Sign Language*

John Glucker and Ivor Ludlam

There is no proper history of ancient rhetoric which traces the development of
rhetorical theory step by step, as do the histories of ancient literature or of an-
cient philosophy in their fields. George Kennedy’s The Art of Persuasion in
Greece (Princeton 1963: henceforth Kennedy) does enter into some historical
problems, but it only traces the larger historical developments and does not pay
enough attention to changes and developments within the shorter periods. Josef
Martin’s Antike Rhetorik: Technik und Methode (Munich 1974) is essentially
what its title signifies; it treats (he whole of ancient rhetoric as if it were only
one consistent system with slight variations from period to period. Heinrich
Lausberg’s Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik (2 vols., Munich 1960) is the
most useful collection of ancient sources from the various periods in the history
of rhetoric, but again, it is arranged systematically and not historically. Ludwig
Radermacher’s Artium Scriptores (Vienna 1951: henceforth AS) has been avail-
able to students of pre-Aristotelian rhetoric for over forty years. It is not an easy
book to use, but it does contain a more complete collection of sources for that
early period than any other work. It has not been used as often and as properly as
it should. A more careful use of Radermacher by earlier scholars might have
deprived us of the necessity and the pleasure of writing much of this article. Our
own discussion, since it deals with one small point in ancient rhetorical theory,
is based on a wider range of ancient sources than Radermacher’s discussion of
the same point in his larger context, and goes beyond his conclusions; but we
have found it reassuring that his conclusions point in the direction our work has
taken.

John Glucker was taught Greek by Ra'anana Meridor about forty years ago.
Ivor Ludlam was taught Greek by John Glucker about fifteen years ago.
D*ob (tekpnpiov!) |D'o ma» odd
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Ammonius, a lexicographer writing in late antiquity or early Byzantine times,
has preserved for us in his Mep! Opoiwv kai dlo@opwv Aé€ewv (p. 127
Valckenaar) a sentence from the Pntopikr| t€xvn of Antiphon the Orator:
onueiov kai TeEKPNPlov Jlo@EPEL.  AVTIQWV &V T TéXvn TO ULEV
mopwynuéva onueiole motolobal. Ta 8 LEANOVTA TeKUNpPiolE
On the face of it, this distinction seems to make no sense. Even if we can un-
derstand why a anueiov should refer to the past, why should a tekunpiov, the
general sense of which is “a piece of evidence from which an inference may be
drawn”, refer to the future? The awkwardness of such a distinction is probably
one reason why this fragment is not mentioned anywhere in Martin’s and
Lausberg’s works. Kennedy does mention it in his note 99 to page 100. Here is
the relevant section of the note:
A fragment of Antiphon’s t€xvn preserved by Ammonius (Radermacher B.X.8) says
that sémeia refer to things past, tekméria to things future, but this cannot be illustrated
from anything except Andocides 3.2.
An answer to this difficulty has been available all along in Radermacher’s
detailed note on his C 36, AS 214-215. Here is the relevant passage from p. 215:
Recte autem oratores in hoc argumentandi genere ex rebus praeteritis colligi aliquid,
quod posthac futurum erat, adfirmant: sic Andocides 3,2: xpny yap, w Abnvaiol,
TeKUNpiolg xprobal ToT¢ mpOTEPOV yevouévolg mep! TV WEANOVIWY, quocum
congruit Isocrates 4,141, Dinarchus 1,33: TeEKHOIPOPEVOL TG HEAAOVTIO €K TOV
yeyevnuévwv, quibus verbis illustratur etiam, quod Antiphontis arti tribuitur; 10
pENOVTO Tekpnpiolg miotobobal. Rem ut pleniorem reddam, habes apud Lysiam
31, 34: o0 yop oAhoig Tiolv Opag Ol mep! T@OV O&iwv OVTWY PouAedeEy
Tekunpiolg xpAoBatl i LUV adTOTg, OTToloi Tiveg Ovtec avTol mep! TV MOAV
£dokipaaoBnte. Scilicet ea est temporum ratio, quam nostri grammatici relativam
dicunt.
That is, Antiphon’s péA\ovta are future events or states from the temporal point
of view of the tekunpiov, and not necessarily from the speaker’s temporal point
of view, although they may be that as well. We have collected humerous in-
stances of such a usage of tekunpiov from the orators and from other literary
sources of the two centuries before Aristotle.
Antiphon is generally faithful to his own distinction:
a. Tekunplov
1.10 — my behaviour in this trial so far is a tekunpiov Jikaiov that |
am now rightly prosecuting the murderer
1.11 — if the other side had behaved in the same way, and | had behaved
otherwise, so far in the trial, these would be péyiota tekunpila that
they were now innocent.
1.12 — same argument as 1.11
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4 6 3 koivoG 3¢ TOD Tekpnpiouv nuiv dvtog TOOTIp TQY mavti
mpoéxopev of yap paptupeg tolTov @aoiv apéal TH¢ TANYRAC,
apéaviog¢ o8¢ TOOTOUL. Ka! TAOV oMWV ATAVTIWYV  £TAOV)
KAaTnyopoupévwv amordetal tii¢ aftiag. — past fact as tekpnpiov to
present culpability.1

5.8 ... OA\' Tva 1 Tekunpla Opiv kol TéV Mooy npaypdtwv OV
€lg &ue fj 100tV Pronotng Kait napavop‘i‘a - Kol GG L&V o0
KaKOUPYOG €l 008" £vox0C TG TAV KAKOOPYwvY VOUIP, alTol ouTol
TOOTOU ye Paptupeg yeyEvnvtal.— their modes of behaviour so far
are Tekunpta that 1 am innocent.

5.38 (twice) — hypothetical previous behaviour of each side in the trial
would have been tekpnpia for the justice of the other side.

5.61 tekunplov d¢ PEYIOTOV WG 00K £BOOAETO aUTOV anmoAécal: he
could have prosecuted him earlier and have him condemned to death
legally, but he did not. This is a tekunptov that he did not kill him il-
Iegally later.

5.63 kail pév on kal Tii¢ xpeiag tnc apnq kal tnc Aukivou To0TO Opiv
MEYIOTOV TEKUNPIOV £0TIV, OTL 00 ccpoépa éxpoopny €yw Aukivop
@ileo. oe¢ mavta moifjoonl av 1O ékeivip dokolvta- — | had not
been in the past on such friendly terms with him, and this is a
Tekunptov that 1 did not do what he wanted in this particular case.

5.83 .. HeyoAd ol TEKUAPIN .. 6T1 OOK GANBn pou o0Tol
Katnyopoilal .. — facts in the past are yeyoda Tekpnpla that the
other side is not telling the truth.

b. onueiov
Antiphon’s use of anpeiov is consistent with his words in the téxvn, either

as a fact in the present or past as evidence for a previous event (2 3 5; 2y 8;
5.14; 6.2; 6.27) or as a visible sign indicating a past fact (4 y 3 — physical

weakness no evidence concerning self-defence; 5.27 — no eye-witness, no

blood, no other onueiov for the murder; 5.28 (twice) — neither the sunk boat
nor any other onueiov has been found to indicate that the man was killed and
thrown overboard; 5.45 — no anueiov and no blood either on land or in the boat
to indicate a murder).2

The argument continues with a discussion of probabilities, and in the previous
paragraph we have €ikdol tekunpiolc. The relation between tekpunpiov and €ikog

will be touched upon later.

In 5.84, the facts described in 82-3 are called 10 onpeia 10 and @OV Bedv. These
divine onpeia had been distinguished already in 81 from dvBpwmiva Tekpnpla, but
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Andocides made his first speech a year after Antiphon's death. In that speech
(1.24), he uses tekunpiov to infer a future possible action from a present state of
affairs. His statement in 3.2 about inferring the future from the past has already
been noted by Radermacher as supporting Antiphon’s distinction (p. 95 above).
While Andocides uses tekunfpiov quite consistently in Antiphon’s sense, in 2.3-
4 he uses onuetov for inferring from past and present actions a present state (a
pEANOV in Antiphon’s sense), which is the complete opposite of Antiphon’s us-
age. On the other hand, in 2.25, Andocides’ present actions are used by the
Athenians as evidence of his past Gpaptia — onuelov in Antiphon’s sense.
We shall see more instances of this and similar apparent confusions in the usages
both of onuelov and tekprplov and we shall attempt to give a partial ex-
planation for this situation.

Such apparent confusions abound in the orators. It is therefore surprising to
find that the one orator who is consistently faithful to Antiphon’s distinction in
his use of both terms is one of the latest of them, Lycurgus. Admittedly, we have
only one extant speech by this orator, but in it, he has tekprptov five times, all
in Antiphon’s sense of past events as evidence for subsequent states (61; 90; 91;
129; 138), and onueiov once as a sign from the gods (93) and once as evidence
from present to past (90). To illustrate his consistency in this distinction, here is
8§90:

Kaitol y’ énexeipnoey €imeTv. & kal vuv Towg épeT mPOC OUAC. WC OUK Gv

moTe UmMEPIEvVE TOV ayéova TodTov ouveldwg €outp Tololtov TI

OlOTIEMPOYMEVIP:  wOoTep 00 TAVTOC Kol TOOC KAEMTOVTIOC Ko

TepoogulolvTog TOOTOp TQ TEKUNPilp Xpwpévouc. o0 yap Tol

TPAYyUOTOC €0TL onueiov W¢ o0 TeMoINKAaly, OAANG T avaideiag Rv

£XOUOIV.

That is, his past action of awaiting the trial indicates, as he would say, his con-
tinuous state of innocence (ouveldwg is perfect). For the orator, this is a anueiov
(present to past) not that he did not commit the act, but rather a mark (the same
word anpueiov serving in this sense as well3) of his shamelessness.

Lycurgus seems to be consistently Antiphonian. Most other orators are not:

Lysias 13.20: the BouAn under the Thirty is tekurjpiov for the politics of the
BouAn before the Thirty (subsequent state as evidence for previous state. An-
tiphon would have called this onueiov); ibid 72-3: two subsequent facts as

the court is told there that one can tekuoipeaBar  from them just as well — see
note 14 and context. Divine onu€ta will be mentioned in this article only in passing,
but Antiphon’s usage in this particular case is still consistent with his temporal
distinction.

onpetov is used here first in the sense of Antiphon — present to past evidence —
and then in the sense of a mark of a disposition. See below, pp. 99ff.
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tekunpla that Agoratus had not killed Phrynichus (again, Antiphonian
anueiov); but see 22.11: the way they sold the grain subsequently is yéyiotov ..
kal TmepipavéaTatov Tekunplov that they are now lying about their motives
for buying the grain previously (of course). This is Tekufptov in the Antipho-
nian sense. In 4.12, Lysias uses both anueiov and tekuripiov for past acts prov-
ing something in the present.

Aeschines uses tekunplov three times for past facts as evidence for general
statements continuing into the present (1.125; 2.152, 162). This is Antiphonian;
but in 2.31-2, 142 and 3.238, he uses anueiov clearly in the same sense of Anti-
phonian tekunRpiov.

Isaeus is usually consistent in his use of tekpunpiov for a past fact indicating
something subsequent, e.g. 1.12; 3.19-22, 54-5, 79-80; 4.1-2, 12; 5.26, 31; 6.1;
8.6, 15; 10.16; 11.40. All these are in Antiphon’s sense. He never uses
TEKUNpPIov in Antiphon’s sense of onueiov; but in 1.31 and in 12.12, he uses
onueio/onueiov where Antiphon would have called them tekunpla/tekunpiov.

None of the above examples antedates Antiphon. There are no remains of
speeches published by orators before Antiphon,4and we must resort to other At-
tic writers earlier than Antiphon or contemporary with him to see whether his
distinction conforms to normal usage. There is a reason for the unusual order in
which we shall present the authors.

Thucydides, who knew Antiphon personally (8.68.1-2) and who may have
been his pupil (Marcellinus, Life of Thucydides 22), has nine cases of tekufplov
in Antiphon’s sense (1.20.1,21.1, 34.2,73.5,132.5; 2.39.2, 50.2; 3.66.1; 6.28.2).
He has one clear case where present facts point to something prior (2.15.4), and
one famous case which is unclear (1.1.3 — see Gomme ad loc.). Not counting
onueiov in the sense of visible, military or naval signs, he has four cases of
onueiov referring to previous events (1.6.2, 10.1, 21.1, 132.1), and one case
where a past fact points to a general potential (av + inf.) conclusion (4.120.3).

Sophocles is a rough contemporary of Antiphon. He uses tekpurpiov four
times in his extant tragedies, all corresponding to Antiphon’s distinction (El.
774, 904, 1109; OC 1510). His use of anueiov does not match Antiphon’s dis-
tinction. Disregarding two places referring to divine signs (Ant. 998, OC 94), we
have two cases of a anueiov from present to present (El. 24, 886), two from

Antiphon is said in the Life ascribed to Plutarch, 4-5, to be the first to publish
SIKavikolLG  Aoyouc, but in 5 — in the context of Themistocles, Aristides, and
Pericles — we are told simply 31& T0 pPndéTiw év €0l TO CULYYPAQEIV Elval,
which seems to apply to the professional writing of any speeches, and their
publication.
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past to present (OI'710, 1059), and only one in Antiphon’s sense of indicating a
prior event (Ant. 257).

Thucydides seems to follow in practice the theoretical distinction made by
Antiphon, while Sophocles’ usage conforms to Antiphon’s distinction only with
regard to TEKUAPIOV.

The usage of Aeschylus is nearer that of Sophocles. Out of four cases of
anueiov, three are present, physical signs pointing to something else in the pre-
sent (Su. 218, 506; Ag. 1355)5and one has past events as onueia for a disposi-
tion (PV 842). There is no correspondence here to Antiphon’s distinction. Two
of Aeschylus’ tekunpla are used in a neutral sense (Su. 271 — “my creden-
tials”; Ag. 332 — “criterion”). In one place (Eu. 485), we have paptopid te kal
Tekpnpla  as elements required in a court case.6 These three cases may be
disregarded as evidence for or against Antiphon’s distinction. In the remaining
cases, however, Aeschylus’ usage seems to correspond to Antiphon’s usage. In
five passages, tekurplov points to something subsequent (Su. 55; PV 826; Ag.
1366; Cho. 205; Eu. 447). There is, finally, another passage which does not
seem to conform to any pattem so far encountered, and deserves closer attention.

After Clytemnestra’s second speech in the first episode of Agamemnon, the
chorus answers ... (352-4):

€yw 6' GKoOOOC TIOTO GOV TEKUAPIA
B=0UC TPOOEIMETY €0 MOPACKELAEOUAL-
XOpI¢ YOp OUK OTIPOC €ipyacTal TOVWY.

The yap of 354 seems to explain the miota tekunpia of 352 merely as re-
ferring to Clytemnestra’s evidence in the Beacon Speech (281-316). Indeed, at
272, after Clytemnestra has said twice (267, 269) that Troy has been captured,
the chorus asks her:

TI yap TO TIOTOV; £0TI TOVOE GOl TEKUOP;

But the Beacon Speech itself is regarded by Clytemnestra as her tékuap,
ending as it does (315-6):

TEKUOP TO100TOV GOUPBOAGY TE 0Ol Aéyw
avopog mapayyeidavtog ék Tpoiag épol

Yet, in lines 317-9, the chorus, still maintaining the lukewarm attitude it has
manifested since the beginning of this episode (258), does not seem to accept her
speech as Tékpap. Instead, it wants her to speak dinvek®¢ (319) — that is (with
the scholiast and Fraenkel ad loc.), “not a mere repetition with more elaborate
details, but a version that carries the tale on to its close”. In her following speech
(320-50), Clytemnestra describes in detail the sack of Troy in the vivid present

5
6

This is essentially the medical sense of anuetov which we shall discuss later.
These are also — in that order — two elements of the structure of a speech in
Theodore of Byzantium’s division, on which more anon.
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tense as she sees it in her mind’s eye (oiyor  321) and then expresses hopes and
fears for the future of the Achaeans which all depends on their behaviour to-
wards the Trojan gods. It is interesting that she ends this speech, not with a ref-
erence to her husband or to Tékuap as in the last speech, but with the words
Totadta TOl Yyuvalkog €€ €uoB KAGeIC (348). We have already quoted the last
three lines of the chorus’ answer (352-4). Here now is the first line (351):

yoval. KOT’ avdpa ow@pov’ eDEPOVWC AEYEIC.

This is usually taken to mean “like a wise and temperate man” (Fraenkel's
translation), but could it not mean something else? At the end of the Beacon
Speech, Clytemnestra offered a tékpap from her husband, and this was ignored
by the chorus who expected more. After all, at 272, they demanded a migTtov ...
TEKUOP,7 not merely a tékpop. After the second speech, they admit that they
have heard miota ocou Ttekunpla. What seems to have convinced them is
Clytemnestra — a woman, as she points out — delivering a wise man’s mes-
sage. She has shown that she has been talking according to her husband, and this
renders her credible in both her speeches. From the tekunpia of the second
speech the chorus have inferred that she is speaking the truth. Knowing this,
they may now accept the tékpap of the first speech, that Troy has fallen. While
the tékpap points backwards from the beacon to the fall of Troy, the tekpnpia
point from the words just said by Clytemnestra to her present truthful disposi-
tion. As far as the sequence of events is concerned, Aeschylus’ usage of
TEKUNPIOV is consistent and corresponds to Antiphon’s distinction.

This specific use of tekurpiov, to demonstrate the veracity/justice or otherwise
of the speaker or his opponents, is quite common in the orators, and constitutes a
significant sub-group of Tekurpiov in Antiphon’s sense: past facts, or recent be-
haviour, are evidence for the present truthful/just disposition (or the opposite) of
a speaker. It is frequent in Isaeus (1.13; 3.19, 54, 79; 5.26; 9.16; 10.16). It is al-
ready attested in Lysias 4.12 (of unknown date, but Lysias was one year old
when the Oresteia was produced), and most of the tekurfpia in Antiphon him-

self are in this sense (1.10, 11, 12; 4 5 3; 5,8, 38 (twice), 83). It is very common
in the Demosthenic corpus, but mainly in the inauthentic speeches — 21 cases
(33.22, 28; 36.19; 37.2; 44.53; 45.13, 23, 37; 47.77; 48.38; 49.57(twice), 58;

On the punctuation of 272, see Fraenkel ad loc. We take it to be one question,
which is why the chorus are not happy with the mere tékpap of 315, but require the
Tekunpia to be miota (351). In later rhetorical theory, Tekurpia are among the
gvtexvol miotelg. In Isocrates 15.280, cited on p. 102 below, tekurpia are already
mentioned as part of 10 T&v TioTewv €160¢. Was there already some form of rela-
tion between the two terms in 458 BCE?



JOHN GLUCKER AND IVOR LUDLAM 101

52.16, 17, 23, 32; 53.1, 2; 55.12; 59.82) as against only four in the authentic
speeches (19.92; 20.145; 30.5; 31.5).8

It is time we turned to another contemporary of Antiphon, Euripides. Znueiov
appears ten times in Euripides, eight of which are irrelevant to our discussion,
having the sense of “symbol”, “star”, “emblem”, and “landmark”, with no impli-
cation of time. In one case (Phoen. 1332), anueiov looks like a present fact pre-
dicting a future event, but one could argue that the language is dose enough to
that of prophecy, and the context is certainly not that of inference. We are left
with one case of anueiov in the field of inference (Ale. 717): onuela Tfic ofc,
& KakloT'. ayuyiac, which we shall discuss later.

Euripides’ usage of tekurplov, however, is more complex. Of the twelve
appearances of this word, we have three in the sense of Antiphon (IT 808, 822;
Rh. 94), and two contradicting Antiphon’s distinction (El. 575, 1o 349). In one
case, we have an inference from present particular to present particular (He.
714), but in seven cases, we find a present particular from which a general state
or disposition is inferred (Hipp. 925; lo 237, 329; Med. 517; frs. 60N1; 322N3;
898N5). Let us quote an example (lo 237-8):

YEWOIOTNG 0oL, kol TPOTTWV TEKUNPIOV
10 oXAM' ExelC T08°, ATIC & MOT', W yoval.

The similarity between tpomwv TeEKUnpIov here and onueia ... ayuxiag
quoted above is striking. In both cases, something present is evidence for a state
or disposition which in itself is not observable. Is Euripides merely careless in
applying Antiphon’s distinction, or is he rather following another school of
thought? Let us now look at two other fragments of Euripides:

Phoenix, fr. 808 Nauck (ed. min.):

TaQavh TeKUNPioloy €IKOTWC GNloKeTal

Oenomaus, fr. 578 Nauck (ed. min.):

TeKUaIPOPETDa Toi¢ Tolpoiot Taavi9

Verbal similarities between these two lines are quite striking. Some passages
from other authors would tend to reinforce this impression:

Hyperides fr. 195 Kenyon:

a 0’ €0TIv G@avri], avaykn Ttoug J1800KOVTOC TEKUNPIOIC Kai TOig
€ikoal {nteiv.

[Plato] Definitiones 4 14el :

TEKUNPIOV amodeI&Ig Agavoic.

We leave it to the experts to explain the significance of this proportion.

A verbal confusion between this expression and a part of Antiphon’s distinction is
to be found in Nicephorus Chumnus, Epist. 84, Boissonade Anecd. Nov. p. 106: T0
pEAOVTO Tekpalpopeda TOT¢ mapodatv. Nauck quotes it in his apparatus to this
fragment, without mentioning Antiphon.
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Demosthenes 22.22:
€01 Toivuv avaykn To0¢ €AEyXovTtog K TEKUNPIA OEIKVOVAL O WV
éupaviofol 1O mIOTOV ULpiv, 1 th €ikoéTa @padelv, | POPTUPOIG
napExecaild

In all these passages, Tekunpla are connected with things which are agavi
(in the last one by implication — éugaviodat), and in some of them it is con-
nected with €iko¢ and cognates. No temporal specification is made. The connec-
tion with €ikog, one of the oldest rhetorical terms, is revealing. It appears as
though Euripides, Hyperides, the author of Definitiones and Demosthenes are
drawing on materials present in a T€xvn, but not that of Antiphon. How were
Tekpnplov and anuetov treated in that téxvn?

In the last passage quoted, one also notices that tekunpia are grouped with
€ikota and paptoplal as indicating 10 mioTov. Let us compare this with similar
passages:

Demosthenes 28.23:

mioTelq 37 €xe0’ Tkavag €k paptopwv. €k Tekunpiwv, €k 1OV €iKOTWY

Isocrates 15.280: _

.. TO P&V €ikOTa Kol TO TEKUNpPla Koi mdv 10 TOV MIOTEWY €id0¢ ...

Isocrates 21.4: _ ~

WOTE PUAT’ €K BOCOVWV PAT’ €K MOPTOPWY Oiov T’ €ival yv@val mep!
avuT@dVv, GAAN’ avaykn &K TeKUnpiwv ka! Auag O1dACKEIV Kol OPAC
dIKAZelv. 0moTEPOL AANOA Aéyouaiv.

It is already clear from these passages that there is an approach, probably
based on some té€xvn, according to which miotelg include pédptupeg (and in the
case of slaves, Bacavor), Tekunpia and €ikota. Znueiov is not mentioned in
any of these passages.

This division seems to correspond exactly to part of that ascribed to
Theodore of Byzantium in Plato’s Phaedrus 266d5-267a2: mpooipiov,
dIynaoig, paptupial, TEKUNPla, €MKOT, TTIOTWOIC. EMIMIOTWOIS, EAEYXOC,
gme&éAeyxo¢. From Phaedrus’ words (266d5-6) and Socrates’ words (e3-5), it
appears that an earlier division went only as far as €ikota, the other four parts
being additions by Theodore,11just as two or three more parts added by Euenus

This passage and the next two passages to be quoted (Demosthenes and Isocrates),
although — as we shall see — they are possible traces of another téxvn, are not
cited in AS.

Obviously, something like mioTwao1g was necessary for concluding the speech in
any division, and Theodore probably just divided an original final section into a
number of elements.
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of Paros are listed at 267a3-5. In this case, one may be tempted to think that the
basic division is earlier than Theodore, and perhaps earlier than Antiphon as
well. Since Plato seems to ascribe the use of €ikdc and cognates to Tisias, one of
the two “founding fathers” of rhetoric (Phaedrus 272d2-274a5), and since
Aristotle clearly refers to a discussion of €ikoc in the Téxvn of Corax, the other
“founding father" (Rhetoric 1402a3-28, esp. 18-20), it is not improbable that the
use of Tekurptov as another kind of miatic may also have originated with them.

Whatever the origin of this theory, it clearly has no special place for anueiov.
This is probably subsumed under tekurpiov, and tekunpiov is anything which
reveals something otherwise unknown, regardless of time. Logically, then, it
would include both Antiphon’s Tekuripiov and onueiov. This may explain why a
number of authors we have surveyed use Tekpnplov, and certainly onueiov, in a
way which does not always correspond with Antiphon’s distinction. They had
another, probably older, T€xvn which regarded tekurjpia (and possibly anueia
as tekunpia) in a completely different manner.12

That onueiov was often regarded as some kind of tekpurplov may be shown
from some passages in Isocrates and Demosthenes where the two words appear
év moaplowaoel or in parallel parts of a sentence or a period (Isocrates 1.2, 13;
4.101; 17.35-6; the Demosthenic corpus 36.12; 54.9; 61.17-8). In a number of
these passages, both Tekunpilov and anueiov indicate a disposition or a state of
mind, as in Isocrates 1.2: TEKUAPIOV pév TAC TPOC DPEC evvoiag, onueiov 8¢
Tii¢ Tpo¢ ‘Immovikov ouvnBeioc-  both referring to the present speech. We
have already seen Euripides using both onueiov and tekurptov (but not to-
gether) for dispositions. The use of onueiov for dispositions is especially fre-
quent in Isocrates (2.31, 43; 3.7, 26, 86, 101, 107; 4.139; 5.148; 6.7, 92; 7.40;
8.114; 9.4, 8, 70; 10.11-2; 12.54, 123, 127, 148, 160-1, 240; 13.13; 14.58;
15.249, 255; epp. 4.4; 7.1), but it is almost as frequent in the Demosthenic cor-
pus (18.279; 20.12; 21.135, 149, 207, 226; 22.75; 32.16, 21; 36.55; 41.3; 44.58;
45.68,69, 80; 54.23; 57.31, 51; 61.20, 23; ep. 2.18). Both can use tekprpiov for
disposition, but this is far less frequent (Isocrates 1.45; 4.68; 7.68; 8.131; 9.51;
12.258; 15.195, 313; 18.58; the Demosthenic corpus: 20.141; 27.2; 30.7; 44.4,

On Aeschylus’ probable familiarity with some older téxvn, see n. 7 above. We are
only referring here to places where tekurnplov or onueiov  appear in contexts
which are clearly legal or rhetorical. Since some works — like much of Aeschylus
and Sophocles — are likely to antedate Antiphon’s t€xvn, and yet much of their
usage seems to anticipate his distinction (mostly with regard to tekurpiov), we
have studied some of these earlier texts as evidence for current usage which may
have had some influence on Antiphon in making his distinction. See p. 98 above
(“None of the above ... to normal usage”).
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16; 50.29, 57; 52.24; 56.25; 57.6; 59.58). The preponderance of onueiov in this
sense would appear to indicate contamination from yet another source where
these terms were used. We refer to the Hippocratic corpus, in which onueiov is
the normal word for what in later Greek would be called copntwua.13A look at
any page of the Prognostics or at the entries anueiov and onuodvw in the index
should suffice to persuade the reader of that. Here are two examples:

Prognostics XII. k! T0¢ Amapotntac & Ta¢ Tyvw E@lotapévag

apaxvoeldéac péppeadav ouvtrllog yap oneia.

Prognostics XVII. T00¢ 6¢ goumavtag €UMOOUG YIVWOKEIV XpR TOTodE

TOIC onuerolov MPAOTOV HEV O TUPETOC OUK GQINCIV KTA.

It is easy to see how we come from a sign of a disposition of the body to a
sign of any disposition, mental, moral or political.

The medical writers also have their own use of tekunpiov. It is most often
used in the sense of an observable fact from which one can infer some general
principle or theory. Two examples:

Airs, Waters, Places VIII kot ¢€ aut®@v TthV  avbplomwy ayel [sc. O

AAloc]  TO AemToOTOTOV TG  TKPAdOC Kl KOLQOTOTOV. TEKUNPIOV O&

HEYIOTOV OTOV avepwmo¢ &v NAp Bodidin f kabitet  Tuotiov Exwv,

OKOoO PEV TOU XpwTto¢ 0 HAog €@opd, olx dpipn av O yap HAIOC

avapralel O Tpo@alvopevov 1ol  10pwTO¢- OKOoO OE UTIO TOl

fuatiov éokémactar [ Om’ GMou Tou, Tdpoil. (observable fact as
evidence).

Airs, Waters, Places VIII 10 3 amd X16vog Koi KPUGTOAAWY — Tovnpo

mavta, okotav yap ana& mayfj, OOk €U €¢ TAV ApXainv @oaciv

kabiotatal, GANO TO pév alTol Adumpov kol Kol@ov Kot YAUKO
éKKplvetal kai agaviletal, 10 O BoAwdéotatov ki oTabuwdéoTatov

Agimetatr. yvoing 8’ av <>emel yap BodAel, otav 1 XelPwv, & ayyeiov

HETpOp Eyxéac Odwp Beval €¢ tnv diBpinv, fva tméetal paAiota.

gEmeita T Ootepail|  Eoeveykwv €¢ GAENV, OKOU XOAOOEL PAAIOTO O

TAYETOC.  OKOTAV OE AUbI. Gvapetpeiv 10 UOwp, €VPNTEIC EAATTOV

ouxve. To0TO Tekunplov. OTl Omo TA¢ TNEl0g G@aviletal ko

ava&npaivetal 10 Kov@OTaTOV koii Aemtdtatov, ol TO PapPOTATOV
koi Taxotatov ob ydp @v d6vaito.  TadTT| olv voulw movnpotata

TadTo TO Gd0Ta Eival T AT X1Ov0C Kol KpUGTAAAOU Kail T TOOTOITIY

gndpeva mpoc dnavta xpriuata. (experiment as evidence).

LSJ countwpa Il has no reference to this word in the sense of “symptom" earlier
than Philodemus.
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One could multiply references and examples for such uses of tekurpiov in
the Hippocratic corpus, but since this use is uniform here, such lists and quota-
tions are unnecessary. It is, however, useful to see the distinction made by a
Hippocratic writer between the two terms:

Prognostics XXIV. T00¢ 3¢ TEPIETOUEVOUC TE KOl AMOANUPEVOLG TGV

modiny 1€ kol TGOV XMWV TeKUaipeasbal Toiol ooumact onueiolov. o

€@’ €KOOTOIC eKaoTa Olayéypamtal. That is, from the sum total of the

onueta described in previous sections, one can draw a general inference, and

the verb for that is, of course, Tekpaipopal. 4

Ibid. XXV. €0 pévtol pr €idévar mep! TOV TeEKUNPIwV Kl TGV GAAWY

onueiwy, 0Tl év mavti €1l kal TOON XWPN TO TE KOKO KOKOV T

onuaivel ko TO XpNoTto ayaBov. Erel kal év AIBOM kol év Aop Ko év

Tkubiin @aivetal ta mpoyeypapuéva onueia aandeoovta. Note the use of

Kpivelv, ékhoyileaBal and émiotoigbat in the next sentence.5

This medical use of tekunpiov would explain those cases in Euripides where
we infer a general state or disposition from something particular. This usage is
quite frequent in Plato. In some passages, even the content sounds medical:
Symp. 196a4-5 cupuétpou ¢ koi Vypdg 100 HEya TEKUNPIOV N
gvoynuoodvn ...; sometimes the medical terminology is more metaphorical:
Rep. 111405a6-bl tfic 8¢ Kkakii¢ Te ki aioxpdg maideiag v mMOAEL apa N Tt
HETCov €€e1g Aafeiv tekunplov n 10 deicBan Tatpdv Kol SIKAGTAOV GKpPIoV
...; Hipp.Min. 372cl-2 kaitol 11 peidov apafiog tekunplov 1 meidav TIC
00QoT¢ avdpdaat dlagépntal; Hipp.Maj. 282e6-283a2 It ..kai oxedov Tl
oipon éué mAENo xpriuata eipyacbal K GAAOUC gOVdUO 000TIVOC 300AEl
TOV 0OQIoTAV. Q. KOAOV ye. ® ‘Immio. Aéyelg kol péya TEKURPIOV
0olag TAC T oeauTol Kol TV Vuv GvBpolTiwv TPOg TOOC¢ GpXaioug ooov
dlagépoual. (See also, e.g., Theaet. 185b7-c2; Crat. 436bl2-c4; Legg.VII
821el-4). Sometimes, however, Plato uses Tekprplov in a sense closer to that of
Antiphon. A good example is Gorg. 487 b5-d4, esp. 487d2-4: £€ne1dr) odv Gov
OKOOW TAOTO €uol GUMPPOUAEOOVTOC ATEP TOIC OeauTOD ETAIPOTATOIC,
Tkavoy poi Tekpnplov €oTiv 8T ée¢ aANBGC pot dvoug €l Socrates could be
imitating any orator here: he is talking to Callicles. Plato’s use of anueiov fol-
lows no discernible pattern. Apart from the more common usage in the sense of

Since onuaivw means “to indicate”, and onuadivopal, meaning “to conjecture from

signs” is rare. We have had no space in this short study to trace the meanings of
Tekpaipopal, but it usually means, “to infer” or “to conclude”, with no time-dis-

tinction inherent in its meaning.

This is the only example known to us before Aristotle where Tekurpia are treated
as part of the class of onpeio.
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divining the future, anueiov often means “symbol”, “token”, “representation”
(e.g.Jheaet. 191d7; Soph. 262a6; Cral. 415a4-6,427¢c8 — in both cases, an an-
cestor of our semantical sign; RepX 607c3). Plato also uses anueiov sometimes
as a piece of factual evidence, in a sense virtually indistinguishable from the
medical tekpriplov (e.g. Tim. 71e2-6 ikavov & onueiov ¢ MPAVTIKOV
Ggpooovn 0ed¢ avBpwmivin dEGWKEV  0UJEI yOp EVouC EQATTETAI
HOVTIKAG €vBéou kol aAnBol¢, GAAN’ 1 ka®’ Umvov TNV Tf¢ QPOVATEWS
TtednOeic  dovapv 1] 8 vooou, 1 dia Tiva €vBoualaouov TapaAlagac.),
and sometimes in a sense indistinguishable from that of Antiphon’s Tekunpiov
(e.g., Rep.ll 368M-7 olte yap Onw¢ Bond& Exw- OOK® yap ot AdOVaTOC
gival — onueiov 3¢ pot. 8Tt & TPOC OpaCOPAXOV AEY®V £DUNY ATOQPOIVELV
¢ ayevov dikaloadvn GdIKiag, olk amedé€aaBé pov ...).One could hardly,
of course, expect a dramatist and master of all styles to follow consistently one
or the other of the pntopikai téxval available.

Plato is an extreme case of a great writer who draws on all sources and tradi-
tions; but, considering that there were, as we hope we have shown, two texval
which approached our terms differently, as well as the medical tradition with its
own more limited usage, it is surprising to find how many of the authors we
have discussed seem to have a marked preference for one approach or another,
with regard to one or the other of the two terms. It is especially surprising to
note how often authors before and after Antiphon use tekurplov — although
rarely onueiov — in apparent conformity to Antiphon’s distinction. This applies
even to people so different from Antiphon and his approach as Isaeus, Isocrates,
and Demosthenes. Does this tell us anything about the nature of Antiphon’s dis-
tinction? Perhaps that Antiphon sensed correctly the most common use of
Tekpnpiov in forensic and political contexts, although, in fact, even in common
usage, the time-element was not the decisive factor. The sense Antiphon gave to
onueiov may well have followed logically from the time-distinction he attributed
to tekunpiov. It may have been helped by one of the most tangible senses of
onueiov in court, that of a concrete body of evidence from which a past event
may be inferred.

Whether Antiphon’s distinction between tekuriplov and onpeiov was an at-
tempt to redivide an older part of Adyo¢ which was merely tekunfpiov is any-
body’s guess. Our guess is that, had Antiphon offered this distinction as a new
subdivision, it would have been mentioned in Phaedrus 267a, alongside the
subdivisions said to have been offered by Theodore and Euenus. It is also signif-
icant that we have found a number of different sources for the division which
has only tekunptov, while Antiphon’s distinction is only attested in one late and
technical source.16 The relative unpopularity of Antiphon’s distinction is not

16 Ammonius: see p. 95 above.
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surprising: after all, it is based on a secondary factor which does not apply in ev-
ery case. The medical distinction is based on the real difference between a
physical sign and a fact used as evidence. What may be surprising at first glance
is that in so many passages, tekunpiov is used in Antiphon’s sense. Andocides
and, possibly, Lycurgus seem to be following Antiphon consciously. Other ora-
tors, however, use tekunplov in Antiphon’s sense mostly where a fact in the

past proves the veracity or otherwise of one of the parties to the present court
case. This, we have seen, is also the most common use of tekunptov in the ex-
tant speeches of Antiphon himself.

We hope we have shown how complex even the history of two rhetorical
concepts within a period of less than two centuries can be. The evidence we
have considered provides no explanation for the fact that Aristotle includes
tekpnpta, of all things, within the larger class of anueia.17 This, however, is
outside the range of our work, which has been restricted by space limits in any
case.

Tel Aviv University

17 Rhet. 1.2.1357a32; 1357blff., but see n. 15 above.



