

IT

Let us focus on the case of synonyma. The Categories contain the fol-
lowing definition:

oVVOVLHA dE Aéyetal WV TO Te GVOUA KOOV Kal O Kata tovvoua Adyog
NG ovolag 6 avtog, olov (wov 6 Te avOQwWTOC kat 6 Bovg:

When things have the name in common and the definition of being which
corresponds to the name is the same, they are called synonymous. Thus, for
example, both a man and an ox are animals.

(Cat. 1, 1a6-8, trans. Ackrill 1963)

The example Aristotle gives here — that a man and an ox are synony-
mous things — seems to conflict with the example in the fragment of the
Rhetoric, where it is said that go and walk are synonyma, if synonyma are
taken to be synonymous words. How are we supposed to understand
the statement that go and walk are synonymous?
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One might immediately point out that the apparent conflict provides
evidence for the hypothesis that in the Rhetoric Aristotle has decided to
change or perhaps slipped into changing the meaning of synonyma, so
that now they are words, not things. And a similar change in meaning
has happened to homonyma.

Let us consider again the statement at 1405al that go and walk are
synonymous. It is worth looking at the Greek phrase, as the phrase
involves ambiguity: ovv@vupa olov 0 ToevecBal Kai O Padiletv.
The Greek words t0 mogeveoOat and 10 Padilev are ambiguous — they
may refer to things or to words, since neuter article T6 can serve various
tasks: 1) when 16 is added to infinitive or to any phrase, we get a neuter
noun, which as any other noun refers to a thing; 2) the neuter article
T can serve the same function that quotation marks serve in English,
and in that case, the phrase beginning with 16 refers to a word. Thus,
although 10 mopevecOat and 1O Padilewv can be taken to refer to words,
go and walk, they need not be taken as such; they can be taken as refer-
ring to things themselves, to going and walking. In that case, the state-
ment at 1405al is that going and walking are synonymous things. This
accords well with Aristotle’s example of synonyma in Cat. 1, 1a3, where a
man and an ox are synonymous things. Hence, no change seems to be in
meaning of synonyma, and the assumption that there has been a change
may not be true.

ITI

However, there is a serious obstacle to my interpretation. It is the oc-
currence of kVgla in the clause at 1404b39-1405a2: Aéyw d¢ KUQLA Te Kal
OLVEVULHA olov TO ToEeveoDaL kat To Padiletv: Tadta Yoo audoteQa
Katl KOQLa katk oLVEOVLHA AAATIAOLG.

At an earlier passage, kVolx is tied with names and verbs (twv &
OVOHATWYV Kal ONUATWV oadr] HeV Totel T kvola, 1404b6), and thus,
here the phrase kvl ovopata also suggests itself. The whole context
is about names, and it is very similar to the discussion about names
in the Poetics (see, for instance: Poet. 21, 1457b1 &mav d¢ Gvoud éotwv M
KUQOV 1] YA@WTta 1) petagdoon). If koo are ovouata, then it appears
that ovvovupa are also ovopata. If kVoix were not mentioned at
1404b39-1405a2, we could easily read the sentence in such a way that to
niogevecOat and 1o BadiCewv are synonymous things, not words. But the
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fact of the matter is that, besides being synonyma, ©0 mogevecOat and to
BadiCetv are also kUL (OVOpATO).

Thus, we are faced with a dilemma: 1) either 0 mogevecOar and
0 PadiCewv are also synonymous words, or 2) 10 mogevecOat and to
PadiCewv are ambiguous in one and the same sentence, referring both to
things themselves, i.e. to going and walking, and to words, i.e. to go and
walk. If we choose the first horn of the dilemma, then we have to con-
clude that Aristotle does not use synonyma uniformly and he is fluctuat-
ing between synonyma as pertaining to words and synonyma as things.
That would, in turn, suggest that the assumption that there has been a
change of Aristotle’s mind is true. If we choose the second horn of the
dilemma, then we have to conclude that the clause at 1404b39-1405a2
is elliptical. It contains two distinct propositions, one about words
and the other about things: 1) 10 mopevecOar and to Padilerv are
KUolx ovopata, and 2) to mopevecBat and to Badiletv are oLVWVLHA
[rodypata], i.e. synonymous things (not cuvwvupa ovopata). Since the
first horn of the dilemma leads to the conclusion that there has been a
change of Aristotle’s mind, I opt for the second.

IV

Now, the troubles with the sentence at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2 are
not over yet. The source of trouble lies at the beginning of the sentence,
where we can read that homonymiai and synonymiai are words (twv o
OVOHATWV T HEV 0oPLoTH OpwvuLpiar xonowuot [...], t@ mowmrtn d¢
ovvwvopial 1404b37-39). At this point, our opponent can say that this
is again an evidence of a change of Aristotle’s mind with respect to the
meaning of synonyma and also of homonyma, since the terms synonymiai
and synonyma, on the one hand, and homonymiai and homonyma, on the
other, seem to be interchangeable.

According to my interpretation, the statement that homonymiai and
synonymiai are words is no evidence for a change of Aristotle’s mind; on
the contrary, this is evidence for stability. I claim that Aristotle reserves
different terms for different ideas, namely, synonymiai and homonymiai
are words (i.e. synonyms and homonyms), whereas synonyma and
homonyma are things (i.e. synonymous things and homonymous things).

The evidence for the fact that Aristotle can be interpreted as drawing
distinctions between synonymiai (synonyms) vs. synonyma (synonymous
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things), and between homonymiai (homonyms) vs. homonyma (homony-
mous things) can be found in Porphyry’s (ITopdpvoiog, c. 234 — c. 305 AD)
commentary on the Categories. There is a discussion of homonyma, and
a distinction between homonyma and homonymia is clearly made. Let us
first look at Aristotle’s definition of homonyma in the Categories:

Opdvupa Aéyetal v GVopa HOVOV KOOV, 0 d& KTt TOUVOLL AdYOG
s ovoiag €tegog, olov LoV 6 Te AVOEWTIOG KAL TO YEYQOLLEVOV:

When things have only a name in common and the definition of being which
corresponds to the name is different, they are called homonymous. Thus, for
example, both a man and a picture are animals.

(Cat. 1, 1a1-3, trans. Ackrill 1963)

In Porphyry’s commentary on the Categories we are told that
homonymia is a word, whereas homonyma are things (Opwvupia pév
dwvn, opwvopa d¢ T modyuata, In Cat. 61.14). Porphyry also says that
homonymia is dependent on homonyma, since

[..] what produces [homonymia] in words is not the character of the expression
itself, but rather things are found to be different and in no way have anything in
common yet acquire one and the same expression as their name.

(In Cat. 61.17-19, transl. by Strange, my changes in brackets — L. R.)

It is the things, homonyma, that bring about homonymia in words.
However, Porphyry does not quite explain how one gets form things to
words. Since homonymos means having the same name, not being the same
name (this point is taken from Barnes 1971, 71-72), homonymia should be
a property of things that have only a name in common, not a name that
refers to different things (i.e. an equivocal word).

A plausible explanation of the way one gets form things to words
could be the following. Aristotle needed a term to describe the other
side of the coin: if there are things such that they have the same name,
one should be able to say that there is also the name such that it is had
by the things. It is reasonable to speculate that, in order to avoid con-
fusion, Aristotle has reserved homonyma for things, and homonymiai for
words. Thus, although homonymia primarily characterizes the property
exhibited by homonyma, by an extension of meaning, homonymia desig-
nates the word itself which homonyma have in common. Thereby it is
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understandable why Porphyry can say that homonymia is a word, but
homonyma are things.

The same reasoning applies to synonymia and synonyma. Thus, we
can say that synonyma have synonymia as a property and as a word, i.e.
synonyma exhibit the property of synonymia, and, in turn, synonymia is
the word, which is shared by synonyma, viz. synonymia is a name that
refers to things with similar natures and definitions.

A"

Let us revisit the fragment at Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2 in light of the
considerations drawn from the previous investigation. The interpreta-
tion that we can now offer is this:

1) There are two kinds of words — homonymiai and synonymiai.

(1)

(2) Go and walk are kyria and synonyma with each other.

(38) Synonyma are things. (According to Cat. 1, 1a6-8)

(4) Kyria are words. (According to Rh. 1404b6)

(5) Aswords, go and walk are kyria. (From (2) and (4))

(6) As things, go and walk are synonyma. (From (2) and (3))

(7) Homonyma are things. (According to Cat. 1, 1al-3)

(8) Homonymia is shared by homonyma. (According to Porph. In

Cat. 61.17-19)
(9) Synonymia is shared by synonyma. (By analogy to (8))

In line with this interpretation, we can offer a slightly but crucially
different translation of Rh. 111 2, 1404b37-1405a2:

The kind of words useful to a sophist are homonyms (by means of these he does
his dirty work), to a poet synonyms. I mean, for example, go and walk are both
words in their prevailing meaning and synonymous things, for both of them are
words in their prevailing meaning and things that are synonymous with each
other.

Hence, I propose a different interpretation of the passage at Rh. III 2,
1404b37-1405a2, according to which this passage is not in conflict with
the definitions of synonyma and of homonyma in the Categories. My inter-
pretation has the advantage of preserving terminological precision and
coherence in Aristotle.
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TERMINOLOGISKA MIKLA ARISTOTELA DARBA
RETORIKA, I1I 2, 1404B37-1405A 2

KOPSAVILKUMS

Aristotela darba Reétorika (Rh. III 2, 1404b37-1405a2) atrodams
mulsinoss teikums, kas Skietami paredz, ka visai tehniskie termini —
synonyma un péc analogijas ar1 homonyma — tiek atskirigi lietoti dazados
kontekstos, proti, darba Retorika Sie termini attiecas uz vardiem, bet
darba Kategorijas tie apzimé lietas. Rodas iespaids, ka darba Retorika
Aristotelis ir mainijis So terminu nozimi. Standarta interpretacija, t. i.,
interpretacija, ko piedava lielaka tulkotaju un komentétaju dala, ietver
$adu secinajumu, kas Skiet vel neapstridamaks, ieltikojoties grieku—an-
glu leksikona (Greek-English Lexicon) skirkli par synonymos. Raksta mérkis
ir izskaidrot Aristotela darba Reétorika atrodamo mulsino$o teikumu ta,
ka tas ir savienojams ar synonyma un homonyma definiciju, kas sniegtas
darba Katégorijas. Standarta interpretacijas vieta autore piedava atskirigu
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mulsinosa teikuma interpretaciju saskana ar izpétes gaita sasniegtajiem
apsverumiem: pastav divu veidu vardi — homonymiai un synonymiai; iet
un staigat ir kyria un synonyma; synonyma ir lietas; kyria ir vardi; ja iet un
staigat tiek saprasti ka vardi, tie ir kyria; bet, ja iet un staigat tiek saprasti
ka lietas, tie ir synonyma; homonyma ir lietas; homonyma lidzdala homony-
mia; synonyma lidzdala synonymia.
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