Hyperboreus 30: 2 (2024) 218-238
DOI: 10.25990/hyperboreus.snx5-ww85

Alexander Verlinsky

PLATO’S LAST WORD ON NATURALISM VS.
CONVENTIONALISM IN THE CRATYLUS. 1I*

I propose that Socrates’ definition of habit (434 e 5-8) should be under-
stood quite literally: habit is what secures a transit from a thing in the
mind of a speaker to a name that should indicate this thing, and then
the reverse transit from an interlocutor listening to this name and
grasping the thing that is indicated by this name. The connection between
a name and a thing is established in the minds of speakers not because
they are able to recognize the similarity of the name to its referent,
but because it is habitual for both to recognize this connection — they
have been habituated to associate this name and this thing. The point
of the definition is that a speaker’s choice of a name and a listener’s
understanding due to habit occur automatically, without an analysis of the
properties of a name and its referent. Here, for the first time in the whole
discussion, we have a sketch of how the communication of mediocre
language-speakers proceeds. When, as in the given case, the similarity
of the name to its referent is not sufficient for recognition of what this
referent is, a competent language-speaker has no other option than to
appeal to habit, viz. to the meaning of the name he learned in childhood.
A competent language-speaker thus appears to behave in these cases as
mediocre language-speakers usually behave.

This supposed explication of what Socrates regards as habit sounds
very similar to the conventionalist view to us, who tend to identify
the habitual meanings of words with convention. It thus might appear
that, for Plato, the appeal to habit means yielding to conventionalism.
However, as Plato sees it, we should be not too rushed in identifying
habit with conventionalism, as is represented in the dialogue, viz.
with the concept of arbitrary agreement on the meaning of names in
Hermogenes’ theory.

* See Hyperboreus 29: 2 (2023) 196-233.
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Let us consider what Socrates understands by agreement in this
context. As I have said, the argument about agreement appears to be
straightforward: since A makes ocxkAnpotng dissimilar to its referent, the
successful indication of ‘hardness’ to an interlocutor can be accomplished
only by means of agreement, because there is no other mode of indication
beyond resemblance and agreement. It is surprising that, on the contrary,
Socrates does not conclude that Cratylus thus partakes in the agreement
with the other language-speakers by which the name oxAnpdtng has
acquired its reference, i.e., ‘hardness’, but claims instead that Cratylus
“agreed with himself” on the meaning of this name.

Most scholars hold the view that this silent agreement with oneself
does not differ from agreement in Hermogenes’ theory. Thus, according
to Ademollo, Socrates has pressed Cratylus to accept that since the name
okAnpotng does not have a meaning that would correspond to its intrinsic
features, it is necessary to follow a collective convention about its meaning,
and this amounts to following Hermogenes’ theory of arbitrary agreement.
If I understand Ademollo correctly, he thinks that the agreement among
language-speakers is not mentioned because this agreement consists of
many acts of individual agreement, as Cratylus performs in our case.! But
this will not do: Cratylus’ agreement is an agreement to follow a linguistic
habit; this agreement, as well as similar acts of consent made by language-
speakers, are of course necessary to make the existing convention valid
for all, but such acts cannot constitute the convention itself. The latter had
to take place at a certain moment when somebody proposed to assign an
arbitrary name to a thing and some companions agreed that this name will
have a given meaning from this moment on.?

I Ademollo 2011, 401: “...Socrates apparently thinks that Cratylus’ adherence
to the public convention according to which ckAnpov indicates hardness is grounded
in his private convention with himself. His point seems to be that, since utterances
of oxAnpo6v do not have a meaning which depends on their intrinsic features and
which a hearer is somehow naturally forced to recognize, Cratylus had to decide,
as it were, that he would interpret utterances of okAnpdv as indicating hardness.
Thereby Socrates seems to view the collective convention as the sum of a plurality
of individual decisions”.

2 Ademollo 2011, 401 believes that this understanding of a public convention
as a sum of individual decisions like that of Cratylus finds support in Hermogenes’
reasoning (384 d — 385 a), “where Hermogenes put a convention among a plurality
of speakers on a par with the arbitrary decision of a single speaker”; cf. Ademollo
2011, 46. But in fact Hermogenes has in view only that there is no difference between
arbitrary imposition of names by means of agreement in a large collective like a state
and in a small one like a house (385 d 7 — e 3). It is true, as Ademollo rightly notices,
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I propose instead to understand the idea of an agreement with oneself
quite literally: it is not the same as an agreement that is made by language-
speakers on the meaning of a name when they assign an arbitrary string
of sounds to a certain thing, as proposed by Hermogenes, nor does it
stem from such an agreement. It is precisely an agreement made by an
individual language-speaker with an already existing meaning of a name
as fixed by linguistic habit, no more than this. There is a similarity in-
deed between the two concepts of agreement: both presuppose a lack of
resemblance of the name and its referent, and thus the necessity of an
external authority that maintains the meaning of the word. But on the other
hand, there is a considerable difference: the agreement with oneself that
Socrates introduces here is accomplished by a competent language-speaker,
who after considering the name in question, diagnoses the difficulty of
determining its meaning by means of its intrinsic features and after that
agrees to follow the authority of linguistic habit, which conveys its
meaning. A competent language-speaker thus descends to the level on
which all mediocre language-speakers always dwell: they simply follow
linguistic habit because they have no other option. But at the same time,
this competent person, unlike his fellow language-speakers, follows
habit only because the resemblance of the name to its referent does
not work in the specific cases, like the one under discussion. Socrates’
reasoning thus does not invite a competent language-speaker to abandon
the consideration of intrinsic features of names in determining their
reference in favor of following habit on the whole, but demonstrates that
it is commendable to do this only in the cases in which the resemblance
of a name to its referent does not work, as this competent person has found
through consideration. In this respect, the concept of an agreement with
oneself endorses the interpretation of the case of oxAnpotng as one that
does not undermine the principle of resemblance. I thus agree entirely with
Sedley? that the case of okAnpdtng appears as exceptional, not violating
resemblance as the prevailing principle, although I do not think that, in
Socrates’ opinion, such cases will be rare, as Sedley believes, because

that Hermogenes can further represent this imposition, without having in view any
difference, both as an agreement of some future users of a name, and as an individual
decision of a single person which other companions follow (384 d 2-5; 385 d 8-9).
Nevertheless, in Hermogenes’ theory, both in its initial exposition (384 d 6-7) and
in its reformulation by Socrates (433 e 2-9), agreement is treated only as a basis for
the imposition of names and for initiating a linguistic habit, not as a way of following
already established habit by generations of speakers.
3 Sedley 2003, 143—145, see esp. p. 145.
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I do not agree that the problem of this word is the equal number of letters
designating ‘hardness’ and ‘softness’.*

It remains to ask what authority stands behind linguistic habit according
to Socrates’ argument. As | have just said, the agreement of a competent
language-speaker with himself about following the meaning of a name that
is sanctioned by linguistic habit should be distinguished from Hermogenes’
theory of agreement as the assignment of any arbitrary name to any arbi-
trary referent. Hermogenes’ theory as it is formulated in the dialogue
stresses the arbitrariness of name meanings and their changeability; he is not
interested in how an ordinary speaker follows these multiple and change-
able conventions, precisely because the stability of language contradicts his
theory to a large extent: there is no visible reason why these arbitrary names
should survive through centuries rather than change by new agreements.
He of course assumes that linguistic habit stems from such agreements
(384 d 5-7) because it is important for him that we rely on agreed, habitual
meaning and not on any inherent properties of names; nevertheless, this
does not mean that he regards this habit as something stable. Again, he
refers to the differences among Greek dialects and between Greek and
other languages as a proof that the correctness of names is nothing more
than the will of those who assign names to their referents as arbitrarily as
they wish (385 d 7 — e 2). But this does not mean that he thinks that these
differences entail any idea of the stability of languages, for instance that the
meanings of names stem from an initial assignment.

Of course, we still cannot rule out that Hermogenes’ arbitrary agreement
is involved more distantly as the source of habit. Socrates might have
developed his theory to mean that the linguistic habit the language-speakers
learn in their childhood stems from some initial arbitrary agreement. But as
plausible as this view might appear, it remains true that Socrates’ does not
adduce the option of a temporally distant agreement in his argument: from
the lack of resemblance of the name, Socrates infers that Cratylus agreed
with himself to follow linguistic habit, instead of saying that he follows an
arbitrary agreement made in the past. Moreover, it is not clear that habit,
which was initially an element of Hermogenes theory, still preserves its
Hermogenian character at this stage. Hermogenes, as we know, was urged
to yield to Socrates’ argument that linguistic vopog has been created by the
skillful lawgiver, who possesses the téyvn of making names appropriate
to things (388 e): linguistic habit thus can be now a part of the naturalist
stance. It is thus fairly possible that Cratylus appealed to habit just because
he had already learned to associate habit with the naturalist position; his

4 Cf. Pt. I, p. 221-223.
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proposal is something like this: one cannot recognize the resemblance of
oKAnpotng to ‘hardness’ in spite of the will of the name-giver to make it
resemble its referent, and one is bound to follow the habit according to
which okAnpdtng indicates hardness, because the name-giver assigned it to
‘hardness’, the similarity having been lost for some reason.

Socrates’ argument is a correction of this view: in spite of Cratylus’
attempt to resist, one should concede that the indication in a given case
entails lack of resemblance and thus is based on agreement. But he does
not abandon Cratylus’ appeal to habit, and he shows that the agreement
here involved differs from that of Hermogenes: it is the agreement of the
competent language-speaker with the meaning of the name as assigned
to it by a wise name-giver, who tried to create the name appropriate to its
referent. This name-giver failed to achieve an unequivocal resemblance or,
alternatively, he was successful, but this resemblance was obliterated in the
course of the development of language, as many of Socrates’ etymologies
imply. Nevertheless, the bond of the name with the thing the name-giver
assigned it to is still persistent in habit, as Cratylus may have implied.

My main reason for preferring this option is the premises on which
Socrates’ argument is built: both interlocutors assume that the name
oKAnpotg was coined by a competent name-giver who tried to make
a word imitating the property of hardness. There is no sign that they aban-
doned this initial hypothesis, and the result is quite compatible with it:
we should agree to the reference that the habit preserved up to our days,
although we are not able to detect this reference due to inherent features of
the name itself because it lacks (or lost) similarity to the thing. The bond of
the name with the referent is thus still in force, but the manifestation of this
bond, the descriptive resemblance, became obscure. This situation would
hardly be possible if the habit could be reduced to arbitrary and temporary
agreements: the bond with the initial reference would have disappeared.

Another, less important reason for my interpretation of agreement
here as compatible with naturalism, is that Socrates’ reasoning about
oKAnpotng does not aim to demonstrate that it is an arbitrary name, even in
its current form, with the A that is contrary to properties of the referent. If
my previous argument was correct, ckAnpotg is composed basically from
appropriate letters and syllables,’ and the authority of habit restores in the
mind of a competent language-speaker the true form of the name, which
was distorted by the unhappily inserted A. This would again be impossible
if the agreement with oneself meant following an arbitrary agreement of
mediocre language-speakers.

5 See Pt. I, p. 221-223.
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Of course, there is a manifest difficulty for the view I bring forward:
Socrates shifts without much ado from the concept of the arbitrary
agreement of name-makers, as proposed by Hermogenes, which served
throughout the discussion as an antipode of naturalism, to the new kind
of agreement, now with a habit that takes its origin from the name-givers
who imposed names according to naturalistic principles. I believe that,
on consideration, this difficulty is surmountable. After all, both kinds
of agreement suggest a lack of resemblance between the name and its
referent, and thus restrict radical naturalism. And the reinterpretation of
conventionalist concepts in a naturalistic vein is not alien to the dialogue:
take for instance Socrates’ treatment of language differences, one of the
main arguments for conventionalism, both for Hermogenes and after him;
Socrates considers this quite compatible with and even inherent in his own
concept of naturalism (390 a 5-9).

The interlocutors thus discuss the new concept of linguistic habit that
serves as an explanation how language-speakers understand the meaning
of words without resorting to the resemblance between a name and its
referent. Of course the meaning of the name in such cases is what we
today call its referential and conventional meaning, viz. awareness of the
object indicated by the name, without any knowledge of the origin of this
name (its etymology) and correspondingly of any qualities of its referent
as suggested by the name itself (for instance, knowledge of what the name
dvOpwmog refers to, but without knowing the etymological meaning of the
word and the properties of the species ‘man’). If this is the case, Plato
came closer here than anywhere to our modern concept of conventional
language. What is important, however, is that this concept of understanding
language as following the authority of habit is essentially different from
the conventionalism as defended by Hermogenes, whose crucial point is
the arbitrariness of the choice of a name for a thing at the moment of the
creation of names.

The agreement of a competent language-speaker with himself turns
out to be linguistic habit;® to a certain extent, this recalls Socrates’

¢ Leslie Brown notices the oddity of the concept of agreement with oneself in
this part of the dialogue (Brown 2021, 22 f.), but in fact Socrates applies this unusual
designation only because it follows from the premises of the discussion that lack of
resemblance of the name with its referent entails the presence of agreement on the
name’s meaning and that, in the absence of a visible partner to this agreement, he
supposes that agreement occurred in Cratylus’ soul (note again that Socrates does not
mention that Cratylus agreed with Socrates or earlier with his compatriots). But this
does not imply an absurd idea that Cratylus should “make a promise with oneself”,
as Brown supposes, only that he in fact agreed with the habit as the higher authority.
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famous agreement to follow the laws of Athens in the Crito. Contrary
to Plato’s usual notion of agreement, which corresponds to the standard
understanding of his contemporaries, namely the agreement of two equal
sides to follow certain rules that the agreeing parties constitute together
and that are equally binding for all who partake,” the agreement in the
Crito is the (silent) agreement by which a lower party agrees to follow
the rules set by the higher one (and to get benefits for fulfilling duties
that follow from this agreement).® Ademollo® connects the concept of
agreement in Crito with Hermogenes’ conventionalism and supposes that
Socrates’ implicit agreement with the Athenian laws in the Crito may
imply that, for Hermogenes, linguistic agreement also had its origin in the
carlier speakers’ tacit adherence to the usage of one or more speakers. But
in fact, Hermogenes is quite explicit about the open, bilateral (or multi-
lateral), and equal character of linguistic agreement. Crito’s theory of the
underling’s tacit agreement with the will of the higher authority of the
laws is much more similar to Socrates’ appeal to agreement with linguistic
habit: in both cases, it is about following the rule, not about creating
it, and the concept is authoritarian: in the Crifo, once one accepted the
agreement with the laws (by the fact itself of living in the state), he should
obey them unquestionably; in the Cratylus, one should accept the meaning
dictated by the higher authority of linguistic law, or habit, for otherwise the
communication fails.

I believe that this step of the argument sheds light on its overall
purpose. Both Socrates and Cratylus assume that ckAnpotng is a name
whose sounds imitate the object this name indicates, even if this name is
not entirely correct. The supporters of the conventionalist interpretation of
the dialogue claim that Socrates’ argument destroys this assumption and

7 The most important example of this view of agreement is the theory of ‘many’
voiced by Glaucon in Plato’s Republic 358 e — 359 a, that the initial agreement
neither to do injustice nor to suffer is the essence of justice and that it underlies all
later laws and covenants (the parts of this agreement are ordinary people who thought
that to do injustice is good “by nature”, but to suffer injustice is bad); cf. Callicles’
theory in Gorg. 483 b—c; 492 ¢ 7 on laws as a creation of the ‘weak’, made in order
to restrict those who are stronger, and as cuvOnuata; for the popular notion of the
law as agreement of citizens see: Hippias in Xen. Mem. 1. 4. 12; Anaxim. Rhet. ad
Alex. 1. 8. 1422 a 2-4; 2. 13. 1424 a 10; [Demosth.] 25. 16.

8 See Crito 51 ¢ 6 — e 4: a citizen who stays in the city and does not abandon it at
the age of dokimasia or later by this very fact agrees that he approves of its laws and
thus should obey them without demur (see further, 52 ¢ 1-3 and e 3—5 on Socrates
staying in Athens in the course of all his life as a sign that he liked Athenian laws).

9 Ademollo 2011, 38 f.
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demonstrates that the resemblance of the name to the thing is entirely
unnecessary, and that convention can entirely substitute it as the principle
of naming.!° If on the contrary, as I have argued, the agreement Socrates
pleads for helps the competent name-speaker to grasp the similarity of
the name to its referent with the help of linguistic habit, his reasoning
confirms the original assumption that the names are imitations of things
and thus are produced by learned name-givers. It also suggests that this
habit itself is the creature of the name-giver(s) who both made the (similar
even if imperfect) name and established permanently its connection with
the thing ‘hardness’.

There is one previously unnoticed sign that the discussion of the
difficulties associated with the word ckAnpotnc and the recognition of the
need for agreement did not change Socrates’ commitment to naturalism.
Having proved that linguistic habit presupposes convention, Socrates
admits for a moment that his argument is wrong and that habit, as Cratylus
had previously believed, does not presuppose convention (435 a 10):

€l 0’ 611 pdAota U €ott 10 E00¢ cuVONKT, 00K GV KaOADG ETL Exot
Aéyewv TV OpotOTTO dNA®pa glval, AL TO £00g — ékelvo Yap, OC
goike, Kol Opoim kol dvopoim dnAol.

But if, which is extremely unlikely,!'! habit is not an agreement, then
it will no longer be correct to assert that indication must be made on
the basis of similarity, but [it will be correct to assert that it must be
made] on the basis of habit: for habit seems to indicate by means of
what is similar [to things] and what is not similar.

10°See Ademollo 2022, 40: “It is important to be clear that this argument not
only is aimed at, but also depends on, the naturalist premise that names resemble
things. The basic idea appears to be that if naturalism is true, then names (or some
names) resemble things; but if names resemble things, then they can do so also in
a partial way (as Socrates has already shown), and if so, then they are conventional.
Thus there is a sense in which naturalism about names is self-refuting”. I believe that
Socrates does not make the step from the partial resemblance of names to their (total)
conventionality. The names that partially resemble can be better or worse and thus
correspond more or less to the naturalist standard. The case of okAnpdtnc demonstrates
only that habit and agreement is a necessary means for grasping the meaning of some
names, but it is hard to see how this could refute naturalism as a principle.

11 The understanding of dt1 pdhicta as “wholly”, “entirely”, as it was often
rendered, is erroneous, as Ademollo rightly points out. This expression usually
introduces an assumption that the speaker does not consider likely or even regards
as incorrect (Ademollo 2011, 402 n. 36, with examples), cf. Latin si maxime (OLD
s.v. maxime 5 b); see already Heindorf 1806, ad loc.
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In rejecting this assumption, Socrates explicitly makes it clear
that the truth of his argumentation guarantees that the preservation of
the naturalistic principle of similarity prevails. This step in Socrates’
argument and the precise meaning of ovk ... €1t is usually overlooked.
On the contrary, scholars for the most part understand this phrase as
saying that in both cases, whether the habit is agreement or not, it still
would be wrong to claim that the principle of indication is similarity.'2
They give to the main sentence the meaning of a consequence that occurs
irrespective of whether the condition formulated in the adventitious
sentence occurs or not. However, ook £€t1 normally means that something
is no longer the case.!3 In reality, the point here is about a consequence
that occurs only if the condition is true, and its truth is presented as highly
unlikely.'* Cratylus is thus invited to concede that agreement plays
a certain role in the functioning of language, not only because of Socrates’
arguments, but also because this ensures that the principle of similarity,
dear to Cratylus, is preserved as the basic standard for the correctness
of names.

So, if Socrates’ reasoning is wrong and habit does not presuppose
agreement (agreement of a specific kind), then interlocutors will have to
abandon the idea that the standard for language is the similarity of a name

12 Already Heindorf 1806, ad loc., noticed that one would expect dpmg
before ovk av kaAdg, and in fact the scholars often render the text as if it has
done so: Schofield 1982, 77: “Even if habit is very far from being convention, it
would still not be well to say that it is not resemblance that discloses, but habit;
for that, as it seems, discloses, and it does so by both what resembles and what
does not resemble”’; Reeve 1999, 87: “And even if usage is completely different
from convention, still you must say that expressing something isn’t a matter of
likeness but of usage”; Sedley 2004, 140: “And even if habit is not at all the same
thing as agreement, it still would not be right to say that similarity is the means of
indication”; Ademollo 2011, 402 f.: “And even if habit were not convention, still it
would no longer be right to say that similarity is a means to indicate, but that habit
is; for that, it seems, indicates both with something similar and with something
dissimilar”. Ademollo, who faithfully renders the meaning of o0k &1t (“it would no
longer be right”), nevertheless adds “still”, to which nothing in the text corresponds,
and he understands the sentence in the same way as the scholars just cited — even
if habit differs from contract, it can s¢i/l no longer be said the resemblance is the
principle of indicating things.

13 LSJ s.v. ovkétt (“no more, no longer, no further”); for Plato, see Ast, Lexicon
Platonicum, s.v. o0xétt (iam non..., nicht mehr et nicht weiter), with examples.

14 For the correct translation, see Dalimier 1999, 178: “D’ailleurs, a supposer
que ’usage ne soit pas une convention, on ne serait plus en droit de dire que la
resemblance est le moyen de faire voire”.
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to the thing it indicates. Then the only standard would be habit, since
it consists in indicating by means of elements of language both similar
and dissimilar to their referents, without making any difference between
them. The meaning of this dilemma appears to be as follows: let us grant
that, as has been proved, the standard of language is resemblance, while
indication by means of non-resembling names that owe their meaning
to an arbitrary assignment by conventionalist agreement is a worse kind
of indication. Now, as the case of ckAnpdtng demonstrates, situations
arise when the resemblance of a name to its referent is not sufficient for
successful indication, and a competent language-speaker has no other
option but to rely on the habitual meaning of the name, viz. the meaning
rooted in tradition and learned by all language-speakers. Resemblance or
non-resemblance of a name to its referent is irrelevant for this habitual
meaning. If a naturalist like Cratylus does not accept that following the
habitual meaning of a name in such particular cases entails the silent
agreement of a competent language-speaker with himself, this would mean
that even such a person follows linguistic habit automatically, without any
analysis of the imitative properties of words. But in this case, a naturalist
should admit that even if resemblance is theoretically preferable as the
principle of indication, in practice we all, including linguistic experts,
simply follow habitual meanings.

If on the contrary, Socrates is right and following habit in such cases
entails agreement, i.e., a competent language-speaker follows habit only
after having analyzed the structure of a name and recognized that it is
impossible to discern the referent of this name relying on the imitative
properties of its sounds, then the principle of resemblance stands. The
conscious, expertise-based character of following habit in such particular
cases guarantees the validity of resemblance as the standard of language
and as the criterion for the estimation of names.

This limited concession to agreement is consistent with Socrates’
conclusion following these words (435b3 —d 1):

gnedn 8¢ tadto ovyywpoduev, ® Kpatbre — v yap oyymv cov
ouyyopnow oo — avoykaidov mov kol cvvOnknv Tt Kol £00g
ovuPéileclol mpog SMAmoy GV Stovooduevor Aéyopev — Emei,
o BérTiote, £l 0éhe1g &mi TOV ApOudv MOV, To0ey oiet EEetv dvopoTa
Spota €vi €KAOTE TOV APOUAY EmeveyKelv, £0v Un €0 TL TNV ONV
opoloyiav kol cuvOKNY KUpog Exetv TV dvoudtmv 0pBdTNTOG TEPL;
guol pév odv kol odTd GPEcKel PEV KOTd TOSLVATOV dpota etvar T
OvVOLaTO TOIG TPAYHOGoY — GAAG U ©G 4ANOdC, T T0d ‘Eppoyévouc,
YAoypa 1) 1 OAKT abtn tfig OpoldTNTOC, dvarykoiov 8& 1) Kai 16 PopTIKd
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T00T® Tpooypiicbat, Tf cuvOnKN, €ig dvopdtoy opBdTTA. Emel TomC
KoTd Ye TO duVOTOV KAAMALGT GV Aéyotto Gtav T o §j dg mheioTolg
opoiotg Aéyntat, To0T0 &' 0TI TPOSHKOVGLY, OioYLOTAL O& TOVVOVTIOV.

(1) Since we have agreed on this, for I understand your silence as
consent, it is necessary that also the agreement, together with habit,
should contribute to the designation of those things which we think.
(2) For, my dear fellow, if it pleases you to refer to numbers, whence
will you take resembling names to be assigned to each of the numbers,
unless you allow your consent and agreement to govern to some extent
the correctness of the names. (3) I myself am committed that names
should be (as far as possible) similar to things, but I fear that indeed
this pull of similarity becomes, in Hermogenes’ phrase, “viscous”, and
that it is necessary to make additional use of this crude thing,
agreement, in regard to the correctness of names. (4) For perhaps the
most beautiful way of speaking is when it is expressed by [elements of
speech] similar to [things], that is, corresponding to [them] either
entirely or to as many of them as possible, and the most unsuitable
way is the opposite.

Let us start from the names of numbers. Socrates’ treatment of
numbers became an object of intensive discussion. At first sight, the
names of numbers can be nothing but conventional.'> But Socrates asserts
clearly that agreement in the case of numbers is necessary, precisely
in order to find the names that resemble each number (n60ev oiel Eev
ovopata Gpota Evi EkGote TV apBudy Emeveykeiv).'® Note also that he

15 Schofield 1982, 79 supposed that the only way to make the names of numbers
resemble their referents would be to make simple numbers like ‘one’, ‘two’, ‘three’
having one, two, and three syllables; since, however, this demands a convention
that the number of syllables corresponds to the number that the name refers to, the
names of numbers demonstrate that even the representation of thing by a name
(the capacity that the conventional names usually do not have) may be performed
according to conventional rules; Ademollo 2011, 407-411; 2022, 41, denies that
the names of the numbers resemble their referents in any way (cf. already earlier
Robinson 1955/1969, 117; Ackrill 1994/1997).

16 T here stick with Sedley 2003, 142, to the literal understanding of this
statement. Ademollo 2011, 411 argued contra that Socrates’ reasoning is a kind of
modus tollens — argument in an elliptical form: (if Cratylus assigns to agreement
some role, he would be able to recognize that a name may not resemble its referent
entirely); if on the contrary he denies a role of agreement totally, then he has to
admit that every name resembles its referent. But there cannot be names similar to
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speaks about “your” agreement, which should play a limited role in the
“correctness of names” (£av pn €3¢ t1 TV onv Opoloyiov kol GuvOHKNV
KOpog Exev TV ovopdtwv opBotntog mépt). This shows that Socrates
still has in view the agreement of the language-speaker with himself,
which is agreement on the validity of linguistic habit in certain cases, not
agreement in Hermogenes’ sense, namely on the imposition of names that
are entirely arbitrary. Where then does this Socratic kind of agreement
rule in the case of numbers? Most probably, in evaluating names for basic
numbers, just as in the general case of names, the necessity of agreement
to which has been maintained for the “first” fundamental names that do
not derive from others. There is a limited group of names that correspond
to the basic numbers 1-10, 100, and 1000 — those from which all other
numbers are formed in the Greek system of counting. We cannot maintain
that these names resemble the numbers they indicate, and we thus have
no other option than to agree with the linguistic habit that they belong
to these numbers.!” The names of other numbers are derivative from
the names of the simple ones and resemble numbers in this derivative
sense, viz. as far as they can be reduced to elements that we assume to be

each number. (Thus, agreement should have some authority concerning correctness.)
This reconstruction not only makes the reasoning unduly elliptical, but goes against
the immediate linguistic meaning of the passage: namely, that the denial of a role of
agreement would render impossible the resemblance of the names to each number
they refer to; on the contrary, the acceptance of agreement opens the door for
resemblance.

17" At first glance, émpépew implies that Socrates discusses the way the initial
imposition of names for numbers and opoioyiav koi cuvOfkny should refer to the
mode of this imposition by the initial creators of the name; for this meaning of
Emépety, cf. 424 d 6. 7; e 4-5 etc. (onv oporoyiav kai cuvOnknv would then have
the meaning like “the agreement” you spoke about). But ém@épetv is a less technical
term that tifecOau: for instance, at 432 e 3. 5, émépetv clearly has the meaning “to
use a linguistic expression (sound, word, sentence) on account of a certain thing”. It
is thus entirely possible that in our passage Socrates is discussing not how the names
of numbers were initially created, but how a competent language-speaker should
interpret them in terms of naturalist theory. This can explain why he is obscure
about how precisely these names were created in terms of their resemblance and
non-resemblance to their referents: important is only how we today understand and
use them. But it is entirely possible that the initial creator of these names operated
in the same way: in the absence of names that might resemble the basic numbers, he
had no other option than to select arbitrary strings of sounds for them, introducing
a habit of considering these strings their names; they were not however the objects
of a changeable agreement, since the whole system of further names for derivative
numbers was built on the initial assignment.
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appropriate to the simple numbers: for instance, if we assume that €v in
accordance with habit is the correct name for 1 and déko for 10, then we
can recognize in €vdeka a name that resembles 11.18 The numbers thus
confirm the necessity of agreement with the habit, in the sense maintained
above by means of the case of okAnpotng, as the principle additional to
that of resemblance.

Now to Socrates’ summarizing judgment on the main issue of the
discussion. Some scholars see in this judgment an explicit signal of his
apparent, though not consistent (Robinson, Schofield) departure from his
earlier support of naturalism.'® Ademollo denies that this signal is present
and argues that the reader should himself come to the conclusion that
naturalism has been refuted, but nevertheless finds in Socrates’ words
hints at the abandonment of his earlier position.2? For all these scholars,
reasoning about okAnpotng logically leads to the recognition that the
similarity of name and thing is superfluous. Barney claims, on the contrary,

18 T agree with Sedley, who argued that the names of numbers are compatible
with the naturalist principle (Sedley 2003, 142 f.), but I disagree with his proposal
that the names for basic numbers resemble their referents while names for derivative
ones indicate them conventionally. On the one hand, it is difficult to imagine how
Socrates, who earlier assumed that letters (elementary sounds) imitate physical
qualities, could claim that basic names were made of imitative sounds, too. On the
other hand, I don’t see why Sedley thinks that the names of derivative numbers
should be indefinitely long without agreement on their composition: once the names
of basic numbers have been imposed, the other numbers acquire quite naturally
names that are composed of principal ones.

19 Robinson 1955/1969, 122 (in Socrates’ words, there is only a “vain regret”
that the resemblance of names to things is desirable but unattainable; the contract
theory is “vulgar”, but, as Socrates seems to imply, has no alternative); Schofield
1982, 67-68: when discussing the word oxAnpdmg, the discovery that the naturalistic
theory has to rely on the idea of “pure convention” creates a crucial obstacle for
Socrates to accept naturalism; he still claims to endorse the idea of the resemblance
of names to things as far as possible, but is aware that the price to be paid to gain
confidence in it is too high.

20 Ademollo 2011, 406407, 418-421: although Socrates’ literal words
mean only a partial concession to conventionalism, the role of agreement in the
understanding of the word okAnpotg could allow him to speak in favor of full
conventionalism. Plato’s rejection of this conclusion is necessary to keep the reader
interested in the next part of the discussion, in which Socrates discusses Cratylus’
thesis that knowledge of names ensures knowledge of things themselves (435 d —
439 b). The refutation of this thesis by proving that names can reflect the mistaken
opinions of their creators finally opens the reader’s eyes, Ademollo suggests, to the
fact that names designate their referents on the basis of convention.
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that Socrates, as before, expresses his commitment to naturalism, but
recognizes that names, again on the basis of the case of ckAnpotng, cannot
fully fulfill their purpose of being derived from things.?! Sedley argued,?
however, that these statements by Socrates are quite consistent with the
qualified form of naturalism that he defends throughout the dialogue: he
assigns to agreement only the role of an additional means of designation,
necessary where the resemblance of the name to the thing is for one reason
or another insufficient to recognize the thing. Sedley’s view seems to me
in general correct, but some difficulties should be settled.

There is in fact some ambiguity in the concluding sentence of this
part: énel lomg KATA Y€ TO SLVATOV KAAAGT  Gv Aéyorto Otav 1| maowv
1| ®¢ mAgioTolg OUoiolg Aéyntal, TodTo &' €0Ti TpooKovaLy, aicyloTal 6
tovvavtiov. This can be understood both in the sense that the language
consisting of the parts that, as far as possible, resemble their referents
is the principle one should follow (in imposing names and in analyzing
their meaning in the existing language), but also in the sense that it is
theoretically a fine principle, but it cannot be realized. The decision about
which horn of this dilemma one should prefer depends on understanding
the immediately preceding statement, since the discussion of the case of
okAnpotng and of the numbers assign to convention only a limited role,
and thus left intact the prevailing role of resemblance:

duol pév odv Kol 0T GpEcKel HEV KaTd TO SuVOTOV BLoto. Etvol To
ovopata Toig Tpaypacty: GAAL U ©g aAnddg, to tod ‘Eppoyévoug,
YAMoypa | N OAkT abtn i OpodTTOog, Avaykaiov 88 1N kol T®
QOPTIK® ToVT® Tpocypficbat, Tf] cvvONKY, €ig Ovoudtov OpHdHTNTA.

The prima facie meaning of this sentence appears to be as follows:
Socrates summarizes that he approves the principle he defended throughout
the whole discussion that the names should resemble their referents as
much as possible, but he admits that resemblance does not work as a single
standard for indication, and it is necessary to use additionally agreement
(agreement with habit) as a second and subordinate standard (see kai and
npooypiicbar), as has already been asserted above (453 b 3-6).

Ademollo forwards quite a new interpretation both of the literal
meaning of this sentence and of its theoretical import.>> He denies
that Socrates here approves resemblance as a theoretical preference.

21 Barney 2001, 137.
22 Sedley 2003, 140-145.
23 Ademollo 2011, 413-420.
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He argues that dpéokerv with the infinitive construction dependent on it
is usually employed for the idea that Y believes X where “X” stands for
a proposition. Ademollo thus proposes that Socrates refers to the factual
state of affairs: he believes that names are “as far as possible” similar to
their referents, which in turn, according to Ademollo, means that most
names resemble their referents; this further construes Socrates’ thought as
maintaining that although most names resemble their referents, they do it
imperfectly and thus they indicate the referents by means of convention,
as, for instance, okAnpotng. He further interprets the words yAioypa 7 1
O0Ak1 avn Thg opoldtnTog as meaning that “resemblance carries little
weight with regard to the correctness of names” (p. 417) and comes to the
view that the concluding passage on using also convention understates the
results of the previous discussion — namely, that convention has already
won the field entirely — because of Plato’s special strategy (p. 420).

This appears to give the passage a sense that contravenes its most
obvious meaning. But let us discuss Ademollo’s points in sequence. First,
the meaning of the dpéoket phrase (§pol pév obv kai odT@ Gpéokel v
Kot O Suvatdv dpota elvat To dvopato Toig mpdypacty): I believe that he
is right that the infinitive construction corresponds to the proposition that
a person approves. But linguistically, it is impossible to distinguish in this
construction the approval of a fact from the approval of a principle; only
the context helps. At 433 ¢ 9, for instance, Cratylus uses this construction
to contravene Socrates’ statement that something is a name, even if it
is falsely imposed. When saying that he does not like Socrates saying
this (a fact), he implies that he does not approve such a statement as
a piece of doctrine. And when Socrates responds, asking him whether
it appeals to him that a name is the indication of a thing, he asks him,
not whether he is happy with the fact that names indicate things (there
is no specific reason for Cratylus to be happy with this trivial thing), but
whether he admits that it is their standard role. Grant that it is impossible
to maintain formally whether Socrates regards resemblance as a fact
of language or as a norm of it, the next sentence, which maintains the
principle of resemblance as the norm (énel iowg katd ye 1O dvvoTov
K@AAMoT’ Gv Aéyotto Otav 1j mdow 1| dg mAeioTolg Opoiolg Aéyntat, To0TO
&’ €oti TpoonKkovaly, aicylotat 8¢ Tovvavtiov), acquires the decisive role
for the meaning of the sentence we are discussing. Moreover, Ademollo’s
understanding of kotd O Suvatdv koTd TO Suvatdv Spota eival To
ovopato toig mpdypoow as “most names resemble their referents”,
implausible by itself, is refuted by the meaning of katd ye 10 dvvatodv in
the next sentence: in both cases Socrates says that he approves that the
names should resemble their referents as far as possible.
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Now to the second part of the sentence:

GARG p1) O aAnBdg, 0 Tod ‘Eppoyévovg, yricypa N 1 oAk adtn ThC
OL010TNTOG, GvayKaiov 08 1| Kol T® EOpTIKY ToVT® Tpooypficbat, T
oLVOnKY, gig dvoudtov OpboTNTO.

This is the difficult item. Some scholars take this phrase as undermining
the principle of resemblance. After an interesting discussion, Ademollo
comes to the following sense: this resemblance (viz. the one referred to in
the preceding sentence) carries little weight with regard to the correctness
of names (p. 415-417). Now, the adjective yAioypog has the literal meaning
‘sticky’, ‘glutinous’, with further development in different directions — on
the one hand, ‘clinging fast’, as metaphor for thorough or excessively
thorough work, and, on the other, to ‘greedy’ or ‘stingy’ persons, and from
this to ‘cheap’ things (Ademollo prefers this latter meaning). But “this”,
a1, in the sentence we are discussing, does not modify resemblance as
such, but 1 oAkm, the “dragging” of resemblance. Hermogenes reacted
with yAioypwg to Socrates’ overly bold restoration of the initial form of the
word. It is thus less probable that Socrates alludes here to the insignificance
of resemblance as such (this is certainly not the point Hermogenes made)
than to the strained character of some etymologies, and 1} 0Ax1 also favors
this option. Socrates is thus paying a tribute to Hermogenes’ criticism: this
“dragging” of resemblance turns out to be “sticky”, i.e., it would be far-
fetched to claim resemblance for every name and to search for strained
etymologies.?* This sentence does not attack resemblance as a principle:
Socrates merely says that we should not unduly press resemblance in every
case; when the resemblance of the name to the thing cannot be safely
maintained, it is necessary to be satisfied with a competent language-
speaker’s agreement with the meaning of this name as constituted by habit.
Note that agreement features as “base”, “inelegant” (1@ QopTiK® T00T®),
which should not be taken as ironic. Although as I argued this is about
agreement with the obscured will of the name-giver, not about conventional
agreement, it is not a principle that Plato admires, but one he thinks will
inevitably be appealed to.

24 Reeve translates it: “I fear that defending this view is like hauling a ship up
a sticky ramp, as Hermogenes suggested”. This seems to be correct in respect of the
immediate metaphoric meaning, but the metaphor Socrates uses is related not to the
defense of naturalism, which was not Hermogenes’ point, but to the undue defense
of resemblance in particular cases. Shorey 1933, 265 rightly renders the meaning
of the sentence with its hint at Hermogenes’ remark and objects (p. 570) to Jowett’s
translation “the force of resemblance is a mean thing”.
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The concluding remark corresponds entirely to this reasoning:

énel Towg KaTd Y€ TO SLVVOTOV KAAMGT Gv Aéyotto Gtov f| TaoW §| OC
mielotolg opoiog Aéyntat, todto &’ €0Ti TPocHKOVGLY, aicyloTol 08
ToOVaVTIOV.

At first glance it simply reformulates the principle as it was already
stated carlier. Reeve, for instance, translates opoiolg as modifying the
implied “names”. But there is no need to suppose a tautological statement:
opoioig can imply all parts of language and thus refer back to Socrates’
summary of the results of his discussion of resemblance with Cratylus
(432 d 11 — 433 a 6). According to it, not only can a name contain some
inappropriate letters, but also a sentence can contain some inappropriate
words, provided that they preserve general resemblance to their referents:
the best way of saying something will be by means of all appropriate
elements, the worst by means of only a few. This general principle thus
remains valid after achieving the new insights into the inevitable role that
agreement plays in indication. The sentence justifies (énel) why agreement
should be used only when resemblance is unattainable. This is the case
because the best possible way is to use the parts of language that resemble
things as much as is possible. Notice that not only the standard itself
remains valid; it is also the working standard, contrary to the “pessimistic”
understanding of Socrates’ naturalism; it would be useless to distinguish
between best and worst in respect of resemblance, if Socrates’ final
position were a pessimistic retreat to arbitrary names because resemblance
1s desirable, but unattainable.

Ademollo, unlike Robinson and Schofield, admits that Socrates’ very
statements summarizing his reasoning in this part of the dialogue (435b 2 —
¢ 6) do not mean literally that naturalism is refuted, but merely concede
to convention some role in indicating things, along with resemblance.
Ademollo suggests that Socrates, as a character in the dialogue in this part
of the conversation, is not yet conscious of what is clear to Plato himself
and what should be clear to a competent reader. According to Ademollo, it
is only in the final part, after Socrates has demonstrated that words cannot
serve as a reliable source of knowledge of things, that conventionalism
triumphs definitively: “for if a name may convey false information about
its referent, then clearly it can only indicate its referent by convention”.?3

Now it is true that in discussing the case of okAnpdtng, Socrates, in
connection with it and similar words, does speak of “correctness according

25 Ademollo 2011, 419; cf. 2022, 41.
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to agreement” (435 a 8, b 6 —c 7), that is, that the use of a name is governed
by agreement and not determined by resemblance to a thing. Agreement,
then, serves to make up for lack of similarity or to substitute for similarity
where it is unattainable, and, at least in this respect, does not in any way,
no matter how one understands agreement here, undermine the principle of
similarity as a standard for language on the whole. Ademollo is apparently
inclined to regard the mistaken names in the final part of the Cratylus as
something along the same lines. In reality, however, the word ckAnpdtng
is erroneous only in terms of inadequately conveying the language
creator’s correct judgment about the thing in question, whereas the names
in the final section are erroneous because they reflect their creators’ false
judgments about the world. However, the existence of names in a language
that reflect the language creators’ mistaken opinions about certain things
does not mean that Plato regards all names are mistaken in this sense. Still
less does the existence of such words undermine the naturalistic principle
itself, based for Plato not on what language actually is, but on the standard
to which names must conform according to their purpose, to instruct about
the true properties of the things they indicate.

To summarize, the final part of the discussion of the issue of naturalism
versus conventionalism does not show any signs that the former principle
is abandoned in favor of the latter. The yielding to conventionalism, as
I argued, in the case of “agreement”, is even less important than is usually
understood. According to Socrates, the lack of the name’s resemblance
to the thing should be compensated not by appeal to convention, viz. the
arbitrary agreement of mediocre language-speakers as in Hermogenes’
view, but by appeal to the agreement of the competent language-speaker,
to linguistic habit. The universal authority of the latter suggests that
interlocutors view it as fixing the ancient and permanent bond, created by
the ancient name-giver, between the name and the thing it indicates. It also
appears plausible that habit owes its permanence to the initial resemblance
of names created by name-givers to things, which persists in language in
spite of its partial obscuring by later developments. This moderate yielding
to “agreement and habit” (not to be confused with conventional agreement)
corresponds entirely to Socrates’ following summary of the discussion: the
naturalist principle of resemblance is not abandoned in theory or practice,
but only supplemented by a necessary appeal to habit for the names whose
initial resemblance to the things they indicate has been obscured.

Alexander Verlinsky
Institute for Linguistic Studies, RAS

verlinsky@mail.ru
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The second part of the article, dealing with the question of Plato’s own position in
the discussion of naturalism and conventionalism in the Cratylus (for part I, see
Hyperboreus 29: 2 [2022] 196-233), continues with an analysis of a key point in
the discussion between Socrates and Cratylus (434 a — 435 c). Cratylus argues that
when the descriptive properties of a word conflict with each other and thus make it
impossible to establish which “thing” such a word denotes, a competent native
speaker capable of analyzing such properties is forced to follow linguistic habit
like ordinary speakers. Socrates points out that following the linguistic habit with
which a competent native speaker is forced to “agree” is nothing but understanding
a word that is dissimilar to its referent. This in turn entails, in accordance with the
dilemma of the whole discussion, that understanding in such cases can be based
only on a “contract”, or “agreement” stipulating the meaning of a word, with the
competent speaker negotiating it with himself. Cratylus’ forced agreement that
contract plays a role in linguistic communication is usually understood by scholars
as a partial concession to conventionalism on the part of Plato himself, or even as
evidence that Plato fully supports the arguments of conventionalism and sees no
need for words that have similarities with their referents.

The article substantiates a different understanding of this part of the dialogue.
It argues that Socrates agrees with Cratylus in treating linguistic habit as an
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independent factor in linguistic communication: understanding a word on the
basis of habit does not need a word to resemble its referent through the descriptive
and “mimetic” capacities of words; however it does not follow that the meaning
of such words derives from the arbitrary “agreement” by which any arbitrary
name can be assigned to any thing and at any moment change its name, as
according to the theory of Hermogenes. The “agreement” of the competent native
speaker with the meaning that a word possesses according to habit applies, first,
only to a limited category of words that have no resemblance to their referents (in
this the author of the article agrees with David Sedley’s understanding). Plato does
not mean that understanding according to habit should make the similarity of
aword to its referent superfluous: the highest purpose of words is their philosophical
purpose as “instruments” for distinguishing the essential properties of things,
while linguistic habit provides only knowledge of what a word refers to, but not
of the properties of this referent.

Second, the “agreement with oneself” by which a competent native speaker is
forced to agree to habit in the course of communication differs significantly from
the arbitrary contract of assigning meaning to words in Hermogenes’ theory.
Socrates’ argument does not assume that linguistic habit arises from such an
establishment of meaning that makes any people, even the most mediocre ones,
creators of language. On the contrary, his reasoning about the word ckAnpotng is
based on the premise that this word was created by one of the wise creators of
language who strove to create words similar to the things they designate. This
implies that the similarity was either not achieved, through error, or was lost in the
course of the long history of language; the habit has nevertheless preserved the
word’s connection to the thing to which the word was assigned by a “lawgiver” of
language (apparently by virtue of his high authority), although the sound
composition of the word does not allow us to define this thing by virtue of its
intrinsic properties. Following the linguistic habit should thus be understood as an
imperfect kind of linguistic communication, a forced retreat from the principles of
naturalism, but not as a concession to conventionalism or even as Plato’s
acknowledgment of its victory.

Bo Bropoii yacTtu cTarby, OCBSIIEHHON no3unuu camoro Ilnarona B quckyccuun
0 HaTypalu3Me U KOHBeHIInoHanm3Me B Kpamune (dactb | eMm. Hyperboreus 29: 2
[2023] 196-233), mponomkaeTcs pa3dop KIrUEBOro Mecta B quckyccuu Cokpara
u Kpatuna (434 a — 435 c¢). Kparun yTBepkaaet, 9To B TeX clydasx, KOorna Jaec-
KPHUIITUBHBIE MJIM MHUMETHYECKHE CBOWMCTBA CJIOBA KOH(IMKTYIOT MEXIYy coOOn
1 HE MO3BOJISIOT YCTAaHOBHTH, KAKyI0 “Bellh’ 0003HAYAET MOJ0OHOE CIIOBO, KOM-
MIETEHTHBIH HOCUTENb S3bIKa, CIIOCOOHBIN K aHAJIN3y OJ00HBIX CBONCTB, BBIHYX-
JICH CIIE/IOBaTh 3a SI3BIKOBBIM y3YCOM, IOI00HO 3aypsiIHBIM HOCHTEIISIM sI3bIKA.
CoKpaT J10Ka3bIBAET, YTO CIICIOBAHUE S3BIKOBOMY Y3YCY, C KOTOPBIM BBIHYKICH
“COmIaCUThCS” KOMIIETCHTHBIH HOCUTEIb SI3bIKA, €CTh HUUTO MHOE, KaK TTOHUMa-
HUE CJI0Ba, HECXOAHOTO CO CBOMM JEHOTAaTOM. DTO B CBOIO OYepe/Ib Mpenonara-
€T, B COOTBCTCTBHHU C ﬂHHeMMOﬁ BCEeH JAUCKYCCHH, YTO IMOHMMAaHHEC B HOJI06HI)IX
CITydasiX MOXXET OCHOBBIBATHCS JIMIIb HA “7I0TOBOpE” O 3HAUYCHHUHU CIIOBA, IPUIEM
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KOMIICTEHTHBIN HOCUTENb SA3BIKA TOTOBAPUBACTCS IIPH ITOM caM C co00ii. Berayx-
neHHoe cornacue Kparuma ¢ Tem, 4to “moroBop” UrpaeT ONpEleNICHHYIO POJb
B SI3BIKOBOM KOMMYHHKAIIUH, OOBIYHO TIOHUMAETCSI UCCIIEI0BATENSIMU AUAJIOTa KaK
YaCTHYHAsl YCTYIIKAa KOHBEHIIMOHAIM3MY CO CTOPOHBI camoro [lmaTona wimm mpaxe
KaK CBHJACTCIBCTBO TOI'O, YTO I1naToH MOJHOCTHIO MoAACPKUBACT TOBOABI KOHBCH-
LIMOHAJIM3MA M HE BHIUT HEOOXOIMMOCTH B CIIOBaX, 00Naalomux Mmogo0ueM co
CBOMMMU JCHOTATaMH.

B crarbe 000CHOBBIBaeTCSl MHOE TIOHMMaHNE 3TOH YacTH auanora. Jloka3biBa-
ercs, uro Cokpar cortacer ¢ KpaTuiaom B TpakTOBKE SI3BIKOBOTO y3yca KaK camo-
CTOSITEJIFHOTO (haKTOpa B SI3BIKOBON KOMMYHHKAIIH: TOHIMaHNE CI0BA HA OCHOBE
y3yca He HYXJIaeTCsl B CXOJICTBE CJIOBA C €ro JICHOTAaToM OJarojapsi AeCKpHIITHB-
HBIM WJIM MHUMETHYECKHM CBOWCTBaM CJIOB. [3 3TOro, OHAKO, HE CIIEMYyeT, 4TO
3HAYCHHUE MO00HBIX CJIOB BOCXOAUT K PON3BOIBHOMY “IOTOBOpY”’, ITIOCPEICTBOM
KOTOPOTO MOYKHO TIPUCBOUTH JTF000€ MMsI JTFOOOH BEIU U B JTIOOOH MOMEHT M3Me-
HUTb €€ UMEHOBaHUE, Kak mpenanonaraetr teopus ['epmorena. “/loroBop” xomre-
TEHTHOTO HOCHTEJIS SI3bIKa C TEM 3HAYCHUEM, KOTOPBIM CJIOBO 00JIaaeT COMIACHO
y3yCy, OTHOCHUTCSI, BO-IIEPBBIX, JIHIIb K OTPAaHUUCHHON KAaTETOPUH CIIOB, KOTOPHIC
He 00J1alaloT CXOACTBOM CO CBOUM JCHOTaTOM (B 9TOM aBTOP CTAaTbU COIVIACEH
¢ moanmanueM Jl. Cemum); ITnaron He UMeeT B BUJLY, YTO TIOHUMAaHUE COIIACHO
y3yCy IDOJDKHO CIEIaTh MOJHOCTHIO M3MIIHUM CXOACTBO CJIOBA C €r0 JEHOTATOM:
BEICIIICE HA3HAYCHHE CJIOB COCTOUT B HX (PHIOCOPCKOM Ha3HAYCHUH KaK “‘Opynuit”
JUIsl Pa3NIMYECHUs] CYIIHOCTHBIX CBOMCTB BEILEH, a S3BIKOBOW y3yC oOecrednBaeT
JIMIIb 3HAHNUE CaMOTO JICHOTaTa CJIOBA, BEIIH, HA KOTOPYIO YKa3bIBAaET CJIOBO, HO HE
€€ CBOICTB.

Bo-BToprIxX, “moroBop ¢ caMuM co00ii”, MOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO KOMIICTEHT-
HBII HOCHTEIb SI3bIKA BBIHYXKJICH COIVIACUTHCS C Y3yCOM B XOJi€ KOMMYHHKAIUH,
CYIIECTBEHHO OTJIMYAETCS! OT IPOU3BOJIBHOTO JIOTOBOPA O NPUCEOEHUY CTIOBY 3Ha-
4yeHust B Teopun ['epmorena. Aprymenranus Cokpara He MpErosaraet, 4To s3bl-
KOBOW y3yC BOCXOIHUT K IMOJOOHOMY YCTaHOBJICHUIO 3HAQYCHHUI, B KOTOPOM MOTYT
Yy4acTBOBATh JIFOObIE, CaMble 3aypsiTHbIE HOCUTEIH si3bIKa. HarpoTus, B 0cHOBE €ro
PACCYKICHUS O CIIOBE GKANPOTNG JIEKUT IOCHUIKA, YTO 3TO CIOBO OBLIO CO34aHO
OIJHAM M3 MYJpPBIX TBOPLOB SI3bIKa, CTPEMHUBIIHMXCS K CO3aHHIO CIIOB, OTOOHBIX
0003HaYaeMbIX UMM BeIlaM, HO 9TO CXOJCTBO JHOO ObUIO HE JIOCTUTHYTO B CHILY
omuoOKw, 1100 OBITO YyTPaueHO B XO/I€ UTNTEIFHON NCTOPUH SI3BIKA; Y3yC, TEM He
MEHee, COXPaHHJI CBSI3b CJIOBA C BEIbI0, KOTOPOW IPHCBOMII ATO CJIOBO ‘‘3aKOHO/a-
TeNp” s3bIKa (OUEBUAHO, B CHITY €TO BBICOKOTO aBTOPUTETA), XOTS 3BYKOBOW COCTaB
CJIOBA HE TI03BOJISIET ONPE/ICIINTH 3Ty BEIIb B CHITy €ro BHYTPEHHUX CBOMCTB. Ce-
JIOBAaHHE SI3BIKOBOMY OOBIYAIO CIIEIyeT, TAKMM 00pa3oM, IOHUMATh KaK HECOBEp-
LIEHHBIH BUJI SI3bIKOBOM KOMMYHHUKAIINH, BEIHYXKJICHHOE OTCTYIUIEHHE OT IPHHIH-
IIOB HaTypajin3Ma, HO HE KaK YCTYIIKY KOHBCHIIMOHAJINU3MY WJIU JAXKC IMPU3HAHUEC
ero nobensl co cropoHs! [lnaTona.
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