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Abstract

This doctoral dissertation aims to give a comprehensive and contextual account of
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor. The dissertation is organized around the central claim that
Aristotle’s definition of metaphor in Chapter 22 of the Poetics, as well as his discussion
of it in Book III of the Rhetoric, commit him to what I call a vertical theory of metaphor,
rather than to a horizontal one. Horizontal theories of metaphor assert that ‘metaphor’ is
a word that has been transferred from a literal to a figurative sense; vertical theories of
metaphor, on the other hand, assert that ‘metaphor’ is the transference of a word from
one thing to another thing.

In addition to the introduction and conclusion, the dissertation itself has five
chapters. The first chapter sketches out the historical context within which the vertical
character of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor becomes meaningful, both by (a) giving a
rough outline of Plato’s critical appraisal of rhetoric and poetry in the Gorgias,
Phaedrus, lon, and Republic, and then (b) showing how Aristotle’s own Rhetoric and
Poetics should be read as a faithful attempt to reform both activities in accordance with
the criteria laid down by Plato in these dialogues. The second and third chapters
elaborate the main thesis and show how Aristotle’s texts support it, by painstakingly
reconstructing the relevant passages of the Poetics, Rhetoric, On Interpretation,
Categories and On Sophistical Refutations, and resolving a number of interpretive
disputes that these passages raise in the secondary literature. Finally, the fourth and fifth
chapters together pursue the philosophical implications of the thesis that I elaborate in
the first three, and resolve some perceived contradictions between Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor in the Poetics and Rhetoric, his prohibition against the use of metaphors in the
Posterior Analytics, and his own use of similes and analogical comparisons in the
dialectical discussions found in the former text, the De Anima and the later stages of his
argument in the Metaphysics.

In many ways, the most philosophically noteworthy insight uncovered by my
dissertation is the basic consideration that, for Aristotle, all metaphors involve a
statement of similarity between two or more things — specifically, they involve a
statement of what I call secondary resemblance, which inheres to different degrees of
imperfection among things that are presumed to be substantially different, as opposed to
the primary and perfect similarities that inhere among things of the same kind. The
major, hitherto unnoticed consequence I draw from this insight is that it is ultimately the
philosopher, as the one who best knows these secondary similarities, who is implicitly
singled out in Aristotle’s treatises on rhetoric and poetry as being both the ideal poet and
the ideal orator, at least to the extent that Aristotle holds the use of metaphor to be a
necessary condition for the mastery of both pursuits. This further underscores what I
argue in the first chapter is the inherently philosophical character of the Poetics and the
Rhetoric, and shows the extent to which they demand to be read in connection with,
rather than in isolation from, the more ‘central’ themes of Aristotle’s philosophical
system.
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Introduction: Aristotle and the Question of Metaphor

1.1 General Introduction

This doctoral thesis argues that Aristotle’s definition of metaphor in Poetics 22 commits
him to a vertical theory of metaphor, which concerns the relationship between words and
things, rather than to a horizontal theory, which concerns the literal and figurative senses
of individual words.

In arguing that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is a vertical rather than a horizontal
one, this thesis aims to fulfill three primary objectives.

(1) The first objective is to highlight the continuity of presuppositions underlying
Aristotle’s views regarding poetry and rhetoric, on the one hand, and those that underlie
his teacher Plato’s on the other. As we shall see, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor are
mostly concentrated in the Poetics and the Rhetoric, and they offer a unique perspective
from which to consider the Platonic heritage of his teachings about what each pursuit is
in general, what its essential function is, and what kind of knowledge is requisite to its
mastery. If, as I argue, Aristotle’s general treatment of rhetoric and poetry must be seen
as a faithful response to the views expressed in a number of Platonic dialogues (/on,
Republic, Gorgias, and Phaedrus), then the vertical character of his theory of metaphor
in particular must also be placed in the context of this response in order to become fully
intelligible. This is because, on my account, the vertical character of Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor is inherently connected to his effort to Platonize the fields of rhetoric and
poetry by yoking them to the philosophical pursuit of goodness and truth, in accordance

with the guidelines laid down by Plato in the aforementioned dialogues.



(2) The second objective is to resolve the apparent contradictions that exist
between (a) Aristotle’s rhetorical and poetic theories, (b) his philosophy of science, and
(c) his own discursive practice vis-a-vis the use of metaphors. To be precise, one of these
apparent contradictions is propositional in character, while the other is performative. In
the former case, there seems to be a lack of consistency between the different statements
Aristotle makes in different texts about the theoretical value of metaphorical expressions:
on the one hand he extolls their use in the Poetics and the Rhetoric, yet on the other he
prohibits it in the Topics and Posterior Analytics. In the latter case, too, there is evidently
a discrepancy between the aforementioned prohibition against the use of metaphors in
scientific argumentation, and the liberal use Aristotle himself makes of similes and
comparisons, which according to his definition in Poetics 22 are in fact metaphors.
Ultimately, I argue that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is consistent, and that both of
these contradictions are therefore only apparent ones, even if they do underscore a
genuine complexity in his overall position regarding metaphors and their place in various
kinds of theoretical discussion. For reasons that will only become apparent in what
follows, the distinction between vertical and horizontal theories of metaphor is crucial to
the resolution of this dilemma.

(3) The third and final objective is to determine what place, if any, Aristotle’s
theory of metaphor has in the contemporary philosophical debate concerning metaphors
and their importance to human knowledge and its genesis. The first thing to be noted
here is that the long history of this debate properly begins with Aristotle, who is the first
thinker in the western tradition to advance an explicit account of what a metaphor is and

how it functions. As will be shown, some recent commentators have mischaracterized



this account as being identical to those subsequently elaborated by classical rhetorical
theorists such as Cicero and Quintilian, and partly on the basis of this premise have
concluded that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is incompatible with most modern theories
of the 20th and 21st centuries. Yet as I will show, the theories of Cicero, Quintilian and
other classical rhetorical theorists are horizontal theories a la lettre, in that they consider
metaphor to be a word that has been transferred from a literal to a figurative meaning.
Based on the subtle but crucial distinction between horizontal and vertical theories of
metaphor, I thus differentiate these classical positions from that of Aristotle, and thereby
show that the aforementioned conclusion, according to which Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor is incompatible with contemporary theories, is based on at least one inaccurate
premise.

Of the three aforementioned goals, the first two are short-term ones that will be
fulfilled in the course of what follows. The third, however, is a more long-term goal for
which this dissertation as a whole is a preparatory step. As will soon become apparent,
simply arriving at a clear understanding of Aristotle’s own theory of metaphor, its
historical context, and its philosophical implications is no mean task; attempting in
addition to this to compare it to its modern counterparts would be a massive undertaking,
too large for a single dissertation. To the extent that a meaningful comparison of
contemporary theories and that of the Stagirite is not a feasible goal for this dissertation,
I will permit myself in what follows merely to outline the contours of the modern
philosophical debate concerning metaphor, and then return to this general outline in the
conclusion, once I have placed Aristotle’s views in context and pursued their

implications in detail. In so doing, I will offer some preliminary indications of what is at



stake in determining whether and to what extent Aristotle’s theory has any insight to
contribute to current philosophical discussions on the topic, but the work of verifying
these preliminary indications will have to be deferred for future research.
1.2 Metaphor as a Contemporary Philosophical Question: Interaction or
Similarity?
Perhaps the most direct way of showing what is at stake in determining Aristotle’s place
in contemporary debates about metaphor is to begin by outlining the presuppositions of
those who claim, either explicitly or implicitly, that Aristotle’s theory has no place in this
debate. Doing so requires an account of what since the 1960’s has been called the
interaction theory of metaphor, for it is subsequent to the development of this theory that
some commentators and theorists have deemed Aristotle’s original views to be outdated.
The notion of the interaction metaphor was first suggested indirectly by [.A.
Richards in 1936, then taken up and developed in an explicit theory by Max Black in the
1960’s, after which time research in what is now called metaphor studies began growing
precipitously to its present state.’ Most generally, as we shall see, proponents of the
interaction theory of metaphor hold that it is the only kind of metaphor that can be of any
interest to philosophical discussions, because it is impossible to translate by means of

literal paraphrase. In order to explain the significance of this position and its context, it

! Currently, metaphor is a widely debated topic in many fields of contemporary philosophy, and is
therefore considered to be quite fashionable. Yet, as noted by literary critic Wayne Booth, there was hardly
any mention of it in mainstream philosophical debate before the latter half of the 20th century. According
to Booth, although ‘[t]here were no conferences on metaphor, ever, in any culture, until [i.e., the 20th
century] was already middle-aged’, ‘[e]xplicit discussions of something called metaphor have multiplied
astronomically in the past fifty years [...].” "Metaphor as Rhetoric: The Problem of Evaluation", Critical
Inquiry 5 (1978), p. 49. In what follows, all references will appear in footnotes with a complete
bibliographical entry on the first citation, and subsequently will be given by means of the author’s last
name, the title (in some cases, a shortened title) and page number only. The works of Aristotle in particular
will be referred to throughout according to the traditional Bekker pagination; in the case of the Rhetoric in
particular, the Bekker pagination is divided into numbered sections rather than numbered lines, as in most
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will be helpful to dig a little deeper into the history of ideas before looking at the views
of Richards and Black in detail.

Writing in 1873, Friedrich Nietzsche affirms that ‘when we talk about trees, colors,
snow, and flowers, we believe we know something about the things themselves, and yet
we only possess metaphors of the things, and these metaphors do not in the least
correspond to the original essentials.”® Speculation on the essential natures of things, in
other words, seems for Nietzsche to be a matter of mere metaphors, which suggests the
possibility that the philosophical search for the ultimate, underlying principles of things
is driven primarily by linguistic confusion arising from the improper use of words. In the
continental philosophical tradition, a similar suggestion emerges more recently in the
thought of of Jacques Derrida (1971), who likewise contends that metaphysical thinking
is dominated a fergo by metaphorical language, and in particular by a special kind of
metaphor called the catechresis.” Derrida’s thesis, elaborated with respect to the
philosophical theorization of metaphor in “White Mythology,” points to the inherently
circular character of the concept of metaphor in particular, insofar as this concept itself is
the product of metaphysical assumptions about language and its relation to the world.
This latter point is also made more cryptically by Martin Heidegger (1957), who asserts

that ‘[tJhe metaphorical exists only within metaphysics.”* Thus if the distinction between

2 Friedrich Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lies in Their Extramoral Sense (1873)”, trans. Maximillian A.
Miigge, in eds. R. Grimm & C. Molina y Vedia, Friedrich Nietzsche: Philosophical Writings (New York:
Continuum, 1995), p. 91.

? Derrida develops this theme in “White Mythology: Metaphor in the Text of Philosophy,” arguing that
traditional philosophical concepts may be properly characterized as what 19th century rhetorical theorist
Pierre Fontannier calls catechreses: that is, metaphors whose status as metaphors has been effaced or
forgotten in time. See J. Derrida, “White Mythology”, in Margins of Philosophy, trans. Alan Bass
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), pp. 250-55. Cf. P. Fontannier, Les Figures du Discourse
(Paris: Flammarion, 1977) p 213.

* Martin Heidegger, The Principle of Reason, trans. R. Lilly (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1991),
“Lecture Six”, p. 48. Silvana Borutti enlarges on Heidegger’s remark by noting that ‘la métaphore est une
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the metaphoric and the non-metaphoric is a metaphysical invention, and metaphysics
itself is dominated by metaphorical language, then there is reason to suspect, for Derrida,
that the philosophical theorization of metaphor is just an instance of using one kind of
metaphor to explain another. I will return to this point below.

What is crucial to see for the moment is that the notion according to which
metaphysics is the result of confusion caused by language and, in particular, by
metaphorical language, is at the historical origins of the Anglo-American traditions
known as analytic philosophy and ordinary language philosophy as well. To substantiate
this latter point, we may briefly consider the theory of meaning that emerges in the wake
of an influential philosophical movement in the early 20th century, which has hitherto
come to be known as logical positivism. As characterized by A.J. Ayer in 1936, the
theory of meaning presupposed by positivism is based on what may be called a principle
of verification. Ayer explains ‘the criterion of verifiability’ as follows: ‘[w]e say that a
statement is factually significant to any given person, if, and only if, he knows how to
verify the proposition that it purports to express — that is, if he knows what observations
would lead him, under certain conditions, to accept the proposition as being true, or
reject it as being false.”” Lacking such verifiability, Ayer continues, a given statement
‘may be emotionally significant to [i.c., the speaker]; but it is not literally significant.”®

Thus, the verificationist theory of meaning posits that all meaningful statements must be

invention de la philosophie,” and consequently that ‘I’on peut parler de « métaphorique » seulement a
I’intérieure des langues métaphysiques et représentatives. Autrement dit, chaque théorie de la métaphore
signale une perspective philosophique [...].” See “La métaphore et les philosophes, quelques réflexions sur
I’invention philosophique de la métaphore”. Recherches sur la philosophie et le langage 9: La Métaphore
(Cahier du groupe de recherches sur la philosophie et le langage: Département de philosophie, Université
des Sciences Sociales de Grenoble, 1988), p. 173.
S AL Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic (London: Victor Gollancz Ltd, 1967), p. 35.
® Ibid.
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analyzable into either (a) logical tautologies, which are analytical statements concerning
the a priori relations among ideas; or (b) empirical statements, which are at least
potentially verifiable by reference to the world of observed fact.”

For the purposes of the present discussion, we can draw two basic consequences
from this verificationist theory of meaning: (1) firstly, that most metaphysical statements,
to the extent that they are not analyzable into either (a) or (b) above, are fundamentally
meaningless®, and that most metaphysical problems can therefore be explained away as
pseudo-problems arising entirely from the unwitting misuse of language; and (2)
secondly, that metaphorical expressions, if they have any meaning at all, derive this
meaning from the literal statements for which they are seen to be substitutions. To the
extent that a metaphor can be seen to replace a literal statement about the world, and can
accordingly be paraphrased in terms of such a statement, it possesses what is called

‘cognitive’ content; to the extent that it cannot be cashed out in this way, it lacks properly

7 This characterization of positivism has more recently been called into question by Michael Friedman.
Friedman argues convincingly that, although this verificationist theory of meaning may have been
presupposed by the logical positivists in their attempts to account for the foundations of contemporary
science, it was originally intended more a necessary methodological presupposition than an explicit dogma
intended to reform philosophical thinking. Cf. Reconsidering Logical Positivism (New York: Cambridge,
1999), pp. xiv-v. Even if Friedman is correct in arguing that logical positivism should not be reduced to the
verificationist theory of meaning, the fact that this is indeed how positivism was received by many in the
Anglo-American world is important to the discussion that follows, insofar as the growth of interest in the
question of metaphor evidently begins around the 1930’s in response to this reception.

§ Ayer accordingly argues that, in light of the verificationist theory of meaning, most of the statements
debated in properly metaphysical discussions turn out to be what he calls ‘pseudo-propositions.’
(Language, Truth and Logic, p. 45) Pseudo-propositions are accordingly statements that appear to have
cognitive significance, but on analysis reveal themselves to be the product of linguistic confusion.
Ultimately it is this fact that distinguishes the metaphysician from the poet: for when the poet writes
‘falsehoods’ (which Ayer argues is not always the case), he does so ‘because he considers it most suitable
for bringing out the effects for which his writing is designed.’ (Ibid) The utterances of the metaphysician,
however, result not from the intention to produce certain non-propositional effects but rather ‘through
being deceived by grammar, or through committing errors of reasoning [...].” (Ibid) On this positivist,
‘verificationist’ theory of meaning, the utterances of the metaphysician thus form a special subset of
metaphorical statements, which in and of themselves are cognitively meaningless. What sets these
utterances apart as a subset is the fact that most cognitively meaningless statements are simply irrelevant to
the progress of science, whereas metaphysical statements are actually detrimental to this progress, because
they are emotive statements that pretend to be cognitive ones.
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cognitive content, yet may still have some second-order, ‘emotive’ content for the
speaker.” The upshot is that metaphorical statements derive whatever properly cognitive
meaning they have from the literal statements they are seen to replace, and metaphysical
propositions, which are treated as a special subset of metaphorical statements, are to be
avoided insofar as they impede scientific progress by pretending not to be metaphorical
statements when in fact they are just that.

As a further implication of this positivist theory of meaning, the condition that
must be met for any metaphorical expression to possess cognitive content of its own is
untranslatability by literal paraphrase. If in other words metaphors only possess whatever
meaning they possess in virtue of the literal statements for which they are seen to be
substitutions, then they are meaningless in themselves, and therefore irrelevant to our
knowledge about the world. If conversely it can be shown that there is a kind of
metaphor possessing cognitive meaning that is not derived from any literal statement for

which the metaphor could be seen as a substitute, then it will necessarily follow that such

? For example, the metaphorical expression ‘My head is killing me’ can be paraphrased as the cognitively
meaningful statement ‘I am experiencing a sensation of pain in my head,” and the metaphorical part of the
expression itself, killing, merely serves to indicate how the speaker feels about this state of affairs: very
badly. The perspective on metaphorical meaning that follows implicitly from these positivist assumptions
is close to that of John Locke (1690), who observes that ‘figurative language’ has its place in various
genres of discourse that aim primarily to gratify the listener, but ‘in all discourses that pretend to inform or
instruct,” non-literal kinds of language are ‘wholly to be avoided [...].” He continues: ‘I confess, in
discourses where we seek rather pleasure and delight than information and improvement, such ornaments
as are borrowed from them can scarce pass for faults. But yet if we would speak of things as they are, we
must allow that all the art of rhetoric, besides order and clearness; all the artificial and figurative
application of words eloquence hath invented, are for nothing else but to insinuate wrong ideas, move the
passions, and thereby mislead the judgment; and so indeed are perfect cheats: and therefore, however
laudable or allowable oratory may render them in harangues and popular addresses, they are certainly, in
all discourses that pretend to inform or instruct, wholly to be avoided; and where truth and knowledge are
concerned, cannot but be thought a great fault, either of the language or person that makes use of them.’
See An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. A.C. Fraser, in 2 vols. (New York: Dover, 1959),
Book III, Ch. 10, p. 146. To the extent that Locke does reserve some place for the use of metaphors in
discourses not intended to inform or instruct, his position is somewhat more tolerant than that of Thomas
Hobbes (1651), who in the Leviathan characterizes all metaphors as ‘senslesse and ambiguous words,’
whose use in reasoning he likens to ‘wandering in innumerable absurdities’, and which he claims can only
lead to ‘contention, sedition, or contempt.” Cf. T. Hobbes, Leviathan (New York: Penguin Classics, 1985),
1.5.36 (p. 116/7).
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metaphors do in fact possess cognitive content of their own, and are therefore
philosophically (and scientifically) relevant. It is precisely this role that the interaction
metaphor in particular is proposed by Richards and Black to play.

On my reading, a subtle but important difference between Richards and Black is
that the former uses the term interaction in a generic way, whereas the latter uses it in a
much more specific way, as we shall shortly see. The generic way in which Richards
uses the term is evident in his basic definition of metaphor in the Philosophy of Rhetoric:
‘when we use a metaphor we have two thoughts of different things active together and
supported by a single word, or phrase, whose meaning is a resultant of their
interaction.’'® Here, ‘interaction’ seems to refer to the generic relationship between the
two thoughts that are brought together by means of a metaphorical word; that it is indeed
a generic relation is confirmed several pages later when he notes furthermore that ‘there
is an immense variety in these modes of interaction between co-present thoughts’',
meaning that interaction is the name for all forms of relationship that inhere between
such thoughts.

Richards offers his own technical terms to distinguish the ‘co-present’ thoughts
that are brought together by a metaphor: tenor and vehicle.'” The tenor is the thought that
is being described in terms of another, and the vehicle is that thought in terms of which
the tenor is metaphorically described. Before turning briefly to Black’s views, we must
note two additional features of Richards’ analysis: (1) ‘that, in many of the most

important uses of metaphor, the co-presence of the vehicle and tenor results in a meaning

10 Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p. 93.

1 Ibid. Precisely for this reason, Richards argues that ‘the whole task’ of a modern, critical study of
metaphors ‘is to compare the different relations which, in different cases, these two members of a metaphor
hold to one another’ (p. 98).

12 Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p. 99.



[...] which is not attainable without their interaction’'’, meaning that in many cases it
makes more sense to say that a metaphor creates a similarity than that it reveals one that
exists already; and (2) that, in many cases, the precise character of the interaction
between tenor and vehicle cannot be characterized as one of resemblance at all, and in
fact often depends on the perception of ‘disparities’ rather than similarities between
them.'*

Beginning as mentioned in the early 1960’s, Black develops the analyses begun
by Richards, emphasizing the importance of the notion of interaction for a correct
understanding of how certain metaphors function. Yet it is crucial to see that, for Black,
interaction no longer names a generic kind of interrelation between concepts, which as
such can take many forms including resemblance or similarity. On Black’s account,
interaction metaphors are precisely those kinds of metaphor that cannot be explained
according to a principle of similarity. Black accordingly attempts to develop a systematic
theory to explain these metaphors, and distinguishes it from two other common types,

one of which he calls a substitution theory, and the other an object-comparison theory."

13 Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p. 100.

14 Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p. 108. Richards thus argues that, ‘[iJn general, there are very few
metaphors in which disparities between tenor and vehicle are not as much operative as the similarities.
Some similarity will commonly be the ostensive ground of the shift, but the peculiar modification of the
tenor which the vehicle brings about is even more the work of their unlikenesses than of their likenesses.’
(p. 127) Furthermore, on p. 106, he offers three examples of metaphors whose tenor and vehicle are
evidently not related by a principle of resemblance: (a) ‘giddy brink,” (b) ‘jovial wine’ and (c) ‘daring
wound’. On p. 127, he adds to these examples the use of the word crawling in Shakespeare’s Hamlet,
arguing that ‘[w]hen Hamlet uses the word crawling its force comes not only from whatever resemblances
to vermin it brings in but at least as equally from the differences that resist and control the influences of
their resemblances.’

15 See M. Black, “Metaphor,” in idem, Models and Metaphors (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1962),
pp- 25-47. Black’s objective in this essay is to outline the different theories of metaphor that had been
advanced by his own time, and to determine which one is most appropriate for analyzing and explaining
the kinds of metaphors that, according to him, are most relevant to philosophical discussions. For Black,
the metaphors that are philosophically most relevant are those that resist literal paraphrase, or that, in his
words, possess ‘cognitive content.” (p. 46) Yet it is precisely this kind of metaphor that neither the
substitution theory of metaphor nor the object comparison theory can adequately explain. The former
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In the words of one cognitive metaphor theorist, whose reconstruction of Aristotle’s
views will be considered in the second chapter of this dissertation, Black’s essay on the
interaction metaphor ‘represented the start of a trickle of philosophical interest in
metaphor that has now [i.e., in 1981] swelled to flood proportions.’'®
If Black’s cognitive theory of metaphor gained proponents and prompted further
research surrounding interaction metaphors throughout the 1960’s, it began to attract
some critics as well. Starting with the former, one proponent who sought to modify and
develop Black’s theory is Monroe Beardsley. Beardsley’s own interaction theory of
metaphor, which he calls a “Verbal-opposition theory,” holds that ‘the opposition that
renders an expression metaphorical is [...] within the meaning structure itself.”'” Among
other things, this theory presupposes that metaphors are the result of what Beardsley calls
a felt difference between two sets of properties in the intension, or signification,
of a general term: first, those properties that (at least in a given sort of context)
are taken to be necessary conditions for applying the term correctly in a particular
sense (these are the defining, or designated, properties, or the central meaning of
the term in that sort of context); second, those properties that belong to the

marginal meaning of the term, or (in the literary critic's sense of the word) its
connotation [...]."*

theory treats all metaphors as deliberately figurative expressions whose intent is purely decorative; the
latter considers all metaphors to be based in the perception of similarities that are presumed to be
objectively given. Accordingly, Black argues that the substitution theory is incapable of accounting for
properly untranslatable metaphors, and conversely that the metaphors that this theory does account for
‘have no serious place in philosophical discussion’ (p. 34) because they are essentially trivial. On the other
hand, he argues that the object comparison theory has certain advantages over the substitution theory (of
which he considers it to be a special instance), but that it still cannot explain how some metaphors can have
cognitive content that allows them to resist literal paraphrase. For Black, it is more appropriate to say that
such metaphors create resemblances than to say that they disclose them, because the resemblances in
question do not exist prior to the metaphorical expressions themselves (p. 37). Finally, Black turns to the
interaction theory of metaphor after pointing out the limitations of the first two kinds of theory, and argues
that it ‘is free from the main defects of substitution and comparison views’ (p. 38). He concludes by
pointing out the importance of each theory for classifying all kinds of metaphors, but also claims that ‘only
the last kind (i.e., interaction metaphors) are of importance in philosophy.’ (p. 45)

16 M. Johnson, “Introduction: Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition”, in (ed.) idem, Philosophical
Perspectives on Metaphor (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1981), p. 20.

7M. Beardsley, “The Metaphorical Twist,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 22, no. 3 (March
1962), p. 299.
18 Beardsley, “The Metaphorical Twist,” p. 299.
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For Beardsley, a metaphor is the result of the conceptual interaction between these two
kinds of properties belonging to general terms. We might therefore say that metaphorical
meaning is for Beardsley an effect of the differential interplay between the denotations
and connotations of two terms. Black himself refers to these denotations and
connotations, whose interaction produces the untranslatable character of properly
cognitive metaphorical meaning, as ‘the system of associated commonplaces’ belonging
to each term."”

Black’s preferred example for illustrating how this system of associated
commonplaces functions is the metaphor, ‘Man is a wolf.” In his words, ‘[t]he effect [...]
of (metaphorically) calling a man a “wolf” is to evoke the wolf-system of related
commonplaces. [...] A suitable hearer will be led by the wolf-system of implications to
construct a corresponding system of implications about the principle subject. The new
implications must be determined by the pattern of implications associated with the literal

uses of the word “wolf.””?°

It is for this reason that, according to both Black and
Beardsley, interaction metaphors in particular cannot be explained by reference to the
principle of similarity or resemblance: in many cases, the precise meaning of a metaphor

is rather produced through the differences in the systems of associated commonplaces

belonging to two terms.

19 Black, “Metaphor,” in Models and Metaphors, p. 40.

20 Black, “Metaphor,” in Models and Metaphors, p. 41. Accordingly, Black argues furthermore that ‘the
wolf-metaphor suppresses some details, emphasizes others — in short, organizes our view of man.” He
explains this latter point with an analogy: ‘[s]uppose I look at the night sky through a piece of heavily
smoked glass on which certain lines have been left clear. Then I shall see only the stars that can be made to
lie on the lines previously prepared upon the screen, and the stars I do see will be seen as organized by the
screen’s structure. We can think of a metaphor as such a screen and the system of “associated
commonplaces” of the focal word as the network of lines upon the screen.” (Ibid)
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Nevertheless, as mentioned above, the interaction theory of metaphor, and the
basic notion of cognitive metaphorical content that it supports, has been challenged in a
number of ways. Firstly, it has been implicitly challenged by Derrida, whose views we
briefly examined above. For Derrida, insofar as all theories of metaphor are metaphysical
inventions, and insofar as metaphysical language itself is nothing more than ‘a system of

catachreses, a fund of “forced metaphors™*!

, then all theories of metaphor are
necessarily circular, because they can only define metaphor by means of language that is
metaphorical through and through.*

A similar, and similarly implicit challenge to the interaction theory of metaphor is
suggested by Hans Blumenberg in Paradigms for a Metaphorology (1960). In this case,
the challenge is evident in Blumenberg’s general reluctance concerning the very idea of a
systematic understanding of metaphorical meaning. Blumenberg’s study neither
attempts, nor even recommends a systematic articulation of those abstract interactions
with which Richards, Black and Beardsley are preoccupied. Indeed, the idea of a
complete, systematic mapping of the network of conceptual interactions that make
metaphoric meaning possible is not strictly speaking viable for Blumenberg, insofar as he

.’2> When it comes to the

holds that ‘metaphor [...] is an essentially Aistorical object [...]
question of what Blumenberg calls ‘a metaphorological systematics,” he accordingly
refrains from speculating one way or another.**

Yet Blumenberg does at one point provide an indirect answer to the question of

the possibility of a fully systematic articulation of metaphorical meaning, when he

21 Derrida, “White Mythology,” p. 257.

22 Accordingly, Derrida argues that every attempt to define metaphor is rendered circular by the
‘implication of the defined in the definition’. See “White Mythology,” p. 253.

2 Blumenberg, Paradigms for a Metaphorology, p. 14.

24 Blumenberg, Paradigms for a Metaphorology, p. 63.
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observes that ‘metaphorology — as a sub-branch of conceptual history [...] — must always
be an auxiliary discipline to philosophy as it seeks to understand itself from its history
and to bring that history to living presence.”*> Consequently, insofar as metaphorology
ultimately concerns the interrelations of concepts that are essentially historical, a
systematic articulation of these relations seems impossible insofar as the history of
concepts is an ongoing one. In other words, Blumenberg’s reluctance implies that a
complete and systematic elaboration of the conceptual overlaps, which for Richards
Black and Beardsley explain the way in which linguistic metaphors function in general,
is no more possible than a systematic elaboration of the causes that led to Napoleon’s
defeat at the Battle of Waterloo, and the effects that continue to issue from it.
Blumenberg’s contention that metaphor is an essentially historical object, rather
than a properly scientific or theoretical one, subtly implies that the analysis of metaphor
must remain at the level of particulars, pertinent to a specific time, place, person or idea,
rather than on the general level of metaphor as such.*® Conversely, it also implies that, in
order to accomplish a systematic theory of metaphor, it is necessary to abstract the
phenomenon from its inherently historical setting, and thereby to cut it off from its
embeddedness in the concrete speech-acts of living, historical individuals. Underlying
this idea, there is the implicit notion that metaphorical meaning in particular, and
linguistic meaning in general, does not simply derive from the abstract interactions

between systems of associated commonplaces belonging to general linguistic terms. This

25 . .

Blumenberg, Paradigms for a Metaphorology, p. 77.
26 s o L . .

This implication is borne out by Blumenberg’s study, which is entirely concerned with a taxonomy of
particular, historical metaphors that he calls ‘absolute metaphors’, and the way in which these metaphors
reflect the theoretical initiatives of various eras in the ongoing history of ideas.
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is because, evidently, meaning seems to involve some necessary reference to an existing
subject, and to the historical context in which the subject finds him- or herself.

These considerations come quite close to the critique that Paul Ricoeur (1972)
explicitly elaborates in regard to the interaction theory of metaphor. It is crucial to
recognize that Ricoeur agrees with the notion of interaction itself, and the concept of
cognitive metaphorical meaning that this notion supports. His contention is rather that
thinkers such as Black and Beardsley in fact destroy the possibility of such meaning by
attributing it entirely to the differential interactions between pre-established systems of
associated commonplaces. The problem, in other words, is for Ricoeur that it is
impossible to see how a metaphor can create new meaning, and therefore have genuinely
cognitive content, if the systems of associated commonplaces whose interactions produce
metaphorical meaning are already in place prior to the speech-acts out of which
metaphors emerge. Taking up the theories of Black and Beardsley at the point where they
both hold that interaction metaphors create new linguistic meaning, Ricoeur thus asks,
‘d’ou tirons-nous cette nouvelle signification?’*’

Ricoeur ultimately claims that the notion of a system of associated commonplaces
is incapable of answering this question in a way that supports the notion of genuinely
cognitive metaphorical meaning. For Ricoeur, in holding that metaphorical meaning is
entirely the product of these systems and their differential interactions, Black and
Beardsley reduce the creative process of metaphor (le processus créateur de la

métaphore) to an uncreative, static aspect of language (aspect non créateur du langage),

27 P. Ricoeur, “La métaphore et le probléme central de I’herméneutique,” Revue Philosophique de
Louvain, Quatriéme série, Tome 70, no. 5 (1972), p. 102. This article has been reprinted in Ecrits et
conférences 2 : Herméneutique (Paris, Editions du Seuil, 2010), pp. 91-122.
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understood as a system of words and their interrelated meanings.*® For Ricoeur, and as
implied by Blumenberg, any thought of metaphorical meaning that does not take its
phenomenal character (and its historical situatedness) into consideration is ultimately
incapable of accounting for its production, insofar as this production is incomprehensible
outside the context of a living act of predication, which means something to someone in
a particular time and place, and in a particular respect.*’

Furthermore, to the extent that some attention to the phenomenal character of
metaphoric meaning is for Ricoeur essential to a complete explanation of its production,
he ultimately questions whether the interaction theory of metaphor can explain such
meaning without recognizing the role played by something like a principle of
resemblance. Indeed, by rejecting the importance of similarity altogether, and by
insisting furthermore that cognitive metaphorical meaning is produced entirely through
the tensions and differences between tenor and vehicle, rather than by their similarities,
Black and Beardsley’s interactive theories largely downplay the iconic character of
metaphor in general, and instead treat it as a fundamentally semantic, and therefore
logical operation. As Ricoeur elsewhere contends, however, the semantic and iconic

dimensions of metaphor are mutually implicative, and consequently in his view, ‘the

28 Ricoeur, “La métaphore et le probléme central de I’herméneutique,” p. 103.

o Accordingly, Ricoeur argues that ‘[d]ire qu'une métaphore neuve n'est tirée de nulle part, c'est la
reconnaitre pour ce qu'elle est, a savoir une création momentanée du langage, une innovation sémantique
qui n'a pas de statut dans le langage en tant que déja établi, ni au titre de la désignation, ni au titre de la
connotation. On pourrait demander comment nous pouvons parler d'innovation sémantique, d'événement
sémantique, comme d'une signification susceptible d'étre identifiée et réidentifiée [...]. Une seule réponse
demeure possible : il faut prendre le point de vue de 1'auditeur ou du lecteur et traiter la nouveauté d'une
signification émergente comme la contrepartie, de la part de I'auteur, d'une construction de la part du
lecteur.’ (Ibid)
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fusion of sense and the imaginary, which is characteristic of “iconized meaning,” is the
necessary counterpart of a theory of interaction.”*

Ricoeur’s argument is subsequently developed by Ted Peters (1978), who classes
theories of metaphor under the two basic groups of ‘epiphorist’ and ‘diaphorist’, where
the former include reference to a principle of similarity and the latter do not; ‘epiphors’
are thus for Peters metaphors that obey a principle of similarity, while diaphors are those
that are produced by the differences between tenor and vehicle. Quite significantly,
Peters argues that ‘pure diaphors — when they can be distinguished from nonsense — do
not occur so purely; they are always accompanied by epiphors.”*' Peters’ position places
the whole debate surrounding the interaction metaphor and the notion of cognitive
metaphoric content into perspective here. He points out explicitly what Ricoeur suggests
more subtly: that proponents of the interaction theory of metaphor, such as Black and
Beardsley, go too far in contending that interaction metaphors have nothing to do with
the perception of resemblances. Although it may have been correct for Richards to
suspect that there is more to many instances of metaphor than a static resemblance
between two things, Peters argues that it is no less correct to suspect that there is more to
such instances than mere differences as well. The new content produced by metaphor,
according to Peters, emerges out of the interaction of both similarities and differences
between tenor and vehicle, and therefore is at once a logical and an iconic phenomenon.

This is in fact a more moderate critique than the one advanced by Donald

Davidson, who completely disavows the interaction theory and the basic notion of

p. Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, trans. R. Czerny, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977), p.
214.
M, Peters, “Metaphor and the Horizon of the Unsaid,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research Vol.
38, No. 3 (Mar., 1978), p. 361.

17



cognitive metaphorical content that it supports.’> For Davidson, all metaphors are
substitutions for certain literal expressions about the world, and whatever cognitive
content they possess derives entirely from these expressions.

Consequently, in order to answer the question of what place, if any, Aristotle’s
theory of metaphor has in contemporary debate, it is first necessary to determine the
extent to which the interaction theory of metaphor is a valid explanation of the way in
which metaphoric meaning is produced. To the extent that, as we shall see, Aristotle
upholds that the perception of similarities between things is essential to the production
and comprehension of all metaphoric meaning, and to the extent that the interaction
theory of metaphor denies this, the contemporary relevance of Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor is significantly reduced by the assumption that the interaction theory is indeed
correct. Several subsequent theorists of metaphor take this to be the case, although they
have not (to my knowledge) responded to the aforementioned challenges raised in the
work of Derrida, Blumenberg, Ricoeur, Peters and Davidson. In the second chapter of
this dissertation, I will outline the views of some of these theorists (George Lakoff and
Mark Johnson, specifically), who staunchly support the cognitive and interactive view of
metaphor, and who accordingly argue that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is simply
wrong. Then, after presenting Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, its context and
philosophical implications, I will return to their views in the conclusion of this

dissertation as well.

32 Davidson argues flatly ‘that metaphors mean what the words, in their most literal interpretation, mean,
and nothing more.” Cf. “What Metaphors Mean,” Critical Inquiry 5/1 (Special Issue on Metaphor, Autumn
1978), p. 32. Insofar as this amounts to an outright rejection of the cognitive character of interaction
metaphors, it presupposes that the only possible explanation of how metaphors function is either (a) a
substitution theory, or (b) an object comparison theory of metaphor. If Davidson’s critique turns out to be
valid, it would lead us to conclude that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor in fact has a more important place in
contemporary debate than what proponents of the interaction theory claim.
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Above all, what is important to retain at this point is that the interaction theory of
metaphor, and the basic notion of cognitive metaphoric meaning that it upholds, are by
no means settled questions. If accordingly it can be shown that the interaction theory is
either invalid, or in need of some kind of reference to the principle of resemblance, then
it seems possible to argue that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor still has some insight to
contribute to contemporary detabes about metaphors and their relevance to human
thought. If on the other hand the interaction theory of metaphor can be seen to have an
answer for the aforemenioned criticisms, then Aristotle’s theory of metaphor will be seen
to have less importance to contemporary discussions of the topic. A clear answer to this
question, as mentioned above, must be deferred for future research.

1.3 Metaphor as an Aristotelian Question: The Status of Rhetoric and Poetry

If the issue of metaphor and its relation to human thought is indeed a question for
Aristotle, it must be recognized at the outset that this is the case for entirely different
reasons than the ones just discussed. Even though, on my account, the question of
metaphor raises important philosophical issues at the very heart of Aristotle’s
philosophical eceuvre, it still seems possible to doubt whether he explicitly thematized
these issues as such. Is the question of metaphor an explicit philosophical problem that
Aristotle recognized as a problem, in a way that is parallel to that in which metaphor is a
problem for philosophers of the 20th century? While this is doubtful, there can be little
question that Aristotle inherited his teacher’s concerns about the problematic nature of
poetry and rhetoric in general. Thus, to the extent that (a) Aristotle’s main discussions of
metaphor are located at the heart of his rhetorical and poetic treatises, and (b) the general

status of both rhetoric and poetry is indeed an explicit philosophical problem that

19



preoccupied Aristotle in his thinking, we must grasp his approach to the question of
metaphor in particular by way of his approach to the more general problem of the status
of rhetoric and poetry.

The problem of the status of rhetoric and poetry concerns the question of whether
each pursuit can, in its own right, be considered the product of art (Téxvn). For the
Greeks in general, and for Plato and Aristotle in particular, certain conditions were
necessary for something to be considered the product of Téxvn, which can also be
translated adequately as ‘craft’ or ‘technical skill.” While an exhaustive study of what the
Greeks understood by Téxvn is outside the scope of the present discussion, we may
satisfy ourselves with the basic consideration that Téxvn necessarily implies a disposition
of rational control and self-possessed mastery over a given domain of experience. TEXVN
thus suggests a regular and repeatable procedure that, perhaps most importantly, is based
in a stable understanding of certain phenomena and their causes, which can consequently
be communicated and taught to others through verbal instruction.

Leading up to and including the time of Plato and Aristotle, we find differing
answers among the Greeks to the question of whether poetry and rhetoric were, or could
be the products of TExvr. Many in ancient Greece, particularly those who later came to
be labeled somewhat derisively as ‘sophists,” seem to have held that both rhetoric and
poetry were indeed arts or Texvai. While it is difficult to verify this claim adequately
with textual evidence, it is an incontrovertible fact both that (a) the 6th and 5th centuries

BCE are marked in general by the sophists’ prolific teaching activities throughout Greece
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and Asia minor; and that (b) poetic composition and rhetorical persuasion were indeed
two of the main, if not the only subjects of which they claimed to have knowledge.>
At the same time, not everyone in ancient Greece agreed with the supposition that
rhetoric and poetry were genuine products of Texvr. Beginning with the question of
poetry in particular, at least two other possibilities seem to have been considered by the
Greeks concerning the sources of poetic invention. Firstly, there is the notion, which
goes back at least as far as Homer, that poetic invention is the product of divine
inspiration rather than (or in addition to) the rational disposition characteristic of
Téxvn.>* Secondly, there is the notion, which goes back at least as far as Xenophanes,
that poetic invention is the product not of art or divine inspiration (both of which
presuppose that what the poets relate is in fact true, and therefore in need of some

legitimating knowledge or authority), but rather of falsehood.” We find traces of both

33 Concerning the former subject, Stephen Halliwell confirms that ‘[i]t was the sophistic age [...] which
had first broached the possibility of the formal and systematic treatment of poetry as an art.” S. Halliwell,
Aristotle’s Poetics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), p. 9. Nevertheless, Halliwell also notes
that traces of the view that poetic composition is the product of Téxvn are evident in Homeric poetry (ibid,
note). Cf. Homer, Odyssey 22.347, which according to Halliwell ‘implies by contrast the existence of a
teachable poetic craft.’ (Ibid) Concerning the latter subject, there can be little doubt that rhetorical
persuasion was indeed taught by the sophists to their students, judging by Aristotle’s own remarks in Book
I of the Rhetoric, which mention the existence of a number of treatises composed prior to his time
concerning the art of rhetoric. In Chapter 1, he accordingly mentions previous ‘compilers of “Arts” (ol
Tas TEXVAS TV Aoywv ouvTiBevTes)’ by way of criticizing their approach. Cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric,
trans. J.H. Freese (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2006), 1354 2. According to Freese, the
sophist Corax (exact dates unknown) ‘was the author of the first of the numerous “Arts’; after Corax came
his pupil Tisias, who also composed a treatise, and then Tisias’ more well-known pupils Gorgias, Isocrates,
and Lysias. (J.H. Freese, Introduction to Aristotle, Rheforic, pp. xii-xiv.) The very fact that the ancient
sophists instructed their students in the subject of poetic composition, and furthermore produced written
treatises on rhetorical persuasion, indicates quite clearly that they held these subjects to be worthy and
capable of verbal instruction, and therefore suggests that they considered them, if only implicitly, to
possess the regularity and repeatability that characterizes Téxvn most generally.

3* Halliwell accordingly observes that the two ‘principle elements’ considered in Greek discussions of the
sources of poetic invention were ‘inspiration and craft.” (4ristotle’s Poetics, p. 9)

1n Fragment 15, which I discuss briefly in the fifth chapter of this dissertation, Xenophanes famously
questions whether, if dogs and horses had hands and could draw, they would depict the gods as dogs and
horses. This clearly indicates a rejection of the anthropomorphic depiction of the gods in general, and
therefore a deep suspicion of the veracity of what is related in all mythic poetry in general. In other words,
for Xenophanes, poetic invention is the product of falsehoods regarding the true nature of the divine.
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considerations in certain Platonic dialogues (lon and Republic), which deny either
explicitly or implicitly that poetry, in its existing form at any rate, is or could be the
product of Téxvn. Each dialogue gives seemingly different answers to explain where
poetic invention comes from: the Jon suggests on the one hand that it is rather the result
of inspiration, and the Republic, on the other, claims that it is based in falsehood, at least
to the extent that all forms of imitation are aimed at the appearances of particular things
concerning which no real knowledge is possible in the first place. These claims provide
part of the basis for the Platonic critique of poetry as an art, which we will examine in
detail in the first chapter of this dissertation.

Concerning rhetoric, there is less historical evidence of ambivalent attitudes in
ancient Greece as a whole towards the sources of the sophists’ rhetorical instruction.
Nevertheless, certain Platonic dialogues also reject the notion that rhetoric in its existing
forms is or could be the product of TExvn, in a way that is parallel to the one we have just
encountered regarding the sources of poetry. Specifically in the Gorgias, Socrates
interrogates the historical personage of Gorgias himself to determine what basis he has
for claiming to be able to teach students about rhetorical persuasion. When Gorgias
cannot answer Socrates’ questions in a satisfactory manner, and must consequently be
rescued by his student Polus (who is subsequently replaced by the arch-sophist Callicles),
Socrates makes this Platonic rejection explicit by denying that rhetoric is the product of
TeXVN; he claims instead that it belongs to a more general ‘knack’ or ‘habitude,” to which
he gives the name of ‘flattery,” koAoketa. Ultimately, the reasons cited by Socrates in
support of this claim are that (a) rhetorical persuasion, as practiced and taught by Gorgias

himself, is not based on any legitimate understanding of the things concerning which
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persuasion can be produced, and therefore cannot be the subject of any regular or
repeatable instruction; and (b) the practice of rhetoric in general only aims to gratify its
audience, by saying something pleasing, rather than to help it by saying what it thinks is
best. These two reasons are identical to those offered in both the Jon and Republic for
why poetic imitation too is not an art: it too is not based on any understanding of the
things that it imitates, and it too is concerned primarily to please, rather than to instruct,
its audience.

Nevertheless, it is crucial to grasp that both of these Platonic critiques are
qualified in subtle but important ways. In Book X of the Republic, the notion that poetry
is not an art culminates with Plato’s famous exile of the poets from the ideal city, yet
Socrates announces this exile with the proviso that poetry would be allowed to re-enter
the city if it could demonstrate its value as a form of civic education, by proving (a) that
it is based on some stable knowledge of the things it imitates; and (b) that it aims for
more than just the gratification of those who come under its influence. Similarly, with
respect to the critique of rhetoric, Socrates affirms at one point in the Gorgias that,
although existing forms of (i.e., Gorgian) rhetoric do not qualify as Téxvn, rhetoric could
become an art it were to reform itself by satisfying certain criteria. In the third section of
Plato’s Phaedrus, Socrates specifies these criteria as being (a) the ability to distinguish
between those subjects concerning which people can be in doubt, and those concerning
which they cannot; (b) a detailed, dialectical understanding of those subjects concerning
which persuasion can be produced; and (c) an equally detailed understanding of the
human soul, as the subject which must undergo persuasion, and its natural actions and

affections.
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In the Phaedrus, no less than in the Gorgias, the paradigm after which a true art
of rhetoric ought to be modeled is, according to Socrates, that of medicine. If this means
that the practitioner of a true art of rhetoric must administer speeches to his audience in a
way comparable to that in which a doctor administers a cure to a sick patient, it also
amounts to the claim that a true art of rhetoric, much like a true art of poetry, demands a
fundamental concern for what is truly best for rhetorical audiences. In other words, the
same two criteria that condition poetry’s re-admission into the ideal city also condition
the Texvn-status of rhetoric. Insofar as the former is an epistemological criterion whereas
the latter is an ethical one, I hereafter refer to them as the criteria of truth and goodness
respectively.

As I argue in the first chapter of this dissertation, it is ultimately to these two
conditions that Aristotle aims to respond in his presentation of rhetoric and poetry as
genuine Texval. In other words, the fact that (a) Plato denies rhetoric and poetry the
status of arts, and (b) Aristotle wrote treatises affirming them to be arts, does not reflect a
disagreement between student and teacher. Rather, it reflects the student’s efforts to
overhaul each activity in accordance with guidelines laid down by his teacher, and
thereby to establish two properly Platonized arts of rhetoric and poetry, whose status as
arts derives precisely from their orientation towards the pursuit of goodness and truth.
Furthermore, as I argue in the second chapter, it is ultimately in the context of this effort
to reform rhetoric and poetry in accordance with these Platonic initiatives that Aristotle’s
vertical theory of metaphor must be placed in order to become fully intelligible.

In both the Rhetoric and the Poetics, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor form an

important part of his discussions of the style (Aé€is) that is appropriate to each art.
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According to Aristotle himself, and for reasons that differ slightly in each case, metaphor
is in fact the most important element of both rhetorical and poetic style. In order to
understand the significance that I attach to this fact and its implications, it is necessary to
see how Aristotle’s presentation of the subject-matter of rhetoric and poetry, and
specifically his definition of the essential function of each art, binds them both in subtle
ways to the philosophical pursuit of goodness and truth. Without getting too immersed in
details for the moment, what is crucial to grasp is that the essential functions assigned by
Aristotle to each art implicitly require that anyone who aims to master poetry or rhetoric
must necessarily be concerned with, and have some understanding of, the natures of the
things with which they deal, and the well-being of the people who come under their
influence. In the Rhetoric, Aristotle accordingly treats rhetoric as a ‘counterpart
(avTioTpodos)’ of dialectic, and in the Poetics he argues that poetry is concerned more
with the universal than with the particular — more, in other words, with the kinds of
things that might happen to certain kinds of people, than with the things that actually
have happened to particular historical individuals. Although these details may appear
trivial, their implications on my reading are immense: they imply that the sufficient
condition for the mastery of each art is in fact an orientation towards the dialectical
understanding of the natures of things, and therefore, by consequence, that the one who
knows best the natures of things, and is most concerned with the well-being of rhetorical
and poetic audiences, is in fact the ideal orator and the ideal poet. This means, in other
words, that in order fully to master the arts of rhetoric and poetry that Aristotle presents

in his Rhetoric and his Poetics, one ought either to be, or to become, a philosopher.
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On my reading, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor, located at the heart of his
treatises on rhetorical and poetic style, simply reinforce what is already implied by his
treatment of rhetorical and poetic content; they are in this respect like the latter half of a
one-two punch combination. To see how and why this is so, we must take notice of the
fact that Aristotle claims in both the Poetics and elsewhere that making and
understanding metaphors requires the ability to perceive resemblances between disparate
things. Crucially, as I show in the second chapter, Aristotle analyzes similarity or
resemblance in the Categories under the heading of a ‘relation (TTpos T1)’ between two
or more things. Yet if similarity is a relation between two or more things, then it seems to
follow that the knowledge of what each thing is in itself is a sufficient condition for the
knowledge of what they share in common. Consequently, if (a) metaphor is the most
important element of both rhetorical and poetic style; if (b) metaphor requires the ability
to perceive similarities between disparate things; and if (c) the knowledge of similarities
between things demands the knowledge of what they are in themselves, then whoever
seeks to master rhetorical and poetic style must be skilled at making metaphors, which
ideally requires the detailed knowledge of what things are in themselves. It follows
implicitly from this, as it does from the functions assigned by Aristotle to each art, that
the philosopher is the ideal poet and the ideal orator, and moreover, by implication, that
whoever wants to master these arts should devote him- or her-self to the study of
philosophy first and foremost.

That is ultimately why I argue that Aristotle’s vertical theory of metaphor must be
placed in the context of his response to Plato in order to become fully intelligible. The

notion that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is a vertical one rather than a horizontal one is
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certainly helpful in distinguishing Aristotle’s views from those of the classical tradition
of rhetoric, but its real significance lies in the way that it underscores Aristotle’s efforts
to establish the arts of rhetoric and poetry on a firm, philosophical basis. The fact that
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor concerns the relation between words and things, rather
than between the meanings of individual words, means that the knowledge sufficient for
making and understanding metaphors is above all the knowledge about things and their
essential natures, rather than of words and their lexical meanings.

Furthermore, as I elaborate in the second chapter of this dissertation, the
similarities that metaphors disclose are necessarily, according to Aristotle’s definition in
Poetics 22, of a secondary character. Primary similarities are those that inhere between
things of essentially the same genus or species: two dogs, for example, are indeed similar
in virtue of being generically and specifically the same kind of thing. Yet the presence of
the word ‘other,’ d)\)\OTpfOU, in Aristotle’s definition of metaphor necessitates that the
similarities disclosed by metaphors are always of a secondary nature, because they inhere
imperfectly between things that are presumed by definition to be substantially different
either in genus or species. In the same way that, as mentioned above, an orientation
towards the knowledge of what things are in themselves is a sufficient condition for the
knowledge of how they are similar to other things in certain respects, the knowledge of
primary similarities, which permits the classification of things according to their genera
and species, is likewise a sufficient condition for an awareness of their secondary
similarities, and therefore of the ability to make and understand metaphors.

Furthermore, if the secondary likenesses that form the basis for metaphorical

comparisons are fewest among things that are one in species, then they are necessarily
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more abundant among things that are one in genus, and therefore most abundant among
things that are one by analogy. According to Aristotle’s discussion of the many senses of
one, TO €V, in Metaphysics IV, analogical unity is the most encompassing form of unity,
and is ranked above the generic and the specific. It is crucial to see that this analogical
unity between things is also what First Philosophy aims to disclose by means of rigorous,
dialectical argumentation. This is not necessarily to say, in agreement with the positivist
theory of meaning examined above, that Aristotle’s metaphysical discussions are mere
metaphors in disguise; for in metaphysics, or First Philosophy, thought aims to articulate
an identity between things that is not a secondary or imperfect identity, but rather a
primary or perfect one.”® This means that, even if metaphorical expressions and
metaphysical propositions traverse the same analogical terrain, so to speak, they do so in
different ways: metaphors, or at any rate the metaphors that Aristotle privileges in the
Poetics and Rhetoric, disclose imperfect analogical likenesses between things, while
metaphysical thought exposes the principles according to which things of all species and
genera are actually and perfectly identified.

It is therefore also significant that, as I show in the third chapter of this
dissertation, Aristotle places crucial emphasis on the notion of activity, vépyeia, in his
discussion of metaphor in Rhetoric 111.10-11. In the context of this discussion, Aristotle
intends this term to be understood in its common meaning, according to which it refers

primarily to an incomplete motion, and not to its theoretical meaning, according to which

%% 11 the words of F. O’Rourke (2005), with whose views I am in fundamental agreement, ‘[m]etaphysical
principles are affirmed proportionately of every entity by proper analogy, whereas metaphor is the
proportional, but imperfect, transfer of a perfection or activity from its primary to a secondary subject.” See
F. O’Rourke, “Aristotle and the Metaphysics of Metaphor,” in (eds.) J. Cleary & G. Gurtler, Proceedings
of the Boston Area Colloquium in Ancient Philosophy 21 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), p. 173. I return to
O’Rourke’s analysis in chapters 2 and 5 of this dissertation.
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it refers to motions that are complete in every moment. In relation to metaphor, the
principle of activity must be understood in the context of Aristotle’s suggestion that the
best kinds of metaphorical comparisons are those that portray things in a state of
dynamic movement, which he says can be accomplished more often than not by
depicting inanimate things as though they were alive. Even if this understanding of
gVEpYela is certainly different from the one that, in Metaphysics IX.6, forms the
explanatory bedrock of his account of substance or ouclia, the important point is that
gVEpYela is the ultimate principle of both the (imperfect) metaphorical resemblances
between things in the Rhetoric, and the (perfect) metaphysical identity between them in
the Metaphysics. It is no accident, in this regard, that the examples singled out in each
text as paradigmatic of both the common and the theoretical meaning of evépyeia are
living beings and the activities by which they are defined.

As the foregoing considerations indicate, the elaboration of Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor in the Poetics and Rhetoric demands an understanding of his epistemological,
psychological and metaphysical thinking in order to be fully intelligible. Yet if this
means that, in some sense, crucial concepts of Aristotle’s theoretical system come into
play in his theory of metaphor, it also seems to raise questions about why, in other texts,
Aristotle expresses an entirely negative attitude towards the use of metaphors in the
context of scientific reasoning and the formulation of definitions. If, in other words,
Aristotle seems at least implicitly to recognize the theoretical character of metaphors and
the similarities they reveal, why does he seem to exclude the use of metaphors from
theoretical discussion in the Posterior Analytics, Topics and other texts? It is to this

question that I turn in the fourth and fifth chapters of this dissertation, with a view to
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determining whether Aristotle is, in the final analysis, a pro- or anti-metaphorical
philosopher.

As I argue, Aristotle’s position falls somewhere in between these poles, and the
distinction between vertical and horizontal theories of metaphor is helpful in explaining
why this is so. Ultimately, as I show in the second chapter, the vertical character of
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, as indicated by the precise nature of his definition in
Poetics 22, permits him to identify the simile as a kind of metaphor in Book III of the
Rhetoric. This identification indicates that, even if Aristotle speaks at times as if
metaphor were simply a special kind of word, it is by definition a much more pervasive
kind of thing, corresponding to any comparative predication that juxtaposes two or more
things in virtue of a secondary likeness they are seen to exhibit. In light of this fact, it can
be seen that although Aristotle does exclude metaphors from certain domains of
theoretical reasoning — specifically, the procedures of definition and the demonstrative
syllogism (amoS8ei€1s) — this does not reflect a universal condemnation of all
metaphorical expressions, in all theoretical contexts, as such. It rather reflects the fact
that (a) the conceptual operations of definition and scientific demonstration demand
precise signification, because they depend on the proper use of univocal concept-terms in
order to function correctly; and that (b) these operations also demand that whatever is
predicated of a subject is predicated essentially, in light of what that subject is in itself.
Thus, to the extent that metaphors both result in equivocation and present things in light
of their secondary similarities to other things, they are conceptually irrelevant, and

linguistically harmful, to these procedures.
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In Book I of the Metaphysics, similar considerations appear to subtend Aristotle’s
critical doxography of his predecessor’s views. Yet, as I argue, Aristotle does not
criticize any previous thinker simply for using metaphors as such; he rather criticizes
them for speaking obscurely, and this is not necessarily the same thing as speaking
metaphorically. Similarly, in his discussion of Plato in chapters 6-9, he criticizes his
teacher for speaking in ‘poetic metaphors and empty talk’, but this is directed at the
specific character of the metaphor in question and not at the nature of metaphorical
expressions as such. Although it is true that Aristotle’s discussion of the law of non-
contradiction does seem to imply the exclusion of all metaphorical expressions from the
domain of metaphysical inquiry, it is crucial to recognize that Aristotle’s vertical
definition in Poetics 22 implies two kinds of metaphor: on the one hand, the transposed
word, and on the other, the act of transposition itself, which corresponds to the simile.
Rather than a blanket condemnation of the use of metaphor in metaphysical
argumentation, Aristotle’s critical doxography in Metaphysics 1, and his discussion of the
law of non-contradiction in Book IV, underscore his preference for one kind of metaphor
(the simile) over another (the transposed word).

As mentioned, the distinction between vertical and horizontal theories of
metaphor is crucial to the resolution of the apparent contradictions mentioned above.
Ultimately, there is no real contradiction involved here because, firstly, (a) the
procedures of definition and demonstration are not as relevant to metaphysical
argumentation as they are to properly scientific argumentation, in virtue of the extreme
generality of First Philosophy’s subject matter. Although it is true that Aristotle

maintains rigorous definitions for most of the terms he uses in the Metaphysics, this is
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not true of all, nor for that matter of the most important, of these terms. Furthermore,
although it is certainly possible to give a formal, syllogistic presentation of many of
Aristotle’s metaphysical arguments, formal validity is not in itself sufficient to make a
syllogism demonstrative, in the sense in which Aristotle understands this term. For
Aristotle, a demonstration is a formally valid syllogism that ideally takes an essential
predication (of the form ‘All X is Y’) as its starting point; yet to the extent that
metaphysics is concerned with being qua being, and such an essential predication cannot
be given for all beings, as beings, First Philosophy cannot avail itself of these properly
demonstrative syllogisms, and must accordingly use other means of exposition.

(b) Secondly, Aristotle himself very seldom, if ever, uses metaphorical words,
opting rather to use a steady supply of similes as his preferred method of exposition, in
addition to the reductio ad absurdum. To substantiate these claims, in the fourth and fifth
chapters of this dissertation I offer a brief and schematic examination of a number of
similes that Aristotle employs to illustrate crucial points in his epistemological,
psychological and metaphysical discussions. On my reading, Aristotle’s use of similes
and analogical comparisons constitutes a philosophically productive deployment of
metaphors that is consistent, despite the complications it raises, with his rhetorical and
poetic theories and with his philosophy of science.

Not only is Aristotle’s use of metaphors consistent with his rhetorical and poetic
theories, it is in a way demanded by the fact that First Philosophy, as the inquiry into the
principles of being qua being, lacks a precise methodology appropriate to the nobility
and the accuracy of the object it studies. As a result, First Philosophy must remain open

to other modes of exposition to compensate for this gap between form and content, and
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this is why metaphor ultimately cannot be excluded from all forms of theoretical
discussion as such.

In the Phaedrus, as we shall see shortly, Socrates indicates to his interlocutor that
the key to a legitimate Texvn of speaking is an orientation towards philosophy. While
this could be taken to suggest that philosophy itself is the ultimate form of technical skill,
Socrates precludes this suggestion elsewhere in the dialogue when he also characterizes
philosophical reason as a form of divine madness. Ultimately, this indicates that
philosophy requires, in addition to the disposition for rational argumentation, some form
of inspiration. Philosophy is not, in Plato, conceived as a kind of self-possessed mastery
over things by knowing them exhaustively in themselves. It is rather a human orientation
towards such knowledge that remains necessarily incomplete, and consequently in need
of some assistance from the outside. In the Platonic dialogues themselves, this assistance
takes many forms, but most often it takes the form of myth. For his part, Aristotle turns
not to the myth but to the simile for assistance in his most important theoretical
discussions, so as to illustrate things that are maximally remote from the senses, by
pointing out the similarities they share in common with other, more familiar things.

As I show in the second chapter, Aristotle indicates in the Poetics that the ability
to make and understand metaphors is a sign of a natural disposition that he calls euduia,
insofar as this ability indicates the capacity to perceive resemblances. euduia is indeed a
kind of natural propensity or ability, but to the extent that it stems from nature (¢pUG1S)
rather than from technical skill (Texvn), it cannot be learnt or taught. Insofar as
philosophical argumentation, as exemplified by Aristotle’s discussions in the

Metaphysics, demands the capacity to see the similarities between things that are
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maximally remote from one another, and insofar as this capacity evidently depends in
turn on the natural disposition Aristotle calls eu¢U1c, philosophical thought cannot in the
final analysis be reduced to a technical skill or repeatable procedure. There is in other
words always a need, in Aristotelian as well as in Platonic philosophy, for some kind of
inspiration or insight, and it is within the context of this need that Aristotle’s theory and
uses of metaphor become philosophically significant.

The plan for this dissertation is therefore as follows. (1) In the first chapter, |
outline Plato’s critical appraisal of rhetoric and poetry in the Gorgias, Phaedrus, lon and
Republic, and then show how Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Poetics constitutes an implicit
response to this appraisal. (2) In the second, I examine Aristotle’s theory of metaphor
beginning with a detailed presentation of the definition he gives in Poetics 22, as well as
its context in Aristotle’s theory of signification as he elaborates this in De Interpretatione
1; I then turn to some recent reconstructions of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor to show in
what ways many commentators have mischaracterized his position as being a horizontal
theory, and therefore identical to those of Cicero, Quintilian, and other classical theorists
of rhetoric. (3) In the third chapter, I address a number of interpretive issues surrounding
Aristotle’s discussion of the concept of evépyeia in Rhetoric I11.10-11; by means of an
exhaustive inductive argument, which takes into account what is common to all the
examples offered by Aristotle to illustrate the concept of évépyeia in this text, I
demonstrate that this term can only mean motion, and then pursue the philosophical
implications of this reading. (4) In the fourth chapter, I turn to the critical comments
made by Aristotle in the Posterior Analytics and Topics concerning the use of metaphors

in formulating definitions, and argue that these comments only apply to those contexts in
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which the terminological precision of a definition or a scientific demonstration is at
stake; I also show why this is so, by connecting Aristotle’s definition of metaphor to his
discussion of homonymy in the Categories and other treatises, and by outlining
Aristotle’s theories of scientific demonstration and induction (EToycoyn) as they are
elaborated in the Posterior Analytics and elsewhere. (5) In the fifth and final chapter, I
examine Aristotle’s critical doxography in Metaphysics 1, as well as the important role
that similes and analogies play in the later stages of his argument in Metaphysics IX-XII,
with a view to showing that there is no contradiction between his theory of metaphor, on
the one hand, and his own discursive practice on the other; I argue instead that the
complexities in Aristotle’s comments on and uses of metaphor indicate his own
preference for the simile over and against the metaphorical word, and suggest that this
preference itself reflects an effort to transform (or reform) metaphor from a tool used by

sophists to obscure the truth, into a tool used by philosophers to reveal it.
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2. Chapter 1: Aristotle’s Theories of Rhetoric and Poetry as Responses to Plato

2.1 Introduction

This chapter argues that Aristotle’s presentation of the basic functions of rhetoric and
poetry in his Rhetoric and Poetics must be understood as a faithful response to the views
elaborated in Plato’s Gorgias, Phaedrus, lon and Republic.

In arguing this, the chapter aims to provide a historical introduction to Aristotle’s
views on metaphor. In their most rudimentary formulation, these views are located in the
Poetics, where Aristotle gives metaphor its first explicit definition in the history of
western letters, as well as in Book III of the Rhetoric, which clearly presupposes the
definition elaborated in the former text. These two texts therefore hold the key to
arguably the oldest answers that the occidental tradition offers in response to the question
of what a metaphor is, how it functions, and what intellectual operations, if any, are
involved in its successful production and comprehension. In what follows, it will be
demonstrated that the two discussions of metaphor are consistent and, in fact,
complementary as two overlapping perspectives on one and the same phenomenon.

The reconstruction of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor presents a difficulty, insofar
as the remarks that constitute the theory itself are dispersed in two different texts, each of
which has its own unique focus. Since Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is divided between
two separate treatises, one of which is about poetry and the other of which is about
rhetoric, understanding how the theory hangs together requires an understanding of what
poetry and rhetoric are in themselves, what their respective functions are, and how they
are related to one another. Consequently, it is necessary to approach Aristotle’s theory of

metaphor with some prior understanding of his more general views on these activities.
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As discussed briefly in the introduction to this thesis, Aristotle’s general views on
poetry and rhetoric are best understood in comparison with those of his teacher, Plato.
On my reading, Aristotle’s basic account of the nature and function of rhetoric and
poetry must be placed within the context of Plato’s critical assessment of these activities
in dialogues such as the Gorgias, Phaedrus, lon, and Republic. Because of this, and
because there also remains some confusion about whether or not Aristotle and his teacher
held opposing views on the status and educational value of rhetoric and poetry, I begin
by examining Plato’s ideas on the topic, and proceed from there to compare them to
Aristotle’s.

On the basis of this comparison, I advance a daring hypothesis: that the Platonic
and Aristotelian approaches to rhetoric and poetry are compatible.’’ On the one hand this
is counter-intuitive because, in the aforementioned dialogues, Plato famously denies
rhetoric and poetry the status of genuine arts or Texvai and repeatedly calls into doubt
their educational value. On the other hand, the simple fact that Aristotle composed
systematic treatises on both activities, as well as his corresponding affirmation of their
educational importance, clearly indicate that he considered them to be genuine arts. As I

will argue, this discrepancy is only apparent. It disappears once we recognize that Plato’s

37 My hypothesis, in addition to being supported by the sources I cite below, is in fundamental agreement
with Halliwell’s main argument in Aristotle’s Poetics (1986). Halliwell sees Plato’s criticism of poetry in
particular as a ‘challenge’ rather than an outright rejection, and holds that Aristotle’s treatment of poetic
imitation in the Poetics constitutes a legitimate response to this challenge. He thus observes on the one
hand that ‘it is a widely held conception of [i.e. the Poetics] that it addresses itself to only one part of the
challenge issued in Republic 10, and that Aristotle’s concern is only to show that there is a legitimate
pleasure to be taken in poetry, but not that it has the moral and educational value which Plato seems to
expect the true lover and defender of the art to claim for it.” In opposition to this view, Halliwell’s ‘central
argument’ is ‘that such an understanding of the Poetics is inadequate, and that Aristotle does indeed set out
to argue in his own way for poetry’s intellectual and moral status, and hence for its potential place in the
conception of the good life which is a common premise in all of Plato’s and Aristotle’s thought.’
Aristotle’s Poetics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), p. 1. In what follows, I aim to expand
Halliwell’s argument to show that Aristotle’s Rhetoric also demonstrates in a parallel way the extent to
which he sought to respond to the challenge of Plato’s repeated criticisms.
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criticisms against rhetoric and poetry in the dialogues are made in a de facto, rather than
a de jure manner.”®

I borrow this distinction from Robin (1933), who uses it to characterize Plato’s
critique of rhetoric only. If I am correct in extending the distinction to apply to what
Plato says about poetry as well, then Plato can be seen as arguing in the aforementioned
dialogues that the rhetoric and poetry of his day, i.e., in the form in which they had
hitherto been practiced, are not arts; he does not argue that rhetoric and poetry never
could be arts. As discussed already, in the Phaedrus Plato introduces specific criteria that
rhetoric in particular, conceived as the art of speaking, would have to satisfy if it were to
be considered a genuine Texvn; in the Republic he postulates analogous criteria with
respect to poetic imitation or piuncts. On my reading, Aristotle’s account of the
essential aims and subject matter of both rhetoric and poetry must be understood as an
attempt to satisfy the criteria laid down by Plato in these dialogues. Consequently, the
rhetoric and poetry he presents as TExva are not those attacked by Plato; they are rather
a rhetoric and a poetry that have been reformed in view of Plato’s own criteria for what

constitutes an art as such.

¥ 1n my application of the de facto / de jure distinction, I partially follow the lead of Robin (1933), who
introduces it to qualify Plato’s specific criticisms of rhetoric in the Phaedrus. Commenting on the
discussion of rhetoric in the third part of the Phaedrus, Robin thus argues that Plato opposes a ‘rhétorique
de fait’ to a ‘rhétorique de droit’. See L. Robin, preface to Platon, Phédre (Paris: Coll. Budé, 1933),
xxxviii. Whereas Robin explicitly mentions the de facto / de jure distinction to qualify Plato’s criticism of
rhetoric in the Phaedrus only, in what follows I extend it to apply to the Platonic criticism of poetry, such
as it emerges in the Jon and Republic. This approach is supported by Joe Sachs, whose reading is consistent
with the notion that Plato’s critique of rhetoric in the Gorgias is given in a de facto manner, as I have
suggested. Sachs also asserts that Aristotle’s Rhetoric must be seen as a faithful response to this critique,
and furthermore, that a similar dynamic is at play in the relationship between Plato’s critique of poetry in
Republic X and Aristotle’s treatment of poetry in the Poetics. See J. Sachs (trans.), Plato Gorgias and
Aristotle Rhetoric (Newburyport, MA: Focus Publishing, 2009), p. 1.
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To be more precise, I contend that Aristotle’s views on the nature of rhetoric and
poetry constitute a response to Plato’s position, and it is in this sense that the two
positions are compatible. I do not understand the two views to be compatible in the sense
that the propositional content of Plato’s statements about rhetoric and poetry is identical
with, or even similar to that of Aristotle’s. I rather consider them to be compatible in the
way that the two components of the musical style known as antiphony are compatible:
that is, as a call and its answer. To avoid confusion about this, I accordingly hold that the
key to understanding Aristotle’s approach to both rhetoric and poetry is his intention to
(re)orient these two activities towards the philosophical pursuit of goodness and truth, in
accordance with Plato’s comments in the dialogues we will examine below. I show that
this intention is evident throughout the Rhetoric and Poetics, but I also emphasize that
the question of whether or not Aristotle in fact succeeds in raising rhetoric and poetry to
the level of moral and intellectual rigor that Plato evidently demanded of them is more
difficult to answer. A full answer to this question would require an entire dissertation of
its own, and to the extent that my aim in presenting Plato’s ideas is above all to
contextualize Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, I permit myself to pass over certain issues
and to leave certain questions unanswered, wherever these require too great a digression

from my main topic.>

39 Specifically, the question of whether or not Aristotle actually succeeds in meeting Plato’s criteria is
difficult to answer, because the precise nature of these criteria remains open to interpretation: in places,
Plato suggests that the possibility of both the art of rhetoric and poetry rests on the actual attainment of a
scientific understanding about the things with which these activities are concerned. At others, however,
Plato seems to relax this rigorous demand and allow that an art of rhetoric and poetry rests on the
possibility of an orientation towards, or a concern for what is true (and good). If we interpret Plato’s
demands in the former, more strict sense, then it becomes unlikely that Aristotle’s Rhetoric and Poetics
could be taken to succeed in meeting them; but if we interpret them in the latter sense, there is a strong case
to be made for Aristotle’s success in having founded a Platonic art of both rhetoric and poetry. I will return
to this question at the end of the chapter.
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The plan for the current chapter is therefore as follows: (1) first, I will outline and
explain Plato’s claims in the Gorgias and Phaedrus that rhetoric is not properly speaking
an ‘art’ or Texvn; (2) second, I will do the same for Plato’s comments in the Jon and
Republic concerning poetry’s status as an art; (3) third, I will show in what ways the
features of Aristotle’s Rhetoric underscore his intention to reform the art of speaking in
accordance with Plato’s criticisms; and (4) finally, I will do the same with respect to
Aristotle’s Poetics.

2.2 Plato’s Criticism of Rhetoric as an Art: Gorgias and Phaedrus

Taken together, the Gorgias and Phaedrus highlight Plato’s denial that rhetoric is a
genuine TExvn. More precisely, in the Gorgias Plato argues that oratory in its existing
form (i.e., as practiced and taught by Gorgias himself) should not be considered an art,
but he also indicates that it could be considered an art if it were to satisfy certain
requirements. Corresponding to this more negative assessment, the Phaedrus details the
positive criteria that rhetoric must meet in order to become an art.** Parallel to the
critique of poetry, the Platonic critique of rhetoric evaluates its status as an art by means
of two different criteria, which I referred to above as epistemological and ethical
respectively. The former criterion presupposes that an activity cannot be considered an
art or Texvn if it is not based on accurate knowledge of the things with which it is
primarily concerned. The latter presupposes that an activity cannot be an art or Texvn if it

merely aims to please or gratify a person or group of people. Conversely, an activity will

40 My understanding of the relationship between the Gorgias and Phaedrus concerning the status of
rhetoric here is supported by the analysis of Kucharski, who observes that ‘la critique que Platon fait de la
rhétorique dans le Gorgias se signale par son caractére surtout négatif’, whereas in the Phaedrus Plato ‘se
borne a indiquer la voie dans laquelle il faut s’engager pour transformer 1’art oratoire en une véritable
science’. “La rhétorique dans le Gorgias et le Phédre,” Revue des Etudes Grecques Tome 74, fascicule
351-353 (1961), p. 401.
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qualify as an art for Plato if it both (1) issues from an accurate understanding of the
nature of the things with which it deals, and (2) aims at the true well-being of those who
come under its influence. A succinct way of describing these criteria, as indicated above,
is to say that the latter is a demand for goodness, and the former for truth.

In the Gorgias, the evaluation of rhetoric’s status as an art according to the first
(i.e. epistemological) criterion is closely connected to the question of whether or not it is
teachable. For Socrates, the very fact that Gorgias is employed as a teacher of rhetoric
actually presupposes that he must have a detailed knowledge of rhetorical subjects,
which he can then impart to his students in a regular and repeatable way. Nevertheless,
Gorgias gives conflicting answers in response to Socrates’ initial questions about
whether or not rhetoric involves an actual knowledge of the subjects that it discusses. He
initially assents to Socrates’ definition of rhetoric as ‘artificer’ or ‘producer of
persuasion,” Te1fols Snuioupyds,*! and to the subsequent specification that the
persuasion under discussion is that found ‘in law courts and any public gatherings,’

"#2_ Next, Gorgias agrees to Socrates’ suggestion

which concerns ‘what is just and unjust
that persuasion can in some cases be accompanied by knowledge, and in others by belief
without knowledge.* Finally, in response to the question of exactly which kind of
persuasion rhetoric produces in the law courts, in relation to the just and unjust, Gorgias
claims that it produces the kind ‘from which we get belief,” ¢€ fjs To mioTevev.* From

this premise, Socrates therefore concludes that the orator ‘does not know what is really

good or bad, noble or base, just or unjust, but he has devised a persuasion to deal with

4 Plato, Gorgias, tr. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925), 453 a.
*2 Plato, Gorgias 454b: “mepl ToUTeow & 20Tt Sikarior Te Kol ddikar’.
43 ) U ) ” ~ rgs gy ;.
Plato, Gorgias 454a: ‘TO eV TIOTIV TOPEXOUEVOV GVEU TOU £10EVal, TO &’ emMOTHUNV .
* Ibid.
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these matters so as to appear to those who, like himself, do not know to know better than
he who knows.”*

Although this conclusion is clearly supported by the premises that Gorgias
himself has assented to, he backtracks from the explicit admission that he merely teaches
his students to appear knowledgeable, while actually knowing nothing of what they say.
Socrates attempts other lines of questioning, but they are impeded by Gorgias’ reluctance
to admit that he does not actually possess any firm knowledge of rhetorical subjects (i.e.,
the just and the unjust, the good and the shameful, etc). Later in the dialogue, after
Gorgias’ student Polus has come to his defense and taken over the discussion on his
teacher’s behalf, Socrates affirms explicitly what was merely implied in his interrogation
of Gorgias, but which the latter was ashamed to admit out loud: that rhetoric is not an art,
because it is not based on any real understanding of the nature of the things it discusses,
and because it merely aims at flattering its audience. Consequently, at 462c Socrates
denies to Polus that rhetoric ought to be considered an art (Texvn); he claims that it is
rather ‘a certain habitude’ or ‘knack (eumeipiav [...] Tva).*

Socrates justifies this claim by arguing that rhetoric is simply one branch of a

more general practice that he calls ‘flattery (kohokeiaw).”*” Socrates rejects the idea that

* Plato, Gorgias 459¢7 — 459d 3.
46 Plato, Gorgias 462c 3.

47 Plato, Gorgias 463b 1 — ¢ 8. Initially, when pressed by Polus to explain exactly what the ‘habitude’ of
rhetoric is for, Socrates declares that it is for ‘producing a kind of gratification and pleasure (xopiTos
Tvos kal Ndovis amepyacias).” (462c 7) Thereafter, having been asked further to clarify what he means
by ‘gratification (To xapileabai)’, he does so by comparing the ‘habitude’ of rhetoric to another habitude,
that of ‘cookery (ootolia)’ (462d 5 — e 4). Socrates’ point in making this comparison is not, he tells
Polus, that the two habitudes are the same, but rather that they are both ‘parts of the same practice (Tfs
aUTNS WEV EMTNSeUoES Hoplov).” (462e 4) Thereafter, as I have indicated, Socrates proceeds to give
this “practice’, of which both rhetoric and cookery are parts, the name ‘flattery (kohakeiav).” (463b 1 —c
8) As he goes on to explain, flattery is composed of four parts: ‘one of them is cookery (oomotikn)’,
another one rhetoric (Tnv pnTopiknv); the third is ‘personal adornment (TNV ye KoppwTIKAY)’, and the
fourth, ‘sophistry (Tnv codioTiknv)’. If what unites these four disparate practices is the fact that they all
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‘flattery’ is truly an art for two main reasons: (1) firstly, because it ‘aims at the pleasant
and ignores the best’*; and (2) secondly, and perhaps more to the point, he goes on to
explain that ‘it is not an art, but a habitude, since it has no account to give of the real
nature of the things it applies, and so cannot tell the cause of any of them.”*’ Here, we see
both the epistemological and the ethical criteria, which I mentioned above, used to
determine that rhetoric, or a specific kind of rhetoric, is not in fact an art, insofar as it is
not based on any stable understanding of its subject matter, and only aims to please
people without any concern for their real well-being.

Nevertheless, it is also crucial to point out that, near the end of the Gorgias,
Socrates mentions another kind of rhetoric. This other rhetoric, unlike its shameful
counterpart, ‘is noble’ because, according to Socrates, it takes as its purpose ‘the
endeavor, that is, to make the citizens’ souls as good as possible, and the persistent effort
to say what is best, whether it prove more or less pleasant to one’s hearers.”*” Socrates

51
> In

immediately follows this with the remark that ‘this is a rhetoric you never yet saw
this way, the fact that Plato recognizes the possibility of another kind of rhetoric, which

would be different from the one he condemns in this dialogue, supports my (and Robin’s)

aim to produce a certain gratification or pleasure, they are distinguished by Socrates from four other true
arts, which are truly arts precisely because they aim not for pleasure but ‘for the best advantage
respectively of the body and the soul (ael Tpos TO PEATIOTOV BepaTTEUOUGIV TV HEV TO OAN, TAV
8¢ TV Yuxmv)’ (464c 5-7). In this sense, we are told, with respect to the ‘best advantage’ of the body we
have the arts of ‘gymnastic and medicine (Tnv pev yupvaoTiknv, Tnv 8¢ laTpiknv)’; with respect to that
of the soul, on the other hand, there are ‘legislation (Tjv vopoBeTiknv)’ and ‘justice (Trv Sikaioouvnv)’
(464b 9 —c 1),

*® Plato, Gorgias 465a 2-3: “Tot fj3¢0s oToxdleabat Gvey Tol BeATioTou .

* Plato, Gorgias 465a 3-7: “Téxuny 8 oV ol dnut glvan GAN’ umetpioy, ST1 olk Exel Adyov
OUSEVO COV TTPOGEPEL, OTTOl GTTA TNV PUGIV EGTIV, LIOTE TNV OITIOV EKKOTOU WT) EXEIV EITIELY.”

>0 Plato, Gorgias 503a 6-9: TS 8t £Tepov kahdv, TO TopaokeudLelv STeas s PEATIOTaL ECOVTal TGV
TOMTAV ol Yuxal, kot Stapoyxeabot Aeyovta To BEATIOTa, €1 Te NSl E1TE GNSECTEPO EGTO TOLS
akououaty.’

>! bid.
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contention that the Platonic critique of rhetoric is made in a de facto manner rather than a
de jure one.

As mentioned above, the third section of Plato’s Phaedrus (261d — 274a) repeats
the denial that rhetoric is a genuine TExvn, but then specifies the exact requirements it
would have to meet in order to become one. Much as in the Gorgias, where the
consideration that (i.e., existing) rhetoric is not an art follows from its definition as the
‘artificer of persuasion,’ in the Phaedrus it follows from the premise that rhetoric is, ‘in
its entire nature, an art which leads the soul by means of words,” Texvn Juxoywylio Tis
Sta Adycv 2. To put it succinctly, if rhetoric’s status as an art is dependent on its
capacity to produce persuasion in a regular and predictable way, then a true art of
rhetoric — that is to say a truly repeatable (and therefore teachable) art of producing
persuasion in relation to any subject whatsoever — in fact requires an accurate knowledge
of the subjects concerning which persuasion can be produced. The denial that existing
rhetoric is a genuine art therefore assumes as an implicit premise that none of the
teachers of rhetoric in Plato’s day, as exemplified in the Gorgias by the historical
personage of Gorgias himself, have succeeded in demonstrating that they possess this
kind of knowledge. Therefore, if rhetoric’s status as an art is dependent on its capacity to
produce persuasion in a regular and repeatable way, and this capacity presupposes an
accurate knowledge of rhetorical subjects that no teacher of rhetoric has hitherto
obtained, then none of the extant forms of rhetoric will qualify as arts.

In numbered premises, the argument by means of which the Phaedrus arrives at

this conclusion is as follows:

32 Plato, Phaedrus, trans. H.N. Fowler (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925), 261a 8.
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P1. Rhetoric is, ‘in its entire nature, an art which leads the soul by means of words’ (cited
above).

P2. In e.g. law courts, where speaking concerns the just and unjust, rhetoric’s status as an
art which leads the soul by means of words depends on the capacity to ‘make the same
thing appear to the same persons at one time just and at another [...] unjust’™.

P3. Whether it concerns itself with the just/unjust, good/bad, etc., the rhetorical ability to
make the same thing appear differently in speech to the same people assumes the ability
to ‘produce a resemblance between all things between which it can be produced, and to
bring to the light the resemblances produced and disguised by anyone else’™*

P4. Since producing persuasion, or leading the soul by words, depends on the ability to
produce resemblances between all things between which any resemblance whatsoever
can be produced, ‘he who is to deceive another, and is not to be deceived himself, must
know accurately the similarities and dissimilarity of things’>

P5. It is impossible (a8uvaTov) to know that to which a thing is similar without an
accurate knowledge of what that thing itself is.

IC. Therefore, ‘he who does not understand the real nature of things will not possess the
art of making his hearers pass from one thing to its opposite by leading them through the

. . .. . . 5
intervening resemblances, or of avoiding such deception himself”>’.

>3 Plato, Phaedrus 261c/d: ‘olkolv & Téxn TolTo Spcdv Tolroel dowivat TO aUTd Tols alTols Tot
uev Sikatov, oTav 8¢ BoulnTat, ddikov’.
>4 Plato, Phaedrus 261e: ‘1) Tis 010§ T’€0TAI TGV TOVTI OLUOIOUV TGV SUVATAV Kl O1s SUVaTov, Kol
G&AAOU OHOIOUVTOS KOl GITOKPUTITOUEVOU EIS PADS GyEIV’.
>3 Plato, Phaedrus 262a: ‘S¢1 apa Tov pEAAOVTO GTTOTHOEIV HEV GAAoV, auTov 8¢ un amaTroschal,
Tﬁv OHOIOTN T TAV GUTWV KOl GVOUOIOTNTA akpIBds Sie1Sevart’.

Plato Phaedrus 262b.

7 Ibid: ¢ EGTlV ouv onms TEXVIKOS scrrou UETO(E) BO(CEW KaTo ouleov 6!0( TOJV ouonomev Ao TOU
OVTOS EKOIOTOTE ETT1 TOUVOVTIOV ATy @V, T) GUTOS TOUTO S1adeUyElV, O T} EYVWPIKAS O EOTIV
EKOOTOV TV VTV .
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This is an intermediate conclusion, which is made more explicit by Socrates’
repetition that ‘he who knows not the truth, but pursues opinions, will [...] attain an art of

speech which is ridiculous, and not an art at all’>®

. This effectively establishes that an art
of rhetoric presupposes an accurate knowledge of rhetorical subjects, and that any
teacher or practitioner of rhetoric that does not possess such knowledge is not actually
practicing or teaching an art at all. Yet the argument continues from here, in such a way
as to specify exactly what kind of knowledge is demanded by the regular, repeatable
production of persuasion. As we shall presently see, this knowledge is in fact of two
kinds. These two kinds of knowledge follow of necessity from P2 above, which holds
that producing persuasion in relation to a given topic presupposes the ability, by means
of words, to make the same thing appear differently to the same people at different times.
As the ensuing argument makes clear, the knowledge of how to make a thing appear a
certain way to a certain person or group of people involves not only a knowledge of the
thing itself, which is to be made to appear in a certain way; it also involves knowledge of
the person or people, to whom the object is to be made to appear in whatever way it must
be made to appear.

For this reason, the Phaedrus goes on to establish that a genuine art of rhetoric,
conceived as a repeatable method of producing persuasion, requires not only the
knowledge of rhetorical topics, about which persuasion is to be produced, but also

knowledge about the soul, as the subject that experiences this persuasion. Resuming

Plato’s argument from the intermediate conclusion that whoever lacks knowledge of

58 , ” , TR, Cen , .
Plato, Phaedrus 262¢: ‘AOyV apa TEXVWY, o eTA1pg, 0 TNV aAnBetav un e1dads, dofos &e
TeBnpeukads, yYeAolav Tvd, ws EOIKE, Kol GTeXVOV TapeEeTal’.
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rhetorical topics will not possess a genuine art of rhetoric, the discussion continues as
follows:

P8. The knowledge of things, on which the possibility of an art of producing persuasion
rests, demands first of all that one ‘make a methodical division and acquire a clear
impression of each class, that in which people must be in doubt and that in which they
are not™>’.
P9. In addition to this methodical division between the certain and the doubtful, the
accurate knowledge of any given subject involves two necessary procedures: (a) ‘[t]hat
of perceiving and bringing together in one idea the scattered particulars, that one may
make clear by definition the particular thing which he wishes to explain®®’; and (b) [t]hat
of dividing things again by classes, where the natural joints are, and not trying to break
any apart, after the manner of a bad carver’®'. Socrates calls the practitioners of this
twofold procedure “dialecticians (StahekTikous) %%

P10. (Implied) The art of rhetoric and the art of medicine are analogous in that they both
involve the application of certain devices to certain subjects. Just as medicine involves
the application of drugs, poultices, leeches etc. to the body, so rhetoric involves the
application of words and arguments about certain topics to the soul of an audience.®

P11. Because rhetoric applies words and arguments to the soul in a way that is parallel to

the way in which medicine applies leeches etc. to the body, the art of rhetoric also

Plato Phaedrus 263b: “Tov us)\)\owa TEXVT]V pT]TOleT]V IJETIE\)O(I TrpOJTOV uev ) TO(UTO( 08
Blnpnoem KO(l el)\ncbevou TIVO XOPOKTNPO EKATEPOU TOU E180US, EV 6 TE avarykn To TARBos
TAavaohal kol Ev 6 Uy’

%0 plato, Phaedrus 265d: “€is uiow Te 1880w ouvopvTa dyetv To ToAaxq SteoTapuéva, fva EkaoTov
opilouevos SnAov Toin mspi ol av ael Sidaokeiv eBEAT .

Plato, Phaedrus 265e: “To oA koT’ 5151'] Suvacbat BlaTsuvew koT’ apBpa 1) mEDUKev, Kal U
smxapslv KOTOYVUVa HEPOS UNSEV, KOKOU HOYEIPOU TPOTIG XPWHEVOV’.

Plato, Phaedrus 266¢ 1.

63 Plato, Phaedrus 268a-b.
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demands an understanding of the soul, in addition to the knowledge of rhetorical
subjects, in the same way that medicine demands a knowledge of the body, in addition to
the treatments used to heal it.**

P12. According to Hippocrates, the inquiry into a thing’s nature demands that we ask
“first, whether that in respect to which we wish to be learned ourselves and to make
others learned is simple or multiform, and then, if it is simple, enquire what power of
acting it possesses, or of being acted upon, and by what, and if it has many forms,
number them, and then see in the case of each form, [...] what its action is and how it is
acted upon and by what’®.

Conclusion: A true art of rhetoric, conceived as a repeatable method of producing
persuasion in the soul of an audience in relation to different topics, demands knowledge
not only about the subjects concerning which persuasion is to be produced, but also about
the soul. Specifically, the knowledge of the soul that is demanded by a true art of
speaking must satisfy the following criteria: (a) it must first explain the soul’s nature
(puc1v), i.e. “describe the soul with perfect accuracy and make us see whether it is one

566,

and all alike, or, like the body, of multiform aspect’”; (b) secondly, it must ‘say what its

64 ¢, Plato, Phaedrus 270d. Socrates thus affirms that ‘[i]n both cases you must analyze a nature, in one
that of the body and in the other that of the soul, if you are to proceed in a scientific manner, not merely by
practice and routine, to impart health and strength to the body by prescribing medicine and diet, or by
proper discourses and tralnlng to glve to the soul the des1red behef and v1rtue (ev aud)m’spoug 8l
Ble)\soﬁm (buow coaue'rog usv €V T ETEpO( \puxng 8¢ v T ETEpO( El us)\)\slg un Tpan uovov Ko
EUTELPIQ GAAG TEXVT), TCD HEV cbapuou(a Kol Tpoq)nv Trpocespcov Uylslow Ko\ PLOUNV EUTTOITOEY, TT) 8¢
Aoyous Te Kol em‘rn&suoslg vouipous Tetbed My Bou)\n KO\ OPETTV ncxpa&nosw)

> Ibid: ¢ TPWTOV usv on‘r)\ouv n no)\UEuSsg E0TIV OV TrEP! Bou)\nooueea ElVO(l auTol TEXVOKOl KO(l
aAov 5U\10(T0| TOLELY, srrschx 8¢, 0(\1 usv amTAouv § n, OKOTEIY TT]\) Suvapiv auTou, Tiva Trpog Tl
TEPUKEV ElS TO Bpow EXOV n Tva sls 1o Taetv UTO TOU [.. ] gav 8¢ TAelw 5151'] EXT), TAUTO
apleuncausvov OTep €’ EVOS, TOUT’ 1861V €’ EKAOTOU, TCY T TOIEWY arUTO TEDUKEV T) T Ti Tobelv
UTI'O Tou’.

% plato, Phaedrus 271a: “mpcdTov oo GkpIReia ypcpel Te Ko Totroel Yuxny 18€iv, méTepov fu kai

OHOIOV TIEDUKEV T) KATO OLOUOTOS HopdTv ToAue1SEs .
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action is and toward what it is directed, or how it is acted upon and by what’®’; and (c) it
must thirdly ‘classify the speeches and the souls and [...] adapt each to the other, showing
the causes of the effects produced and why one kind of soul is necessarily persuaded by
certain classes of speeches, and another is not.”®®

As I have argued, the Platonic denial that rhetoric is a genuine art is made in a de
facto manner. This is evident in the Gorgias, which on the one hand contends that the
rhetoric practiced and taught by Gorgias himself is not an art, but on the other indicates
that an art of rhetoric is nevertheless possible, pending the satisfaction of certain criteria.
Plato’s argument in the Phaedrus then establishes in detail what these criteria are.®” The
major consequence of the discussion I have just reconstructed is that, in order to become
a genuine art, rhetoric must according to Plato align itself with the philosophical concern
for truth, instead of aiming at what is plausible or probable only. This consequence is
made explicit in the Phaedrus, when Socrates affirms that a true art of rhetoric depends
on the orientation of speaking towards truth, rather than towards probability (To €1kos),

which ‘is accepted by the people because of its likeness to truth’, 81” opo10Tn T ToU

o’()\neoﬁgm. The demand for this orientation towards truth is evident in another of

Plato Phaedrus 271a 8: ‘Bsdepov 8¢ ye, 0T Ti oIV T} TA&BeLY UTTO TOU TEGUKEY’.

Plato Phaedrus 271b 1-4: ¢ TplTOV 65 &n 510(Tcx§0(usvos TO( )\oyoav TE KO(l \puxns ysvn Kol TO(
TOUTOJV TabnuoTa Bmol 1TO(GO(§ ouTtO(g, Tl'pOGO(p}JOTTOJ\I EKOOTOV EKAOTE Kol S18aoKwV ola ol
U4’ olcv Aoywv 8Ny aitiav € avaykns 1 Hev meibeta, i 8¢ ame1fel’.

69 My understanding of the rapport between these two dialogues is again supported by Kucharski, who
argues that ‘il apparait que les considérations sur la rhétorique développées par Platon dans le Gorgias et le
Phédre ne répondent pas seulement aux mémes problémes, mais qu'elles y apportent aussi des solutions
analogues.” “La rhétorique dans le Gorgias et le Phédre,” p. 399.
70 Plato, Phaedrus 273d.
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Socrates’ remarks earlier in the Phaedrus, where he tells Phaedrus that ‘unless he pay
proper attention to philosophy he will never be able to speak properly about anything””".
At the same time, this raises an important question about the real nature of the
Platonic critique of rhetoric. At times in the Phaedrus, as well as in the Gorgias, Socrates
indicates that rhetoric must attain a kind of scientific knowledge of rhetorical subjects if
it is to merit the status of an art. Yet, at other points, as in the last-cited passage, he rather
claims that the key to an art of speaking is rather ‘proper attention to philosophy’.
Nevertheless, are ‘proper attention to philosophy’ and the attainment of technical
knowledge the same thing? Socrates’ claim elsewhere in the Phaedrus that philosophical
reason is a kind of madness’?, a mania in which the philosopher is possessed and out of
his mind, suggests that philosophical thought cannot be identified with the controlled,
self-possessed mastery that accompanies technical knowledge of a given subject.
Therefore, if we follow the first kind of criterion, which states that a complete, scientific
mastery of rhetorical subjects is necessary to found an art of rhetoric, Plato’s standard for
reform seems quite strict. But if we interpret the critique as presupposing the second kind
of criterion, which states that an art of rhetoric demands ‘proper attention to philosophy,’
and therefore demands a concern for the truth and not necessarily its full possession or

mastery, the possibility of a successful reform along Platonic lines seems more likely.

™! Plato, Phaedrus 261a 4-5: “¢&v ) ikawcds d1hocodrion, oUSt ikavos ToTe Aéyely EoTo Tep
oudevos”.
72 Plato, Phaedrus 249d — 250 a. Gonzalez’s comments on this passage are very helpful: ‘[tlhe madness or
possession by a god that characterizes the philosopher is described as recollection, that is, being reminded
by something beautiful here of the true beauty beyond the heavens [...]. This is a type of madness because,
in transporting one to a beyond, it both neglects what is here below (111[1d[]) and cannot clearly see what
lies beyond.” See F.J. Gonzalez, “The Hermeneutics of Madness: Poet and Philosopher in Plato’s /on and
Phaedrus,” in (eds.) P. Destrée & F.-G. Hermann (Paris: Brill, 2011), p. 103.
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To summarize, the Platonic criteria that rhetoric must satisfy to be counted as a
genuine art of speaking are as follows: (a) it must be able to draw a global distinction
between things concerning which people can be in doubt, and those concerning which
they cannot; (b) it must be based on an understanding of, or at least an orientation
towards truth concerning the subjects in regard which it is to produce persuasion (such
as, for example, the just and the unjust etc); and (c) it must also possess, or be oriented
towards a similar knowledge of the soul, concerning what the soul is in general, how it
acts, how it is acted upon, and by what. These three criteria represent the substance of

Plato’s qualified critique of rhetoric as I have outlined it above.

2.3 Plato’s Criticism of Poetry as an Art: Ion and Republic

As mentioned, Robin introduces the de facto / de jure distinction only with respect to the
Platonic critique of rhetoric in the Gorgias and Phaedrus, and not with respect to what
Plato says about poetry. Nevertheless, I will demonstrate in the following that this
distinction can and should be extended to account for the Platonic critique of poetry as
well.

As mentioned already, Plato’s critique of poetic imitation (uiunots) in the Ion
questions its status as an art, and Book X of the Republic allegorically expels the poets
from the ideal city, thereby calling poetry’s educational value into doubt. Nevertheless,
as in the Gorgias and Phaedrus, Plato also suggests in the latter text that poetry could
perhaps be allowed to return to the ideal city, if it could somehow render itself more
amenable to the moral and philosophical education that is needed to steer the souls of its
citizens towards what is best. Based on the fact that, here too, Plato leaves open the

possibility of a reformation of poetic pignots that would allow it to re-enter the polis, 1
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accordingly argue that the Platonic critique of poetry is also made in a de facto manner
rather than a de jure one. This reading is again supported by Halliwell, who even
speculates that Plato’s remarks in Republic X about the possibility of a reformed poetry,
which would have a place in the ideal city, actually ‘anticipates the riposte which his
attack on the poetic core of traditional Greek culture was to receive from his own
distinguished pupil.””> Whether or not Plato actually had Aristotle’s views on poetry in
mind when he wrote about the possibility of a reformed piunots, it will be shown in the
following that his critique most certainly admits the possibility of such a reform.

Before examining the relevant passages of the lon and Republic, it will be helpful
to begin with a remark made by Socrates near the end of the Gorgias. In the passage in
question, Callicles assents to Socrates’ suggestion that not only rhetoric, but also tragic
poetry, 1 TS Tpaywdlas Tolnats, ‘is bent rather upon pleasure and the gratification of
the spectators’, and not upon their true well-being.”* As a result of this Socrates classifies
poetry too ‘as a kind of public speaking’’®, which effectively extends Plato’s arguments
against rhetoric in the Gorgias to include poetry as well. Another relevant consideration
is Socrates’ remark in the Phaedrus that ‘[a]ll great arts demand discussion and high

speculation about nature’”®

. In this sense, if poetry, or rhetoric, or for that matter any
other activity is to be considered a genuine Texvn, Plato holds in the Phaedrus that it

must be based on, or oriented towards an understanding of the nature, puctcos mepl, of

its subject matter.

& Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 1. Nevertheless Halliwell recognizes that this specific hypothesis would
seem to imply that Aristotle’s Poetics and Plato’s Republic were published in relative proximity to one
another, which is ‘chronologically difficult’ to uphold (ibid).

7 Plato, Gorgias 502b 9 — ¢ 2: “mpds THv 8oV HGAAoV chpunTal Kai TO xopileobal Tols Beatals’.
7 Plato, Gorgias 502¢ 9: ‘Snunyopla apa TIS EGTIV T) TOINTIKY .

7® Plato, Phaedrus 269¢ 8-9: TTGoa1 Soa peydAal TGV TeEXVGY, TpoodéovTal GSoheoxias Kol
HETEWpPOAOYIOS PUCEwWS TrEPL’.
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Yet, in the Jon specifically, this is precisely what poets lack according to
Socrates. In fact, in turning to the Jon and Republic we will find that the Platonic critique
of poetry employs more or less the same criteria of goodness and truth that are used in
the Gorgias to argue that rhetoric is not an art. In the Jon, Socrates employs the latter to
argue that poetic activity is not the result of any art, much as he argues in the Gorgias
with respect to the art of speaking. He thus contends that poetry does not satisfy the
epistemological requirement than a genuine art must satisfy, because it is not based on
any real understanding of the things that poetry imitates. At 534b — c, for instance,
Socrates claims to Ton that ‘it is not by art (ou Texvn) that [i.e., poets] compose and utter
so many fine things about the deeds of men [...] but by a divine dispensation (cAAa Belax
Hotpa)’.”” He repeats this several times throughout the dialogue, emphasizing that poetic
imitation is caused ‘not by art [...], but by divine influence (Beic Suvaet); since, if [i.e.
poets] had fully learnt by art to speak on one kind of theme, they would know how to

1378

speak on all.”’® Here, as in the Gorgias and Phaedrus, the possibility of Texvn is in part

tied to that of knowledge.”

7 Plato, lon, trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975), 534b 9 —c 1.

78 Plato, Jon 534c 5-8: ‘00 ydip Téxn TalTar Aéyoustv GAAG Beia Suvdiper- el €f mepl uds Téxvn
KOA@S NTIOTAVTO AEYELV, KAV TEPL TV GAAWY ATAVTWVY.’

7% At the same time, it must also be recognized that Socrates himself lacks the kind of knowledge that he
accuses lon of lacking. For this reason, to the extent that throughout Plato’s dialogues Socrates frequently
discusses those kinds of things that he observes the poets discussing in their verses, the dilemma into which
he forces Ion at the end of the dialogue (542a 2-7) — that is, the dilemma of either admitting that he
possesses technical knowledge of things other than poetry (i.e., warfare, navigation and other things that
poets discuss), and therefore is a liar who misrepresents his real occupation, or admitting that his
rhapsodies are the result of divine possession, and therefore not of any real technical knowledge — applies
to him as well. This basic fact seems to undermine the sharp distinction suggested throughout both lon
between the poet and the philosopher, the madman who is out of his mind and the fully rational, self-
possessed technikos. According to F.J. Gonzalez, ‘[g]iven that Socrates presents himself as neither a
technikos nor out of his mind, the choice into which he forces Ion appears to be one from which he
excludes himself.” “The Hermeneutics of Madness,” p. 99. Rather than identify philosophical activity with
either technical knowledge or divine inspiration, Gonzalez treats it (as exemplified in the person of
Socrates) as their ongoing mediation.
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In the Republic, we find both epistemological and ethical criteria at play in the
censure and subsequent banishment of poetic imitation. It is crucial to understand that the
Republic in fact contains two critiques of poetry: one in Book III, and another in Book X.
In both cases the problematic nature of poetry is closely linked to the pleasure, 1) n8ovn,
which it produces in the audience. Book III scrutinizes both the content (the ‘stories’ or
Aoywv themselves) and the form (AéE1s) of different genres of pipnots, and excludes
precisely those that produce excessive gratification. The problem of gratification in this
text underscores what Plato evidently considers to be the ethical shortcomings of poetic
imitation, conceived as a form of civic education. According to Republic 111, the pleasure
produced by poetic piuncts is closely connected both to the general variety of things
imitated, and to the intensity of the emotions that human beings in particular are depicted
as experiencing.

Concerning the latter, both the comic depiction of excessive gaiety, and the tragic
depiction of excessive grief, can lead to a duplication of the same emotions in the soul of
the audience. Specifically with respect to the tragic portrayal of grief, Halliwell explains
that ‘tragedy appeals to powerful grief-directed impulses in the psyche; and the
psychology of audiences can in turn be influenced by, through being assimilated to, that
of tragic heroes.”® However, Plato’s point in Book III of the Republic does not simply
concern the tragic depiction of excessive grief: it is rather that al/l portrayals violent
emotion, as well as those of lying, plundering and all other kinds of impiety, risk setting

a poor example for those who witness them, and thereby threaten the self-control

80 S. Halliwell, The Aesthetics of Mimesis: Ancient Texts and Modern Problems (New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 2002), p. 112.
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(cwadpdouvn) of the citizenry.®' Any representation of non-virtuous action, or of those
emotions that typically accompany it, is therefore excluded as a result of this discussion.

The censorship of poetry is progressively extended in the ensuing lines of Book
III from its content to its form. At 392c — 394 e, Socrates accordingly differentiates
between three kinds of ‘style,” To 8¢ Aé€ecos, in which events can be related: either (i) by
‘simple narrative,” amAn Sinymoet; (i) ‘by means of imitation,” Sia HIUTCEwS
ytyvougvn; or (iii) ‘a combination of both,” 81” audoTépwav mepaivouciv.* Socrates
then poses the crucial question of the entire discussion, which is ‘whether we are going
to let our poets compose their narrative using imitation, or have some works with
imitation, others without, and which each shall be.”™

The answer to this question in fact rests on another question, which is according

284

to Socrates ‘whether our guardians have to be capable of imitation or not.””" Here

‘imitation’ is understood in the more general sense of impersonation, regardless of

81 Plato, Republic Books I-V, trans. C. Emlyn-Jones & W. Preddy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2013). At 387e 9 Socrates accordingly suggests at 387e 9 that the ‘lamentations of men of good
standing (Tous Bpnvous TV ovopaoTV avdpwv)’ should not be shown to citizens of the ideal city.
Several lines below, he argues that it is equally unacceptable ‘when someone portrays men who deserve
respect being overcome by laughter (oUTe apa avBpcdmous aElous Aoyou kpaTOUHEVOUS UTTO YEAWTOS
av Tis Toin), and even less so if they are gods (ToAu 8¢ 1TTov, gav Beous).” (388 e 10) Socrates
continues in this way to censor all those kinds of scenes that depict people behaving in ways that are at
odds with the rational, self-controlled conduct of the ideal citizen: he thus excludes the depiction of lying
(389b 2-d 10) as well as  any scene representmg the excesswe enjoyment of “drink, sex and food
(aiToUs 8E GPXOVTOS TV TEPl TOTOUS kol adpodicia kol Tepl ESoSas Ndovdv).” (389¢ 2-3) His
justification for this censorship is that he doubts such depictions ‘are suitable for the young to hear for the
benefit of their self-control (oU yap olual ls ye owdpocuvny veols EmMTHSEIor akoUetv); but if it
provides any other pleasure, that is not surprising (¢1 8¢ Tivar GAAnV nSovnv TapexeTal, BoupacTov
oud€v).” (390a 5-6) He then goes on to censor any scene that depicts heroes or gods taking part in “terrible
plundering raids (8e1vas apmoryos)’ and all other ‘impious deeds (ToAunoai)’ (391d 1-2), and also
excludes any kind of imitation that portrays a character profiting from evil, or else suffering as a result of
just actions (392b-c).
82 Plato, Republic 392d 6-7. As the next lines make clear, ‘imitation’ is when a poet ‘makes a speech as if
he were another person (OTOV Yé Tiva AéyT PRotv cds Tis &AAos cdv)’ (393c 2).
83 . Ny » . . / <A /

Plato, Republic 394d 2-4: ‘TTOTEPOV EXCOWEV TOUS TOINTAS UIMOUMEVOUS ULV TOs dINyTnoEls
TolEloBat 1) TG HEV HILOUHEVOUS. Kol OTTOLX EKOITEPQL.’
84 Plato, Republic 394e 1: ‘“TOTepOV pIUNTIKOUS NUTV €1 elvat Tas GuAakas 1) ou.’
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whether this is done for ‘poetic’ purposes or not. The answer to this second question is a
conditional one: it stipulates that if the guardians are to be allowed to engage in imitation
of any kind, it should be the imitation of things that are ‘appropriate,” TPOGTKOVTG, to
the education they have received since childhood: things such as ‘brave, temperate men,
pious, free, and all such things’®. Conversely, the imitation of those things that are
inappropriate to the guardians’ education is strictly forbidden: ‘they must not do anything
contrary to liberty, nor be good at imitating it, nor anything else that is classed as
shameful, in order that they may gain no enjoyment of the reality from their imitation of
it.”

The implication here is that the imitation of any action can have a powerful
influence on the habits (1)6n) of the imitator. The reason why the guardian class is
forbidden from imitating anything that is inappropriate to their education is thus that,
through the enjoyment of simply mimicking the impious and cowardly actions of others,
they could inadvertently develop a taste for the real versions of these actions themselves.
This is made explicit in the next line, where Socrates explains that ‘if imitations continue
from childhood on, they become natural habits, physically, vocally and mentally’®’.
Consequently, imitation is permitted in Book III, but only with respect to the kind of
action that coincides with the moral education of the ideal city’s populace.

Book III thus distinguishes between two kinds of imitation: a restricted kind,

which is limited to depicting noble actions only, and an unrestricted kind, which is

characterized by the variety of the things it represents. Socrates states that the

83 Plato, Republic 395¢ 2-4: ‘uSpeious, ocdbpovas, doious, EAeubépous, kal T TolalTa TAVTA’.

8 Plato, Republic 394c 4-9: ‘Ta 8¢ aveheubepa unTe Tolelv pnTe Selvous elval pipnoachat, unde aAlo
UNSEV TAV alGXPQV, 1V UT) EK TAS MIUNOEWS TOU EIVal o TTOAGUCWOIY.”

87 Plato, Republic 395d 1-3: ‘ol piuroets, 0w &k vécov Tdppe StaTeAéowaty, eis 7N Te kai dpioty
koBIoTaVTO KOl KOTO O Kol $peavas Kol KaTa Thv Stavolay’.
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unrestricted kind of imitation, which represents any number of things (thunder, wind,
hail, the creaking of axels and pulleys, the sound of trumpets, flutes, dogs, sheep and
birds etc.), requires a corresponding variety in its diction, mode and meter. It follows
from this correspondence that the more variation there is in things that are imitated, the
more variation there will be in the style of the imitation. Conversely, the less variation in
subject matter, the less variation there will be in formal elements.

Importantly, the pleasure elicited by imitations is inherently tied to the variety of
things that are imitated, and the corresponding variety in meter and diction that this
requires: as Socrates affirms, ‘the one with the mixed elements is delightful; and by far
the most delightful to children and their teachers and to the majority of the common

588

people.””" It is precisely this kind of imitation, which produces the most pleasure in the

audience by virtue of the variety of its content and form, that is excluded from the ideal
city. Socrates suggests accordingly that, if an expert of this saccharine kind of imitation
tried to enter the ideal city, the rulers ‘would revere him as inspired (1epov), wonderful

(BoupaoTov) and delightful (SUV),” but would ultimately turn him away.® The reason
for this is that, according to Socrates, the rulers ‘would employ a more austere and less

pleasing poet and story teller on account of his usefulness (cdpeAias gveka), who could
reproduce for us the diction of a decent man and who would express his words in the

forms which we laid down from the beginning when we undertook to educate our

soldiery.”” In Republic 111, it is therefore a question of two kinds of imitation, one of

88 Plato, Republic 397d 4-7: “f8Us ye kal kekpapévos, ToAD 8t fiSioTos maal Te kad TanSorywyois
[...] Kal TQ TAEloTe OXAw.’
Plato Republic 398a 4-5.

Plato Republic 398a 9-b 4 O(UTOl 6 av Tco auoTnpOTspm Ko oisoTspoa ToInTh Xpmueecx Kol
uueo)\oyco wdehias Eveka, 05 MUV TNV ToU EMEIkoUs AEEIV HILOITO Kol Tar AeyOpevar Aeyol v

57



which is restricted to the representation of noble actions and words only, and the other of
which is unrestricted in scope. Most importantly, only the former kind of imitation has a
place in Plato’s ideal city, because only this kind is limited to the depiction of actions
that are compatible with the moral education of the citizenry. As a consequence of this
limited scope in content, this other kind of poetry does not generate excessive
gratification in the audience.

In turning to examine Plato’s banishment of the poets from the ideal city in Book
X, we will see that pleasure remains an important criterion, but that the discussion also
relies on the kind of epistemological considerations that we previously saw at play in the
Ion. Nevertheless, in Republic X these epistemological considerations appear in a form
that is in some ways different from that in which we have hitherto encountered them. To
be precise, they appear at first in the form of considerations that are more properly
described as ontological. Nevertheless, to the extent that being and knowing are for Plato
necessarily correlated, these ontological considerations are in fact nothing other than the
obverse of the epistemological critique that we have already seen. Their correlation
follows necessarily from the discussion of the divided line and the analogy of the cave in
Republic VI and VII, both of which presuppose that intelligibility and reality are

reciprocally determined.”!

EKEIVOLS TOlS TUTIOIS OIS KOT’ apXas EVopoBeTNoaueda, OTE TOUS OTPOTICITAS ETEXEIPOUHEV
monSevetv.”’

! In one passage, Socrates accordingly mentions ‘the real and intelligible,” ToU GvToS Te Kol vonToU, as
if the two are interchangeable (511c 7). Later in Book VII, this is confirmed when Socrates refers to the
world outside the cave, which analogically represents the intelligible world as opposed to the visible world
of becoming, simply as ‘being,” To ov (518d 1). This correlation between being and knowing, which is
fundamental to the Neoplatonic interpretation of Plato’s dialogues, means that only that which truly is can
truly be known. In other words, Plato’s epistemology and his ontology are two sides of the same coin.
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In fact, Plato’s critique of poetic imitation in Republic X begins with an
ontological analysis of the imitated work, and proceeds from there to the epistemological
corollary of this analysis, which is the contention we have already seen in the lon,
according to which the poet does not possess any real knowledge of the things he
imitates. This ontological analysis begins by placing works of imitation in general within
the context of the doctrine of Ideas. What is crucial to grasp here is that the Idea of a
thing is what that thing really is in itself, ka6’ a0T0; the Idea of a thing is in other words
the highest reality, the very truth of what that thing is. Using the example of a bed,
Socrates shows that on this doctrine there are ‘actually three beds’: firstly there is ‘one
that really exists in nature,’ i.e. the intelligible Idea of the bed in itself; secondly there is
‘one created by a carpenter’; and finally ‘one created by the painter.””* Crucially,
according to this discussion, there is only one real bed, and that is the Idea of the bed in
itself. Next in terms of reality is the particular bed, which is made by this or that
craftsmen, and is therefore perishable. Finally, last in the series is the image of the bed
that is made by the painter. Consequent to this analysis, the painted image of the bed is
seen to be ‘three stages away from nature’”. The tragic poet, whose products are on a
level parallel to that of the painter, is likewise deemed to be ‘three stages away from the
king and the truth’®*.

This conclusion is confirmed in the following lines by the addition of a crucial
premise. Within the context of the three levels of reality distinguished above, the notion

that the imitator’s product is necessarily three times removed from the truth presupposes

%2 Plato, Republic 597b-c: “TpiTTal Tives KAva odTo yiyvovtan [...] pio pév 1) év TR dvoet oboa [...]
io 8¢ ye v O TekTev [...] plo 8¢ v 6 Leoypados.’

% Plato, Republic 597e 3: TV Tol TpiTou dpo yewruaTos G Ths GpUsews HpNTHY .

o4 Plato, Republic 597¢ 7-8: ‘0 Tpayw8oTmolos [...] TpiTos Tis amo BaciAéws kal Tns oAnbelas
TEPUKAS”.
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that the thing imitated is not the real nature of the thing, i.e. the Idea itself, but rather the
perishable thing, which is merely a likeness of the first. Again using the example of the
bed, to show that the painted image of the bed is three times removed from nature, we
must hold that the painter’s model is the perishable bed made by the carpenter, and not
the real nature, or Idea of the bed in itself.” To see the implications of this, we need only
recall the mutual correlation between being and knowing, which follows of necessity
from the analogies of the cave and the divided line in Books VI and VII. According to
these analogies, only what truly is can be truly known. Yet according to the ontological
analysis of imitation in Book X, it is clear that what the imitator imitates is not the reality
of the Idea in itself, but rather the particular, mep1 ekaoTov. Therefore, to the extent that
this particular thing, whatever it is, belongs to the sensible world of becoming rather than
to the intelligible world of To oOv, it is a thing about which no real knowledge is even
possible.

The imitator’s fundamental lack of knowledge about the real nature of the things
he imitates thus follows of necessity from the premise that imitation, at least in its
existing forms, is necessarily of particular, perishable things. From here, the critique of
poetic imitation in Republic X briefly converges with that of the Jon, returning to the
contention that imitators, tragic poets included, have no real knowledge about the things

they imitate: ‘the imitator knows nothing worth mentioning about the objects he’s

%% See Plato, Republic 598b 1-3. Socrates therefore asks about the purpose of painting ‘as regards
individual objects (1) ypodikn meToInTol TePL EkaaTov)’. Specifically, the question asks whether the aim
of imitation in general is to imitate ‘what the real object is (Tpos To ov),” or only ‘its appearance (T TO
dotvopevov)’. The answer is that imitation is of the appearance of a thing rather than its real nature or
Idea, and this consideration effectively brings the ontological critique of uiunois into agreement with the
epistemological critique that we have already seen in the /on.
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% In the remainder of Book X, the fact that imitation is not based on any

portraying [...].
knowledge is also used to show that pipnois appeals to a part of the soul other than the
reasonable part. Here, we return once again to the ethical criteria that were employed in
Book III. The products of both the poet and the painter are thus associated with a similar
part of the soul, ‘but not with the best part.””’ This again justifies the poet’s exile from
the ideal city, but in this case it is not just the poet of the mixed variety, nor even just
poetry in general, but rather a/l forms of imitation, to the extent that they imitate
particular things and not the truth, which must be excluded for the good of the city.
Ultimately, the reason for this is that the imitator ‘arouses and fosters this [i.e. lower]
part of the soul, and by strengthening it he destroys the rational part’®®.

The critique of poetic piunois in Republic X culminates with Socrates’
contention that tragic poetry is a product of ‘the Muse of delight,” 1 néuougvn Motoa.
As a result of this constitutive connection between poetry and gratification, Socrates once
again rejects the educational value of poetic imitation in its existing forms, claiming at
607a that ‘if you allow the Muse of delight in lyric and epic, then both pleasure and pain
will rule in your state instead of law and the thing which appears to be the best for the
common interest at all times, namely reason.””” Nevertheless, in the same way that
Socrates mentions in both the Gorgias and the Phaedrus the possibility of a reformed

rhetoric, which would be worthy of the status of an art, he also goes on in the subsequent

lines of the Republic to indicate the possibility of reform for poetry as well. He observes

% plato, Republic 602b 5-6: “Tov Te piunTikov pndev e18évat aEiov Aoyou Tepl cOV HIPEITOL .

*7 Plato, Republic 605b 1: “GAAo’ ur) Tpods BEATIOTOV .

%% Plato, Republic 605b 3-5: ‘6T TolTo tyeipet Ths Yuxhs ko Tpédel Kai oxUPOY TOIY TSAAUGH
TO AOY10TIKOV .

% Plato, Republic Books 6-10, trans. C. Emlyn-Jones & W. Preddy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2013), 607a 7-10: ‘el 8¢ Tnv nducuevnv MolUoav mapadeEn ev peeotv 1 emeaty, ndovr kol AUTm
gV T TOAEl PaGIAEUCETOV GVTI VOUOU TE Kol Tou kolv ael SofavTos givat BeATioTou Aoyou.’
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that the rulers of the ideal city ‘would grant [i.e. poetry’s] champions, not those who are
actual poets, but lovers of poetry, the right to make a defense on her behalf in prose, on
the grounds that she is not only pleasing but also beneficial to political systems and
human life [...].”'%°

This possibility of reform is also made explicit a few lines below, when Socrates
reiterates that the rulers of the ideal city ‘will be well disposed toward [i.e. poetry], to

*191 In these words, we can clearly see the

have her appear the best and truest possible
same two ethical and epistemological criteria, which we saw at play in the Platonic
critique of rhetoric above. Specifically with respect to the possibility of a genuine art of
poetic imitation, these two criteria postulate that poetry must on the one hand aim for
more than mere gratification of its audience, and on the other, it must be based on, or
oriented towards the truth of the things that it imitates. This last demand in particular
requires that poetic imitation be modeled on the truth of that which really is, rather than
on the appearance of particular, perishable things, concerning which no knowledge is

102

even possible. "~ The implicit conclusion is therefore that t7ue imitation is imitation of

that which is true.'®

100 Plato, Republic 607d 1-5: ‘801uev 8¢ YE TOU GV Kal TOlS TPOOTATALS AUTAS, OCOL UN| TOINTIKOL,
d1homoinTal 8, GVEU PETPOU AOYOV UTIEP CUTNS ETEIV, S OU povov NSETo AN kol dPEAIUT TPOS
Tas TOAITelos ka1 Tov Blov Tov avBpwdmivoy eaTiv.’

11 plato, Republic 608a 2-3: ‘evol pev ecopedo davivan oty ws PeATioTnv kol aAnbeotatny’.
1021t i interesting to note that these epistemological and ethical dimensions of the Platonic critique of
poetry are mutually implicative, in that the pleasure produced by poetic uiunats is closely linked to the
variety of particular things it is able to imitate. Accordingly the greater the variety of particular things
portrayed in a work of imitation, the more pleasure it will generate by the corresponding stylistic variations
of meter, diction and modes that are demanded by these frequent shifts in represented content.

103 Accordingly, there is a strong case to be made for the idea that philosophy itself, and the virtuous life
that it makes possible (as exemplified in the person of Socrates) are the real kinds of imitation. C. Collobert
supports this view, arguing that ‘[t]he only relevant mimésis is therefore that which exhibits itself in praxis,
and philosophy is such praxis for Plato.” “Poetry As Flawed Reproduction: Possession and Mimesis,” in
Plato and the Poets, p. 61. As 1 will show in the final section of this chapter, Aristotle’s Poetics should be
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2.4 Aristotle’s Rhetoric as a Response to Plato

I will begin my discussion of Aristotle’s Rhetoric by mentioning two interesting
historical facts. First fact: Aristotle composed and published an unspecified number of
dialogues, mere fragments of which have survived to the present day. Yet the contents of
one lost dialogue in particular, the Gryllus, are mentioned by Quintilian in his /nstitutio
Oratoria as evidence that Aristotle did not consider rhetoric to be a legitimate art. In the
relevant passage, Quintilian lists the names of all known authors who have argued in one
way or another that rhetoric is not a TExvn, and gives examples of the arguments
typically used to justify this claim. He states that ‘Aristotle, it is true, in his Gryllus
produces some tentative arguments [i.e. denying that rhetoric is an art], which are marked

by characteristic ingenuity.”'**

Nevertheless, Quintilian doubts that Aristotle was sincere
in these arguments, judging by the fact that he also wrote three books about oratory, in
the first of which he not only claims that rhetoric is an art, but also treats it as a
subsection of politics and dialectic.'” The point of departure for the present discussion is

thus the apparent dilemma in Quintilian’s two observations: on the one hand, Aristotle

evidently wrote a dialogue denying that rhetoric is an art, and on the other he clearly

read as an attempt to bring poetic imitation back in line with this notion of real, i.e., philosophical
imitation.
104 Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria, trans. D.A. Russell (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001),

I1.17.14: ‘Aristoteles, ut solet, quaerendi gratia quaedam subtilitatis suae argumenta excogitavit in Grylo.’
195 Ibid: “sed idem et de arte rhetorica tris libros scripsit, et in eorum primo non artem solum eam fatetur,

sed ei particulam civilitatis sicut dialectices adsignat.” While it is not made explicit in this passage, the
conflict Quintilian finds between Aristotle’s arguments against rhetoric in the lost Gryllus, on the one
hand, and the fact that he also wrote an art of rhetoric on the other, indicates that he may have classified
Aristotle among those who, as he claims in the previous book, ‘did not mean what they said, but wanted
rather to exercise their intellect on a difficult theme (non tam id sensisse quod dicerent quam exercere
ingenia materiae difficultae credo voluisse)’ (I1.17.4). Nevertheless, as will become clear in what follows,
this supposition does not come close to explaining the discrepancy between Aristotle’s alleged attack on
rhetoric in the Gryllus and his more positive view of it in The Art of Rhetoric.
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wrote an entire treatise, in three books, which bears the title The Art of Rhetoric. How
can we resolve this dilemma?

More recently, A.-H. Chroust has offered a slightly more detailed account of the
contents of the Gryllus, which if true would imply that the dilemma mentioned by
Quintilian is a false one. Based on a review of the extant fragments of the dialogue,
Chroust notes that ‘it was written in fairly close imitation of those passages in Plato’s
Gorgias which denounce certain types of prevailing rhetoric.”'%® Chroust’s observation,
although subtle, is thus different from that of Quintilian. Chroust furthermore suggests
that the ‘certain type’ of rhetoric that Aristotle attacked in the Gryllus was specifically
that of Isocrates. In support of this suggestion, he refers to a work by Cephisodorus,
composed ‘around 360,” which was entitled Against Aristotle. In this work, as Chroust
reports, Cephisodorus ‘reproaches Aristotle for having criticized (and wholly
misunderstood) Isocrates’ method, educational policy and philosophic outlook.”'"” For
Chroust, this fact in turn ‘impels the surmise that Aristotle, in his Gryllus, had denounced
Isocrates and the kind of rhetoric and philosophy he propagates.’'®® Chroust’s
speculations are of course inconclusive, but they are still useful in that they offer an
alternative to the more simplistic reading of Quintilian, who assumes that Aristotle
renounces all rhetoric as such in the Gryllus. Chroust’s analysis provides some plausible
support for my own argument, by clarifying that even if Aristotle had criticized rhetoric
in the Gryllus, this does not commit him to an unqualified denial of its status as an art in

every case. Chroust’s subsequent suggestion that it was Isocrates in particular that

106 A 1. Chroust, “Aristotle’s First Literary Effort: The Gryllus, A Lost Dialogue on the Nature of
Rhetoric,” in (ed.) K. V. Erickson, Aristotle: The Classical Heritage of Rhetoric (Methuchen, NJ: The
Scarecrow Press: 1974), p. 38 (emphasis added).
107 Chroust, “Aristotle’s First Literary Effort,” in Aristotle: The Classical Heritage of Rhetoric, p. 42.
1% Tbid.
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Aristotle attacked lends further support to this claim. Although Chroust’s observations do
not in themselves prove anything about the actual content of Aristotle’s Gryllus, our
second historical fact may shed some further light on the matter.

Second fact: in addition to having published literary dialogues, Aristotle is
reported by several ancient sources to have taught a course in rhetoric, for a general
audience in the afternoon, perhaps even while still in the Platonic academy. Many
ancient biographical sources mention this fact in connection with a famous remark that
Aristotle is said to have made, in justification of the decision to teach rhetoric to the
public. The clearest and most comprehensive account of this episode is in Cicero’s De
Oratore, which reports that

when Aristotle observed that Isocrates succeeded in obtaining a distinguished set

of pupils by means of abandoning legal and political subjects and devoting his

discourses to empty elegance of style, he himself suddenly altered almost the

whole of his own system of training, and quoted a line from Philoctetes with a

slight modification: the hero in the tragedy said that it was a disgrace for him to

keep silent and suffer the barbarians to speak, but Aristotle put it ‘suffer Isocrates

to speak’; and consequently he put the whole of his system of philosophy in a

polished and brilliant form, and linked the scientific study of facts with practice

in style.'”

Similar versions of this anecdote also appear in Philodemus, Quintilian, Diogenes

P 110 . .
Laértius and a number of other sources. ~ Yet none of these ancient sources go into

109 Cicero, De Oratore, trans. H. Rackham (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1942) 111.141:
‘itaque ornavit et illustravit doctrinam illam omnem rerumque cognitionem cum orationis exercitatione
coniunxit.” Cicero similarly claims that Aristotle’s decision to begin teaching rhetoric was motivated by the
perceived success of Isocrates in Tusculan Disputations 1.4.7 Cf. Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, trans. J.E.
King (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1950). The original line modified by Aristotle is thought
to be from the Philoctetes of Euripides, which has been lost except for a number of fragments, among
which can be found the line in question: ‘Shameful to keep silent, however, when the whole Greek army is
at issue, but to allow barbarians to speak (UTEp Y& pevTol TavTos EAAVV@V oTpaToU aloypov
olwmav, BapBapous & eav Aeyetv).” See Euripedes, Fragments, ed. C. Collard & M. Cropp
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008), 796 (p. 398/9).

"9 The earliest recorded trace of this anecdote is found in the Rhetorica of Philodemus (110 — ca. 40
BCE). Cf. (ed.) S. Sudhaus, Philodemus: Volumina Rhetorica II (Amsterdam: Verlag Adolf Hekkert,
1964), p. 50 [col. 36]; Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria, 111.1.14; Diogenes Laértius, Lives of Eminent
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detail about the precise context of the remark. We must once again turn to Chroust, who
argues on the basis of a survey of ancient sources that these biographical testimonia
support the view that Aristotle’s first course in rhetoric ‘owed its origin to the general or
personal feeling of antagonism and resentment which existed between the Academy (or
Aristotle) and Isocrates and his school of rhetoric; and, perhaps, to Aristotle’s or the
Academy’s conviction that Isocrates both as an orator and a teacher of rhetoric was
worse than disappointing.”'"!

Chroust’s speculations about the Gryllus on the one hand, and about Aristotle’s
first course in rhetoric on the other, compliment one another in an interesting, but
inconclusive way. The gist of his combined argument is as follows: the historical
Gryllus, after whom Aristotle’s dialogue is named, was in fact the son of the powerful
Athenian general and historian, Xenophon. Gryllus was killed at the second battle of
Mantinea, around 362, and following his death many Athenian orators wrote encomia on
his behalf, in the evident attempt to ingratiate themselves to his grieving father, and
thereby benefit from the latter’s political clout. Chroust opines that Isocrates may have
been one of the orators who composed such an encomium, and that Aristotle accordingly

must have seized on the opportunity to write his own dialogue, pointing out the

shortcomings of existing rhetoric as exemplified by the numerous encomia to Gryllus.

Philosophers, trans. R.D. Hicks (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965), V.3. Diogenes in fact
claims that Aristotle’s remark is directed against Xenocrates rather than Isocrates, but the fact that all other
sources have Isocrates suggests that this is a scribal error.

i Chroust, “Aristotle’s Earliest ‘Course of Lectures on Rhetoric,”” in Aristotle: The Classical Heritage of
Rhetoric, p. 27. This article first appeared in L Antiquité classique 33 (1964): 58-72. The author speculates
even further that ‘[pJerhaps Aristotle was also encouraged to offer this course and, incidentally, to attack
Isocrates by what Plato had said recently about rhetoric in his Phaedrus (268a ff).” (Ibid) This assumes that
the publication date of Plato’s Phaedrus would have been much later than the date suggested by
Schleiermacher, who considered it to be the first (and best) of Plato’s dialogues. I can offer nothing
definitive on this question.
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Chroust points to the similarity in style between the Gryllus and the Gorgias as evidence
supporting the conjecture that Aristotle’s aim was to extend Plato’s criticisms of rhetoric
to new, more contemporary targets. As a reward for his efforts, Chroust speculates,
Aristotle was given the opportunity to offer his own course on rhetoric in the afternoons
in the Academy, based on the comprehension of Plato’s views that he demonstrated in
the Gryllus. While these observations are indeed purely conjectural, they do lend
circumstantial support to my main argument, which is that Aristotle’s views on rhetoric
(and also on poetry) must be understood as an indication of his fidelity to Plato’s ideas,
rather than the rejection of those ideas.

The real proof of this argument requires that we examine the opening chapters of
the Rhetoric in some detail. But before turning to the text, it will be helpful to recall the
criteria that, in the Phaedrus, Plato indicates rhetoric must satisfy if it is to attain the
status of a genuine Texvn. These three criteria were: (i) the ability to draw a global
distinction between things concerning which people can be in doubt, and those
concerning which they cannot; (ii) the possession of, or the orientation towards an
accurate understanding of the subjects concerning which it is to produce persuasion; and
(ii1) the possession of, or the orientation towards a similarly accurate knowledge of the
soul, which is capable of explaining what the soul is in general, how it acts, how it is
acted upon, and by what; or, if it is not a simple thing, of how many kinds of soul there
are, the actions and passions that characterize each type of soul, those kinds of speech
that each kind of soul finds compelling, and those that each finds uncompelling. With

these three criteria now in view, it will be shown presently that the main features of
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Aristotle’s Rhetoric clearly demonstrate the degree to which he took seriously Plato’s
demands for what constitutes a legitimate Texvn.''?
(1) Aristotle draws the distinction between the doubtful and the certain in Book I,

Chapter 2 of the Rhetoric. He states initially that ‘[t]he function of rhetoric [...] is to deal

with things about which we deliberate, but for which we have no systematic rules’'"”.

Significantly, Aristotle goes on to classify these ‘things about which we deliberate’ as

»114

‘things which seem to admit of issuing in two ways’ , which indicates that the domain

of rhetorical argumentation is indeed, as suggested in the Phaedrus, that in which matters
admit of the least certainty. Yet Aristotle’s subsequent remarks demonstrate that
rhetorical argumentation does not exclude necessity. It is rather the case that it can
involve necessity, but /ess so than other fields:

since few of the propositions of the rhetorical syllogism are necessary, for most
of the things which we judge and examine can be other than they are, human
actions, which are the subject of our deliberation and examination, being all of
such a character and, generally speaking, none of them necessary; since, further,
facts which only generally happen or are merely possible can only be
demonstrated by other facts of the same kind, and necessary facts by necessary
propositions [...], it is evident that the materials from which [i.e. rhetorical]
enthymemes are derived will be sometimes necessary, but for the most part only

generally true [...].""

12 My reading here is supported by Sachs, whom I cited above. Sachs justifies his decision to publish
translations of the Gorgias and the Rhetoric in a single volume by noting that the two texts ‘offer a useful
example of the way the thinking of Aristotle is related to Plato.” (Sachs, Plato Gorgias and Aristotle
Rhetoric, p. 1) He goes on to substantiate this claim by pointing to the fact that the first lines of the
Rhetoric, which claim as we have seen that rhetoric is a counterpart of dialectic, are ‘a pointed replacement
of Socrates’ assertion that rhetoric is the counterpart to the sort of cooking that panders to childish bodily
tastes. [...] Aristotle begins his Rhetoric not by rejecting the Gorgias but by taking up where it leaves off.’
s 19

Aristotle, Rhetoric 1357a 12: * "EoTi 8¢ TO Epyov aUTAs Tepl TI TOlOUTWVY TPel v Bouleuoueba
KO\ TEXVOS WT) EXOMEV’.

' Aristotle, Rhetoric 1357a 12: ‘Bouheuduefon 88 mept TGV dotvopéveoy EuSExeTal GudwTépos EXEIV’.

15 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1357a 14: “Emel & ¢oTiv 6)\iy0( uév TAV avarykaiwy € cdv ol §m’opu<oi
OU}\)\oylcum 5101 (kal yap ToAa Tepl oav al Kploslg KO(l al GKs\peng, szsxsTou Kol a)\)\oag EXEIV
Trspl @V HEV 1TpO(TTOUOI, Bou)\suowou K&\ OKOTTOUGl, TO( Se Trporr'rousva TAVTA TOIOUTOU YEVOUS‘
0TI, KOl OUSEV s ETTOS EITEIV EE QVOYKNS TOUTWV), T 8’ €S €T TO TOAU CUPPaIVOVTH KOl
év6éxc§usva €K TOIOUTV avaykn ETépwv ouMoyileabat, Ta 8 avaykala e€ avaykalwy [...],
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Thus rhetoric is not cut off from other, more certain forms of reasoning, but is said to
make use of them when its primary subject matter (i.e. human action, T& TPOTTOUEVK
mavTa) allows. Yet because human action is contingent rather than necessary, most of
the relevant facts that could conceivably be used as material for an enthymeme, which
Aristotle calls a few lines above ‘a rhetorical syllogism’, prTopikov cUAAOYIGHOV,
likewise admit of contingency. For this reason, rhetorical argumentation, making use of
examples and enthymemes primarily, can in fewer cases appeal to necessity, but for the
most part is concerned with stating truths that are merely probable.''® At the same time,
as we shall presently see, this does not mean that Aristotelian rhetoric merely aims at
what is probable only, or that it has no concern for truth.

(i1) In order to see how Aristotle’s presentation of the art of rhetoric aims to bind
it to the dialectical inquiry into the real nature of things, it is necessary to begin by citing
the first sentence of the treatise: ‘[r]hetoric is a counterpart of Dialectic; for both have to
do with matters that are in a manner within the cognizance of all men and not confined to
any special science.’'!” The connection suggested by these opening remarks between
rhetoric and dialectic is in fact justified by Aristotle’s definition of the former in Chapter
2: ‘[r]hetoric then may be defined as the faculty of discovering the possible means of

5118

persuasion in reference to any subject whatever’ °. Most importantly, this definition

does not conceive the function of rhetoric as does Gorgias in the dialogue named after

dovepov OT1 € OV Ta EvBuUMUOTO AEYETAL, TG HEV AVorykalar EGTal, T 88 TAEIOTA €S ETL TO
Tro)\\i.’

Aristotle Rhetoric 1356b 8.

Ar1stotle Rhetoric 1354a 1 “'H pT]TOleT] EOT(\) O(VTloTpoq)og il 510()\5KT1KT] GU(bOTEpGl y0(p
TEP! TOIOUTEOV TIVAIV EIGIV O KOLVO TPOTIOV TIVG OTTOVTV EGTI YVwpiletv kol oUSeuIEs ETIOTIUNS
adwplopevns.’

'8 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 14: < "EoTe 81 pnTopikn SUvapis mepl EkaoTov Tob Becapioat TO
gvdexopevov mhovov’.
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him: that is, as the production of persuasion (453a). Aristotle already differentiates his
position from that of Gorgias when he defines the function of rhetoric as one of
discovery, Becoprjoant, rather than one of production.

The difference between the two formulations becomes apparent when we
consider the fact that persuasion can be produced in more than one way: on the one hand
it can be produced by reference to what is true, while on the other it can also be produced
by reference to what merely seems true but is not. On the Gorgian account of the nature
and function of rhetoric in Plato’s Gorgias, regardless of whether rhetoric makes use of
the true or what merely appears to be true, it will have achieved its characteristic end
simply by producing persuasion in regard to any subject whatsoever. By contrast, in
giving rhetoric the function of discovering the possible means of persuasion rather than
producing persuasion at any cost, Aristotle implicitly binds rhetorical argumentation to
the field of dialectical inquiry, whose primary concern is the truth. Yet it is also crucial to
recognize that this function of discovery that Aristotle attributes to rhetoric in Book I
remains in tension with the function of influencing opinion, which Aristotle admits is the
‘whole business of rhetoric’ in Book III.'"

Put somewhat differently, the global function of the art of rhetoric is to influence
opinion, but to do this whenever possible by reference to the truth. Since persuasion is

persuasion regardless of whether it is justified or not, Aristotelian rhetoric involves a

19 ¢f. Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404a 5: ‘6Ans ovons mpos SoEav Ths TPOyHaTEloS TAS TePl TNV
pnTopiknv’. For Ricoeur, this tension between discovery and production in Aristotle’s Rhetoric is the
inevitable stakes of a reformed, philosophical art of speaking. He thus argues that ‘what we now read under
the title of Rhetoric is the treatise containing the equilibrium between two opposed movements, one that
inclines rhetoric to break away from philosophy, if not to replace it, and one that disposes philosophy to
reinvent rhetoric as a system of second-order proofs. It is at this point, where the dangerous power of
eloquence and the logic of probability meet, that we find a rhetoric that stands under the watchful eye of
philosophy.” See P. Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, trans. R. Czerny (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1977), p. 11-2.
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concern not only for what merely seems true, but also for what is in fact true in relation
to rhetorical subjects. Certainly, it is not the business of the rhetorician to valorize what
is actually true over what merely appears to be so in every case. Yet to the extent that
both the truth and its simulacrum can produce persuasion, and moreover to the extent that
Aristotle defines the function of rhetoric in the way he does, both with respect to
discovery in Book I and with respect to production in Book III, the concern for both is
crucial to rhetoric as Aristotle understands it. In other words, as Aristotle states near the
end of Chapter 1, ‘in fact, the true and that which resembles it come under the purview of
the same faculty [...] wherefore one who divines well in regard to the truth will also be

*120 These remarks all indicate that for

able to divine well in regard to probabilities.
Aristotle, insofar as rhetoric is conceived as the faculty of discovering all existing means
of persuasion in regard to any topic, its principle function requires it to take account of
both the true and the merely probable. This requirement to know both the true and its
likeness is the basis for the strong connection posited by Aristotle between rhetoric and
dialectic, and shows in what way his approach responds to the criteria for a legitimate art
of speaking that Plato lays down in the Phaedrus.

Another indication that Aristotle’s Rhetoric is a response to Plato’s views is his
recognition that the true, TaAn6n, is by nature easier to prove, euouAAoytoToTepa, and

more persuasive, m6avcdTepar.'!

This implies that one who knows what is actually true
will be more persuasive in more cases than the one who only knows what seems to be

true, but is not. At the same time, Aristotle also qualifies that it is not feasible for the

120 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355a 12: “T0 T¢ yap aAnbes kal TO opotov Ted aAnbel Ths aUTHS EOTI
Suvapews 1861V [...] 810 mPos Ta EvSoEa OTOXOOTIKGS EXEIV TOU OMOLWS EXOVTOS KAl TTPOS TNV
aAnBsiav eoTIv.’
121 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355a 30.
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rhetorician to rely solely on what is true since, ‘in dealing with certain persons, even if
we possessed the most accurate scientific knowledge, we should not find it easy to

persuade them by the employment of such knowledge’'**

. In the same way that it is
possible to be convinced by something that is not true, it is also possible to remain
unconvinced when confronted with something that is. Because opinion can be either true
or false, the ideal rhetorician must aim to discover all existing means of persuasion,
regardless of whether they are real or merely apparent. Accordingly, the art of rhetoric
demands a concern for both ‘the real” means of persuasion, T0 Te mBavov, and the
‘apparent means of persuasion’, kol TO dotvopevov 1861v mBovov.'*? This demand for
rhetoricians to take account of both the truth and its likeness is the basis for the
connection traced by Aristotle between rhetoric and dialectic, which the opening line of
the treatise claims are ‘counterparts’ with respect to one another.'**

Rhetoric and dialectic are therefore intimately related because rhetoric, like
dialectic, must take account of both that which is true and that which, while not the truth,
resembles it. The orator is therefore not required to prefer the true to its simulacra in
every case, for in some situations what is merely probable and suggestive, although not
true, will be a more effective way of producing persuasion than reference to the truth
itself.

A succinct way of formulating this requirement is Aristotle’s statement in Book I,

Chapter 1 of the Rhetoric that ‘the orator should be able to prove opposites, as in logical

122 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355a 15: “mpds tvious, &1 THY dkpIBeoTdTn Exotpey EmOTHUNY, 0USE padiov
O’ EKEIVT)S TEICO AEyOVTOS” .

'2 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 20.

et Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356a 7, which reiterates the same claim in slightly different language, stating
that ‘rhetoric is a sort of division or likeness of dialectic (EoTt yoap HOpIov Tt TAS StaAeKTIKNS KOl
opolwua)’.
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arguments’' >, For any given situation, both true and false statements can be made, and
both may have the capacity to produce persuasion to varying degrees. Thus, by
cultivating the ability to prove contrary statements with respect to the same subject or
situation, the orator is able to take stock of, and indeed augment the possible means at his
disposal for producing persuasion. As Aristotle affirms a few lines below, the demand to
prove opposites is one that rhetoric shares with its counterpart, dialectic: ‘[r]hetoric and
dialectic alone of all the arts prove opposites; for both are equally concerned with
them.”'*°

In the case of dialectic in particular, Aristotle explains that the need to be able to
prove opposites, which in other words is the need to discover (18¢1v) ‘the real and
apparent syllogism’'*’, stems from the need ‘to counteract false arguments, if another
makes an unfair use of them.”'*® Accordingly, rhetoric is incomplete without dialectic
because its purview is the persuasive in general, which includes both the truth and its
simulacra. Conversely, dialectic needs rhetoric because it is necessary for the dialectician
to know all the different ways of arguing for and against a given point, including the
illegitimate ones, since one must be able to recognize when one’s interlocutor has put
forward a fallacious or deceptive account in order to defend oneself against sophistical

deceptions.

125 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355a 12: 611 8& TdvovTior 861 SUvooBat meibet, koBomep Kol Ev TOlS
ouAAoylopols’.

126 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355a 12: “Tév uév o0 dARwV TeVad oldepio TavawTio suhoyileTal, 1) 8t
SIaAEKTIKT] KOI PT|TOPIKT] HOVOL TOUTO TOIOUGIV: OHOLES YOp EICIV aHPOTEPOI TAV EVAVTICV.

127 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 14: ‘cuANoy10pGY Te kal dotvdpevoy GUNAOYIOUSY’.

128 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 12: “0UTws GANOU xpwHEVoU Tols Adyols un Sikaics ouTol AUety
gxwpev.’ This is closely connected to Aristotle’s claim, in On Sophistical Refutations, that deception (1)
amaTn) occurs most often when discussing things with other people. Cf. Aristotle, On Sophistical
Refutations 169a 37 — 169b 3.
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Consequently, it is not possible on Aristotle’s account to distinguish the sophist
from the orator, but it is possible to distinguish him from the dialectician. This is because
in rhetoric, the deliberate use of a persuasive but fallacious argument does not make one
any less of a rhetorician than the use of a true argument, for in certain cases the truth may
not be able to produce persuasion of certain (i.e. corrupted) souls. But in dialectic, the
deliberate use of a false argument is the mark of the sophist. The dialectician knows false
arguments as a matter of necessity; she acquaints herself with them purely in order to
know how to recognize them, and better to defend herself when they are used against her.
In Aristotle’s words, ‘what makes the sophist is not the faculty but the moral purpose.”'*’
The difference, Aristotle goes on to explain, is that ‘in rhetoric, one who acts in
accordance with sound argument, and one who acts in accordance with moral purpose,
are both called rhetoricians; but in Dialectic it is the moral purpose that makes the
sophist, the dialectician being the one whose arguments rest, not on moral purpose but on

*130 This means that orators are always allowed the choice or decision,

the faculty.
TPOXIPEGIS, to use the truth or what merely resembles it accordingly as the situation
demands. In dialectic, while the knowledge of false arguments is necessary to defend
oneself against them in discussion with an unruly opponent, their deliberate use is the

mark of sophistry, for in dialectic the pursuit of truth proceeds not according to choice

but according to the capacity, £v T Suvoel.

129 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 14: °5 yoip 0oh1oTikds oUk &v Th Suvdipet GAN’ v Th mpoaipéoet.’

139 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1355b 14: “mAfv tvTatifor PV £0Ta & pEv KoTe THY ETMOTHIMY O 88 KaTo
TPOGIPECIV PTI TP, EKEl O COPIOTTS HEV KATA TNV TPOGIPESIV, SIAEKTIKOS 88 OU KaTa TNV
Tpoalpeatv aAAa kata Thv Suvapiv.’ Freese’s note helps explain the meaning of this very difficult, and
very important passage: ‘[t]he essence of sophistry consists in the moral purpose, the deliberate use of
fallacious arguments. In Dialectic, the dialectician has the power or faculty of making use of them when he
pleases; when he does so deliberately, he is called a sophist. In Rhetoric, this distinction does not exist; he
who uses sound arguments as well as he who uses false ones, are both known as rhetoricians.” (p. 14)
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This means that the dialectician pursues the truth as far as her natural capacity to
do so allows; the rhetorician pursues it according to choice. This complimentary rapport
between dialectic and rhetoric reflects the second criteria that emerged above in Plato’s
Phaedrus. On the basis of this rapport, I contend that what Aristotle presents as the art of
rhetoric is in fact a Platonized rhetoric, characterized by its (re)orientation towards truth.
It is crucial to point out that, in spite of the link established by Aristotle between rhetoric
and dialectic, they are not the same: they remain distinct, but inherently complimentary
activities."”'

(ii1) Yet given that the use of truth or what merely resembles it is a matter of
choice for the orator, on what basis is such a choice made? In the answer to this question,
we will see more clearly how Aristotle’s presentation of rhetoric as a genuine art
responds to the third of Plato’s three criteria listed above: namely, an understanding of
the human soul, which is able to explain the different kinds of human souls in relation to

the different kinds of things that each finds convincing. The first thing that is necessary

1] think Ricoeur explains the matter aptly when he notes that ‘[w]ith Aristotle we see rhetoric in its
better days; it constitutes a distinct sphere of philosophy, in that the order of the ‘persuasive’ as such
remains the object of a specific fechné. Yet it is solidly bound to logic through the correlation between the
concept of persuasion and that of the probable. In this way a philosophical rhetoric — that is, a rhetoric
grounded in and watched over by philosophy itself — is constituted.” (The Rule of Metaphor, p. 28) At the
same time, it is possible to overstate the bond between rhetoric on the one hand, and dialectic and
philosophy on the other. According to Butterworth, this is done by Averroes, who in his commentary on
Aristotle’s Rhetoric seems to exaggerate the connection established by Aristotle between rhetoric and both
dialectic and politics. Cf. Averroes’ Three Short Commentaries on Aristotle’s “Topics,” “Rhetoric,” and
“Poetics”, trans. C.E. Butterworth (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1977), pp. 63-73 passim.
See also Butterworth, “Averroes’ Platonization of Aristotle’s Art of Rhetoric,” in (eds.) G. Dahan & 1.
Rosier-Catach, La Rhétorique d Aristote : Traditions et commentaires de I’antiquité au XVIle siécle (Paris:
Vrin, 1998), pp. 227-240 passim. I am not entirely convinced that Butterworth appreciates the full extent of
the Rhetoric’s Platonic background, and as a result I suspect that he may underestimate the degree to which
Aristotelian rhetoric is already Platonized in significant ways. Heidegger also is ambiguous on this point,
but for understandable reasons. He claims on the one hand that ‘Aristotle brought to realization the idea of
rhetoric, the idea Plato himself positively elaborated with the help of his dialectic [i.e., in the Phaedrus],’
but on the other that in Aristotle ‘rhetoric comes by a more positive justification than it does in Plato [...].”
Cf. Plato’s Sophist, trans. R. Rojcewicz & A. Schuwer (Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1997), p.
234. Ostensibly, what Heidegger is getting at is the fact that, as I mentioned in the introduction, the
propositional content of what Plato and Aristotle each say about rhetoric (and poetry, too) is opposed, at
the same time as their shared intent is evident.
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to point out is that Aristotle does not discuss the soul in general in the Rhetoric.
Nevertheless, he clearly does so in the De Anima (specifically, Book II, Chapter 2), and
his discussion of the affects and their respective causes in the Rhetoric evidently
presupposes the account of the soul and its powers of acting and suffering that is
elaborated in the latter text. Within the Rhetoric itself, our starting point is Aristotle’s
discussion of rhetorical proofs, of which he admits three kinds, mioTecov Tplo £18n:
‘[t]he first depends upon the moral character of the speaker, the second upon putting the
hearer into a certain frame of mind, the third upon the speech itself, in so far as it proves
or seems to prove.”' >
In particular, what concerns us here is the second kind of proof mentioned by
Aristotle above: ‘putting the hearer into a certain frame of mind’. In the following
paragraph, Aristotle specifies further that ‘[t]he orator persuades by means of his hearers,
when they are roused to emotion by his speech; for the judgments we deliver are not the
same when we are influenced by joy or sorrow, love or hate’'*. Consequently, as the
subsequent paragraph makes explicit, ‘since proofs are effected by these means [i.e.,
logos, ethos, and pathos], it is evident that, to be able to grasp them, a man must be
capable of logical reasoning, of studying characters and the virtues, and thirdly the
emotions — the nature and character of each, its origin, and the manner in which it is

134
produced.’

132 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356a 3: “ai utv yop eiotv &v 163 BBet Tob AéyouTos, ai 8t &v TCd TOV dkpoaTiY
Siabelvar s, ol 88 eV aUTe TG Aoyw, Sia Tou Seikvuvan i) paivecban Seikvuval.’
133 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356a 5: ‘810 8¢ TV SkpooT&dY, STaw £is Tabos U Tol Adyou mpoaxddcty:
oU yap Opolws amodiSwpey Tas KPIGElS AUTTOUHEVOL KOl XoIpovTes T) GIAOUVTES Kl HICOUVTES .

4 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356a 7: < Emel 8” ol wioTels 810 TOUTWV €101, PAVEPOV OTI TAUTOS ECTI
AaBelv Tol culoyioacBat Suvapgvou, kal Tou Becoproat Tept Ta 116N kol ToS APETAS, KA TPITOV
ToU Tepl Tar TaBn, TI TE EKAOTOV EOTI TAAV TaBAdV Kol TOIOV Ti, KA1 €K TIVOV EYYIVETAL KOl TS’

76



Accordingly, the knowledge of the human soul, which Plato postulates in the
Phaedrus as one of the necessary preconditions for a genuine art of rhetoric, is
compressed here in Aristotle’s demand that orators know not only the characters and
virtues, but also the emotions, Ta Twabn, their origins, and the manner in which they can
be produced. Indeed, it is in Book II of the Rhetoric that we find a detailed analysis of
the different emotions, their causes and their opposites, and in this sense Aristotle can be
seen to have established an art of rhetoric that seeks to answer to the aforementioned

criteria laid down by Plato in the Phaedrus.'>

135 Nevertheless, it seems pertinent to ask whether Aristotle’s understanding of dialectic is the same as
Plato’s. To put it succinctly, in binding rhetoric to dialectic Aristotle in one sense raises the former to the
status of a genuine art; but, in another sense, the consequence of this elevation of rhetoric is at the same
time a comparatively deflationary account of the status of dialectic, in comparison with the divine and
infallible character that Plato apparently attributes to it in the dialogues. Throughout the Platonic dialogues,
dialectic is frequently portrayed as the key to a firm and unchanging understanding of a thing’s essential
nature. In Book VI of the Republic, for example, the famous analogy of the divided line places dialectic on
the level of noesis or ‘understanding of the intelligible,” above even mathematics, which is characterized as
merely hypothetical and relying on sensible images (510b — 511b). This seems to demand a firm distinction
between dialectic and the realm of opinion, doxa. The analogy of the divided line makes this distinction
quite clear, placing dialectical understanding fwo levels above that of opinion. Likewise, in the Phaedrus,
Socrates criticizes all prior attempts to establish an art of rhetoric because, by limiting themselves to the
mere production of persuasion by any means, they effectively limit the sphere of rhetoric to the probable,
and cut it off from that which is true (272d 9 — e 3). On the other hand, however, Aristotle’s conception of
dialectic seems different from that of Plato in that the former does not emphasize its distinction from
opinion in the same way the latter explicitly does. If the distinction suggested by Plato between dialectic
and opinion is one between an infallible science of essences and a merely probable kind of conjecture, it
has to be observed that Aristotle’s conception of dialectic appears to weaken this distinction considerably.
Indeed, Aristotle’s notion of dialectic seems to reserve an important place for probabilities, and for the
opinions of the majority about what happens ‘for the most part’ more generally. Cf. Aristotle, Posterior
Analytics 81b 18-21. On the surface, this suggests that opinions and probabilities play a more productive
role in Aristotle’s conception of dialectic than they do in Plato’s. Furthermore, this consideration receives
support from the diligence with which Aristotle carries out his doxographies, which furnish the points of
departure of all his major treatises. At the same time, although it is certainly true that Socrates often talks
of dialectic as an infallible scientific method, it is also true that the dialectic elenchus that we actually see
Socrates employ throughout the Platonic dialogues proceeds in and through a scrutinizing of other people’s
opinions. In this way, there is a case to be made for a tension between the way that dialectic is
characterized in Plato, and the way that it is actually used in the dialogues themselves. This tension is
playfully reflected in some of Socrates’ remarks in the Philebus, where he states that this infallible method,
which ‘has often escaped [him] and left [him] behind, alone and helpless’ (16 b8), ‘is not very difficult to
describe [...], but very difficult to use’ (16 c1). Consequently, if one judges by the content of what is said
about dialectic in the Platonic dialogues, then Plato’s conception seems markedly different from that of
Aristotle due to the roles that opinion and probability ostensibly play in each. Nevertheless, if one judges
by what is actually carried out in the action of the dialogues themselves, the difference between the two
conceptions does not appear so great.
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2.5 Aristotle’s Poetics as a Response to Plato

I will now show in what ways the main features of Aristotle’s discussion in the Poetics
can be taken as evidence of his effort to found a properly reformed, Platonic art of
poetry. To this end, we must first recall the criteria that I above claimed to be the two
basic demands that, according to Plato, a genuine art of poetic imitation must meet.
These were (i) that poetry must produce more than mere gratification of its audience, and
(i1) that its imitations must be aimed at the real nature, or truth of what things are in
themselves, rather than on the appearance of these things considered as particular and
perishable.

The first thing to note is that Aristotle does not attempt to dissociate poetry from
pleasure. In fact, he identifies pleasure as essential to the experience of poetry, and all
kinds of imitation more generally, as early as Chapter 4 of the Poetics. Yet it would be
hasty to conclude on the basis of this fact that the pleasure Aristotle associates with
imitation is the same as that with which Plato associates it in the Republic.">® T will
demonstrate the difference between these two kinds of pleasures in what follows, but it
must be recognized at the outset that it is far from obvious. The place to begin is Chapter
6 of the Poetics, which presents Aristotle’s general account of pipnots and the pleasures
it affords. It is first of all necessary to point out that, for Aristotle, ‘it is an instinct of

human beings, from childhood, to engage in mimesis [...]; and [it is] equally natural that

136 Halliwell accordingly stresses that the pleasure Aristotle associates with the experience of tragic
imitation in particular must not be understood in a purely ‘aestheticist’ sense, as a kind of delight that is
independent of intellectual and moral concerns. He rather contends that Aristotle’s concept of mimetic
pleasure ‘is not to be taken as an undefined and self-sufficient gratification, but rather as the result of an
underlying activity or experience.’ (Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 6) As we shall see, the experience that Halliwell
finds at the basis of this pleasure is tied to an inherently theoretical operation.
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everyone enjoys mimetic objects.”">” Far from suggesting that the Poetics is actually a
response to Plato’s invitation for reform, this sentence rather suggests that Aristotle does
not even see the problem to which Plato objected when he criticized the pernicious
effects of poetic imitation in the Republic. Yet the ensuing lines provide the first
indication that Aristotle’s idea of mimetic pleasure is indeed different from Plato. In
describing the enjoyment that naturally accompanies the human experience of mimetic
objects, Aristotle right away introduces an array of terms drawn from the vocabulary of
intellectual and theoretical operations: ‘learning (uovbaveiv),” ‘contemplating
(Becopeiv),” even ‘deducing’ or ‘inferring (cuAAoAoyilecBat)’ are inherent components
of mimetic experience as Aristotle understands it.

As a sign (onueiov) of the natural basis for imitation and the enjoyment of
mimetic objects, Aristotle accordingly mentions the pleasure that people take in
‘contemplating (BecopouvTes) the most precise images of things whose actual sight is
painful to us, such as the forms of the vilest animals and of corpses.’'*® If this is
somewhat surprising, Aristotle’s explanation in the next line is even more so: he argues
that the enjoyment people take in the contemplation of such images is the result of a kind
of learning (pawvBavev) or ‘understanding’ (the latter is Halliwell’s translation), ‘which
gives great pleasure not only to philosophers but likewise to others too, though the latter

5139

have a smaller share in it.”" " This remark presupposes a good deal, and fully explaining

it would require us to reconstruct Aristotle’s entire metaphysical and ethical systems at

137 Aristotle, Poetics, trans. S. Halliwell (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 1448b 4-5:
‘“TO Te yap HipeloBot ouvdhoTov Tols avTBPTOLS €K OISV €0TI [...] Kl TO XOIPEIV TOIS HIMUOGH
ToavTos.’

138 Aristotle, Poetics 1448b 10-2: “Te Hopdhds TGV GTIHOTATWVY Kol VEKPCOY.

139 , . : o . , . - , i v A
Aristotle, Poetics 1448b 12-4: ‘oT1 10 pavBovelv ou povov Tots Pprhocodols oAl kal Tols ailols
opolws, AN’ Tl Bpoyu Kolvwvouastv auTou.”’
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their precise point of convergence, which is the constitutive connection between
contemplation (Becopia), pleasure (ndovn), and a term I will leave untranslated for the
moment: EvEpyela. What concerns us for the moment is simply the fact that Aristotle
explains mimetic pleasure by reference to the properly theoretical pleasure that the
philosopher takes in ‘learning,” claiming that the former is a sub-species of the latter. It is
true that the philosopher’s learning is more truly learning than that which accompanies
mimetic experience, but the difference is clearly one of degree and not of kind. This is
the first indication, however sketchy, of Aristotle’s effort to reform poetic imitation in
view of Plato’s criticisms.

Nevertheless, to illustrate and further explain the intellectual pleasure that people
naturally take in contemplating mimetic objects, Aristotle offers an example that seems
to contradict my whole argument here. The example is one of ‘looking at images (Tas
glkovas opcvTes),” which as Halliwell points out refers to ‘a portrait — a deliberately
rudimentary instance of an interpretive process which could take more complex
forms.”'*’ Aristotle says that people enjoy contemplating such images ‘because, through
contemplating them it comes about that they understand and infer what each element
means, for instance that “this person is so-and-so.””'"'

The reason this example appears to contradict my claim that Aristotle’s Poetics is
a reformed, Platonized art of imitation is that, despite the frequency of words that seem
to attribute an inherently intellectual character to mimetic enjoyment, the example he

chooses to illustrate this intellectual character is of a portrait, or painted image. We must

140 . . . ,
Halliwell, in Aristotle, Poetics, p. 38, note.
141 , . : Ly - , R <A o /
Aristotle, Poetics 1448b 14-6: ‘810 yap TOUTO XX1POUGL TOS EIKOVOS OPLVTES, OTI CuUpBaivel
BecopolvTas pavBavelv kal culhoyileabat Ti ekaoTov, olov 0TI 00TOS Ekelvos.’
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not forget that it is the very same example, that of painting, which Plato uses in Republic
X to demonstrate that all forms of imitation are ‘three times removed from the truth,’
because they are based on particular, perishable models about which nothing can be
known, rather than on the truth, or the real nature of a thing. Aristotle’s example in
Poetics 4 therefore raises a crucial question: how can the enjoyment of mimetic objects
involve intellectual operations like contemplating, learning and deducing if imitation is
of particular objects, as Aristotle’s example of the painted image suggests?

An answer to this question demands one of two alternatives: either Aristotle is
employing the terms poavfavetv, Becopeiv, and culhoyilecBat in an extremely loose
way, or his understanding of specifically poetic uluncis is more complex than the
example of the portrait allows us to see. Halliwell’s comment above suggests that the
second option is the correct one, and he argues convincingly in support of this reading in
the second chapter of Aristotle’s Poetics. There, he argues that ‘[t]he example of a
picture, or other visual work, which portrays an identifiable (though not necessarily a
real) figure, and to which the mind of the beholder may respond with the reasoning, ‘this
is so-and-so,” might well be thought to shed little enough light on the type of cognition
involved in the experience of paintings, and none at all on the understanding of

*142 For Halliwell, Aristotle’s example in Chapter 4 is perhaps an adequate

poetry.
account of what all forms of imitation share in common, but as a result of this generality

it obscures precisely the dimension of poetic imitation in particular that, according to

2 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 73.

81



later chapters of the Poetics, sets it apart from history: this is the fact that ‘poetry relates
more of the universal, while history relates particulars.”'*

The reason for this, as Aristotle explains, is that ‘it is not the poet’s function to
relate actual events, but the kinds of things that might occur and are possible in terms of
probability or necessity.’'** Although the characters depicted in tragic poetry might bear
the names of historical individuals, they are not exact representations of any actual
person. Aristotle therefore explains that, in relation to the action and characters of a
tragic plot, universal (kaBoAou) ‘means the kinds of things which it suits a certain kind
of person to say or do, in terms of probability or necessity: poetry aims for this, even

5145

though attaching names to the agents.” ™ It is for this very reason that, a few lines above,

Aristotle places poetry closer to philosophy than to history, arguing that poetry is ‘more

philosophical and more elevated than history [...].”"*°

Tragedy is more philosophical than
history because the action it imitates is the idealized action of a general character type,
rather than something that a particular, historical individual has done. To the extent that
this is the case, we can now see somewhat more clearly what it is about tragic mimesis
that differentiates it from other kinds of imitation, as exemplified by Aristotle’s example

of the painted image in Chapter 4: the painted image (much like a historical record)

represents a particular aspect of a particular, perishable object or person, whereas tragedy

143 Aristotle, Poetics 1451b 6-7: ‘1) piv yop motfots pGAhov Ta kabShou, 1) 8 ioTopia To kad’

EKOOTOV AEYEL’

144, . . , 11y, o n - .
Aristotle, Poetics 1451a 34-5: ‘ou TO Ta yevopeva Agyetv, oAX’ ola av yEvoLTO Kal Ta Suvata

KOTO TO EIKOS T} TO QvaryKolov.’
145 Aristotle, Poetics 1451b 8-9: “Té> Toley TG Toia GTTa oupParivel Aéyely i TPSTTEN KT TO £ikds
1 TO avaykalov, ob oToxXaleTal T) TTOITGIS OVOHOTO EMITIBepEVT.”

146 Aristotle, Poetics 1451b 5: ‘d1AocodcdTepov kal oToudiadTepov Tolrols ioTopias 0TIV,
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(and comedy as well) represents character types, acting in conformity with generalized
patterns of probability or necessity.'*’

In this, we begin see to see how Aristotle’s treatment of poetic imitation in the
Poetics answers to the epistemological criterion that, as I argued above, constitutes one
of two Platonic requirements that poetry must satisfy if it is to be considered a genuine
Texvn. The other criterion, as mentioned, is an ethical criterion according to which
poetry must aim at the true well-being of those that come under its influence, and not just
their gratification. In fact, as well shall see presently, Aristotle responds to these two
criteria in such a way as to indicate that, far from being two separate considerations, they
mutually imply one another in a necessary way. We have already encountered this
mutual implication in the connection posited by Aristotle between the pleasure inherent
in mimetic experience, on the one hand, and the contemplative activity that this
experience elicits in the minds of the audience, on the other. Yet to understand more
precisely why poetic imitation in particular demands this kind of intellectual response
from the audience, and thereby generates the kind of pleasure that Aristotle says it does,
we must backtrack a little and examine the definition of tragedy.

Chapter 6 defines the genre of tragic imitation as ‘mimesis of an action which is
elevated, complete, and of magnitude; in language embellished by distinct forms in its

sections; employing the mode of enactment, not narrative; and through pity and fear

147 Nevertheless, Aristotle suggests at one point that even painting represents types rather than facts: he
accordingly mentions as examples of this the painters Polygnotus, who he says ‘depicted superior people
(kpelTToUS),” Pauson, who depicted ‘inferior (xelpous)’ people, and Dionysius, who depicted ‘those like
ourselves (ouolous).” (1448a 5-6)
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accomplishing the catharsis of such emotions.”'** Specifically, three things interest us in
this definition: (i) the first is that tragic action is complete, and of magnitude; (ii) the
second is that this action is also of an elevated character; and (iii) the third is that the
imitation of such action has for its function the katharsis (another word I will leave
untranslated for the moment) of the emotions of pity and fear in the audience. I will deal
with these three factors in succession, and demonstrate how they underscore the mutual
implication of the intellectual and ethical dimensions of Aristotle’s philosophical poetics.

(1) In Chapter 7, Aristotle explains what he means in saying that tragic imitation
is of an action that is necessarily complete, TeAelas. Glossing completeness in terms of
wholeness, TeAelas kol OAns, he states first that ‘[a] whole is that which has a
beginning, middle, and end.’'*’ Concerning these three components, he affirms that a
beginning is a point or an event from which other things naturally follow, and which
does not necessarily follow from anything else; an end, conversely, is that which follows
something either necessarily or usually, ] €€ avaykns 1 s €M TO TOAU, but which
does not need to be followed by anything else; and a middle is ‘that which both follows a
preceding event and has further consequences.”'*’

At the same time, completeness does not in and of itself explain what it means for
an action, conceived as the object of the tragic plot (uUBos), to have magnitude
(ueyebos). Aristotle observes at 1450b 25 that there can be wholes without magnitude,

which shows that it is not sufficient for the action imitated by tragic mimesis to have a

beginning, middle and end. Indeed, the point is not simply that the events should have

148 , . , y 5 . , , . ,
Aristotle, Poetics 1449b 23-8: ‘€0TIv oUv Tpoywdia piunois npouﬁscog omoudalos kol TEAElaS
ueyeBos exouoms, NOUCHEVG AOYw XwPLS EKACTL TAV eI8@V £V TOlS Hoplols, SpwVTwV Kol ou i’

amayyehias, 81" eEAeou Kol dpoPou Tepaivouca THY TAV TolouTwv TabnuaTwy kabapotv.’

149 Aristotle, Poetics 1450b 25-6: ‘Ghov 8¢ ¢0T1v T £xov dpxiv Ko péoov kel TEAeUTHY.”

150" Aristotle, Poetics 1450b 26-30.
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magnitude, but more specifically that they should have a certain kind or degree of
magnitude. The kind of magnitude that tragic action must possess is that which is neither
too great nor too small, but rather that which an audience can apprehend in a coherent
fashion. Aristotle therefore illustrates the ideal magnitude of tragic action by comparing
it to the sight of natural bodies, and animals in particular: ‘just as with our bodies and
with animals beauty requires magnitude, but magnitude that allows coherent perception,
likewise plots require length, but length that can be coherently remembered.”"”!

The demand that the action imitated by tragic poetry be of a certain magnitude
thus underscores the need for tragic plots to mediate excessive length, on the one hand,
and excessive brevity on the other. As Aristotle states plainly (aTAQs) in the closing
lines of Chapter 7, ‘the size which permits a transformation to occur, in a probable or
necessary sequence of events, from adversity to prosperity or prosperity to adversity, is a
sufficient limit of magnitude.”'*>

(i1) It is important to understand the necessary consequences that the notions of
completeness and magnitude have for the rest of Aristotle’s discussion of tragic plot and
character. More precisely, we must see how the restrictions placed by Aristotle on the
kind of action that tragedy imitates constitute restrictions on the kind of characters that it

imitates as well. In fact, although Aristotle treats plot (uu6os) and character (nBn) as two

distinct elements of tragic mimesis, they are intimately connected.'> To grasp the exact

151 Aristotle, Poetics 1451a 2-5: “CyoTe 8¢1 ko mep 2T TV CopdTev kal 4 TR cdeov Exelv piv
Héyebos, ToUTO 8¢ €UOUVOTITOV ElVal, OUTG KAl ETT TV HUBV EXELV UEV PNKOS, TOUTO 8¢
EUHVT|HOVEUTOV Elvalt.’

? Aristotle, Poetics 1451b 11-5: bv 806> pey£Bet koTa TO £1kOs § TO Guarykaiov ideEfs y1yVouéveoy
oupPaivel gls euTUXiaw €k SuoTuxias T €€ euTuxias els SuoTuxiov ueTOROAAELY, IKaVOS OPOS ECTIV
ToU peyebous.’

3 Accordingly in Chapter 6, Aristotle observes that ‘tragedy is mimesis not of persons but of action and
life (N yap Tporywdia uiunois £oTiv ouk avBpwdmwv oMa mpagews kal Blou) [...]. So it is not in
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nature of this connection, it is necessary to turn to Aristotle’s discussion of the ‘elevated
(omoudalios)’ stature of tragic action. What we need to focus on here is the way in which
the necessary completeness and the magnitude that Aristotle prescribes in Chapter 7
actually demand that only certain kinds of characters, and certain kinds of
transformations, are appropriate to tragic poetry.

To see how this is so, we need firstly to recall that Aristotle defines the sufficient
magnitude for a tragic plot as one that permits a transformation (ueTaBoois) of fortunes
to occur, either from prosperity to adversity or vice versa, such that the transformation,
its causes and effects can be ‘coherently remembered’ by the audience. In Chapter 13,
Aristotle further restricts the kind of action that can be imitated in tragic poetry by
specifying that only a certain kind of petoPaois is in fact appropriate to it. In this
chapter, his criterion is different from the one he uses to determine the sufficient
magnitude of the tragic plot. There, tragic action was determined by the demand that it
should be big enough to portray a transformation of fortunes, but small enough so that it
can still be comprehended by the audience; here, the standard is rather the exact nature of
the emotional response that different kinds of transformations necessarily elicit from the
audience. Moreover, it is not even simply a question in this chapter of deciding whether
tragedy must represent transformations from prosperity to adversity or vice versa; it is
also a question of determining what kind of characters should be depicted undergoing
these kinds of transformations.

As just mentioned, Aristotle’s standard for answering these questions in Chapter

13 is the emotional response that the imitation of certain actions necessarily elicits in the

order to provide mimesis of character that the agents act (oUkouv 0TS Ta TN HIUNCWVTL
TpaTTOouCIV); rather, their characters are included for the sake of their actions (oMo To 116
oupmeptAapRavouctv Sia Tas Tpagews).” (1450a 20-21; emphasis added)
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audience. We must accordingly bear in mind that Aristotle defines the essential function
of tragic mimesis with reference to the katharsis of pity and fear in particular. Yet to
grasp fully how these two emotions guide Aristotle’s discussion of the kind of
transformation that is appropriate to tragic poetry, we must know something about them
in themselves, and this requires attending to their definitions in Book II of the Rhetoric.
There, in Book II, Chapter 4, Aristotle defines fear as ‘a painful or troubled feeling

154
> Four

caused by the impression of an immanent evil that causes destruction or pain
chapters later, he characterizes pity as ‘a kind of pain excited by the sight of evil, deadly
or painful, which befalls one who does not deserve it; an evil which one might expect to
come upon himself or one of his friends’'*.

It is crucial to point out that the object of pity is necessarily the undeserved
suffering of another, whereas that of fear (ostensibly, as the definition is not specific) is
one’s own suffering, whether or not this is deserved. As we shall see, these definitions
are consistent with the presuppositions that appear to guide Aristotle’s understanding of
the ideal transformation of fortunes in Poetics 13. Yet in order to see exactly how the
above analyses of these two emotions guide Aristotle’s decisions about what kinds of
transformation is appropriate to tragic poetry, we must take our starting point from Book

VI1II of the Politics. 1t is there that Aristotle makes the crucial observation that

‘habituation in feeling pain and delight at representations of reality is close to feeling

15% Aristotle, Rhetoric 1382a 32: “Nimm Tis i Topoxn) &k davTacios uéAAoVTos Kakot ¢BapTikod
AuTmpot’.

195 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1385b 2: “AUTM Tis £ daivopévey Kok GBapTIKG § AuTmpd Tou dvaiou
TUYKQVELY, O K&V oUTOS TTPOOSOKTGELEY G TTaBEIY ) TV aUTOU Tivar’.
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*156 This observation is crucial because, without it, there is no

them towards actual reality
satisfactory explanation of exactly how an audience could be made to experience genuine
fear in response to a work of imitation. If fear according to Book II of the Rhetoric
involves the impression of ‘immanent evil,” it begs extreme credulity on the audience’s
part to assume that a work of imitation could actually make it fear for its own safety. But
to the extent that there is a correlation between the emotional responses to ‘likenesses’ or
‘representations’, on the one hand, and the emotional responses to the real things to
which these likenesses correspond on the other, it becomes reasonable to assume that the
representation of a fearful event will elicit feelings that are similar to, though not as
intense as, those elicited by such events themselves in the people who fear them.

For this reason, it is clear that a tragedy’s capacity to elicit fear in the audience
presupposes the latter’s ability to imagine the tragic character’s suffering as if it were its
own suffering. The experience of fear in response to a work of imitation already assumes
that the audience can place itself imaginatively in the position of the protagonist, and to
feel the same kind of emotion that it would feel if the same thing were really happening
to it. The audience’s relationship to the scenes it witnesses is therefore necessarily one of
sympathetic identification, insofar as people are habituated in relation to likenesses in the
same way they are habituated in relation to the real things, which such likenesses
represent. This means that if person A is terrified of death by shipwreck, then the
representation of person B dying by shipwreck will produce in person A an experience of
terror that approximates, to a lesser degree, that which person A would experience in

response to the real situation itself.

156 Aristotle, Politics, trans. H. Rackham (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1957), 1340a 24-5:
‘0 8’ gV TOls opolols eBiouos ToU AuTreloBa kal XEIPEIY EYYUs EOTI TE) TPOS TNV aAnbeiav Tov
aUTOV EXELV TPOTIOV .
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If the ability to experience fear in response to a work of imitation thus
presupposes an audience’s capacity to imagine the fictional portrayal of another’s
suffering as if it were real, and really its own, this also explains why this imaginative
identification with the plight of a fictional character necessarily involves the emotion of
pity as well. Indeed, as Aristotle specifies elsewhere in Book II, Chapter 8 of the
Rhetoric, ‘all that men fear in regard to themselves excites their pity when others are the
victims.”"®’ The experiences of pity and fear in response to a work of tragic imitation are
in this way mutually implicative. On the one hand, if an audience is made to experience
fear in relation to a likeness or representation, this is because the thing of which the latter
is a likeness is something that the audience really does fear (e.g., death by shipwreck).
On the other hand, Aristotle also points out that the things people pity in others are the
same things they fear happening to themselves, and the corollary to this is the fact that,
as the definition of pity makes clear, pity is felt in relation to those kinds of (undeserved)
suffering that a person could imagine himself or one of his relations suffering. This
means that the same kinds of representations elicit both these emotions: what audiences
fear for themselves, they pity in others (so long as others are underserving of these
things); and the things they pity in others are precisely those things they imagine could
happen to themselves. ">

This sympathetic rapport between audience and protagonist presupposes a

delicate balance of similarity and difference in their respective ethical statures. The

157 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1386a 13-4: ‘Soa £¢° ab TV poBoluTal, TaliTa ¢’ GAAWY Y1yVdpevo
¢heolUov.’

5% Halliwell accordingly explains the relation between these two emotions as follows: ‘our pity for others’
underserved suffering depends in part on our sympathetic capacity to imagine, and imaginatively fear, such
things for ourselves; and fear for ourselves (though this is not the main element in tragic fear) can in turn
be created by the sympathetic experience of others’ misfortunes.’ (4ristotle’s Poetics, p. 177)
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protagonist must be similar enough to the audience that they can plausibly imagine his or
her suffering as being their own, for without this the audience will not be able to feel
fear. If the audience is to feel fear in response to an imitation or likeness, it must be a
likeness of something they genuinely fear happening to themselves in real life. Yet for it
to be a likeness of something they fear happening to themselves in real life, the fictional
character to whom it happens must be someone they are at least partially capable of
identifying with. For this to be the case, in turn, the tragic hero must be someone who
characteristically performs the kinds of actions that plausibly lead to those outcomes that
the audience truly fears. On the one hand, the condition that permits the audience to
experience fear on behalf of the tragic figure is a degree of similarity between the former
and the latter. On the other hand, for the audience to feel pity, the tragic figure’s
suffering must be undeserved; there can be no culpability, on the protagonist’s part, for
his or her own suffering. To the extent that it is only exceptional human beings that are
generally regarded as being completely blameless, the requirement that the tragic hero’s
suffering be undeserved thus indicates that he or she must not be too similar to the
audience either. The twofold need to elicit both pity and fear therefore necessitates that
the tragic protagonist be (1) similar enough to the audience that they can identify with his
suffering and recognize in it something they genuinely fear for themselves, but at the
same time (2) different enough from them to remain ethically blameless. It is in this
sense that Halliwell remarks on the general ‘inseparability’ of these two emotions in the
Poetics, observing that ‘it is probable that each of them [i.e., pity and fear] is also at least

a partial condition for the other emotion too.”"*’

159 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 178.
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Now that we understand how the considerations of pity and fear dictate
Aristotle’s understanding of the kind of action, and the kind of character that are
appropriate to tragic imitation, we can approach his discussion of the ideal
transformation of fortunes. Aristotle arrives at this ideal transformation by process of
elimination. He considers and subsequently rejects thee different kinds of uetaoots:
firstly, that of a a ‘decent man (¢ mekels avdpas)’ changing ‘from prosperity to
adversity (6€ eUTuxlas els SuoTuxiav)’; secondly, that showing ‘the depraved changing
from adversity to prosperity (Tous poxfnpous &€ SucTuxias €is euTuxiav)’; and
thirdly, a plot showing ‘the very wicked (Tov adpodpa movnpov)’ falling from prosperity
to adversity. Aristotle’s reason for rejecting each of these three kinds of transformation is
the same in each case: that each kind of petofoots will fail to elicit the requisite
emotions of pity and fear in the audience, ostensibly because in each case the protagonist
is too either virtuous or too vicious.

To explain his point, Aristotle reiterates his comments from the Rhetoric, to the
effect that pity must be felt ‘for the undeserving victim of adversity, the other [i.e., fear]
for one like ourselves’'®’. Consistently with my own explanation, this implies that each
of the three kinds of transformation considered above fails to account for both pity and
fear together, either by making the protagonist out to be too virtuous (and therefore too
unlike the audience) or too vicious (and therefore not underserving of suffering). The
consequence is that Aristotle’s ideal tragic protagonist is someone who, while enjoying

161

considerable renown and prosperity, is ‘in-between these cases’, 0 ueta€uv.'*' In other

{60 Aristotle, Poetics 1453a 4-5: ‘0 pev yap mepl Tov avaElov eaTiv SuoTuxolvTa, o 88 el ToV
opolov’.
161 Aristotle, Poetics 1453a 6.
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words, ‘[s]Juch a person is someone not preeminent in virtue and justice, and one who
falls into adversity not through evil and depravity, but through some kind of error.”'®*
Succinctly put, the ideal tragic uetafoots is one that portrays a character who is of
moderately good character (but not so good as to be unlike the audience), falling from
prosperity to adversity through a kind of error.

It is this that Aristotle has in mind in Chapter 6 when he states that tragedy is the
imitation of an action that is ‘elevated,” omoudalas. We have already seen part of the
explanation for this particular aspect of tragic imitation in the notion that the tragic hero
must not be so close to the ethical stature of the audience that he or she appears culpable,
and so personally responsible for the tragic misfortune that is the necessary or probable
outcome of the action imitated. The other part of the explanation for this characteristic of
tragic action and the characters responsible for it is found in Chapter 2, where Aristotle
explains the precise difference between tragedy and comedy. He begins by noting that all
kinds of mimetic art ‘represents people in action, and the latter should be either elevated

or base’!®

. These two words, oTrouSalos 1) pavhos, aptly describe the characters
typically represented in tragedy and comedy respectively. Aristotle therefore explains at
the end of the chapter that comedy ‘tends to represent people inferior (Xelpous),’
whereas tragedy tends to represent those ‘superior (BeATious)’ to those of the current

day.'®* Reading this passage together with Chapter 13, we can conclude that tragedy

indeed represents people superior to those of the current day, but not to such an extent

162 Aristotle, Poetics 1453a 8-10: “¢oT1 8t ToloUTos & UriTe dpeTh Stadépcov Kai Sikonootvn priTe Sid
kakiow kol poxBnpioav petaBarwv els Ty SuoTuxiov oAa 81° auapTiov Tivd.’
163 , . ) . . ’ , . L, .
Aristotle, Poetics 1448a 1-2: ‘liouVTal Ol UILOUUEVOL TPATTOVTAS, ovaykn &g TOUTOUS 1|
omoudalios 1 daulos givar’.
1% Aristotle, Poetics 1448a 18.
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that existing people cannot imaginatively identify with the sufferings of the protagonist
as if they were their own.

(ii1) As shown above, Aristotle’s definition of tragic mimesis progressively
restricts its scope in terms of the kind of action it represents, the kind of characters that
necessarily perform the represented actions, the kind of outcomes these actions can have,
and the kinds of emotions such portrayals are intended to evoke. According to this
definition, tragic action must be complete, having a beginning, middle and end, and it
must be of such a magnitude as to permit the portrayal of a reversal of fortunes that the
audience can coherently grasp. The purpose of such a reversal is to elicit pity and fear in
the audience, and these emotions arise exclusively in response to representations of
certain kinds of actions performed by certain character types. Specifically, pity and fear
arise only in response to the sufferings of a character who is different enough from the
audience to be plausibly considered blameless, but similar enough to them that they can
still identify with his or her suffering as something that could conceivably happen to
them.

We must now consider the emotions of pity and fear specifically in relation to the
essential function of tragic mimesis in general, which according to Chapter 6 is one of
katharsis. What exactly does Aristotle mean by this word? Standard translations range
from ‘purification’ to ‘purging.’ Yet, as Halliwell observes, after its appearance in the
definition of tragic mimesis, Aristotle never uses the word katharsis again in the whole
of the Poetics. By turning to other sources both in and outside the Aristotelian corpus, he
demonstrates that katharsis must be understood within the specific context of Aristotle’s

response to Plato’s criticisms, which we have already seen, regarding the ethical and
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psychological shortcomings of tragic poetry.'®> More precisely, Halliwell outlines three
primary ‘areas of meaning’ in which the term katharsis normally appears in Greek
usage.'°° Although not all of these areas constitute strictly literal senses for katharsis,
taken together they underscore the overall ethical import of Aristotle’s understanding of
tragedy, and the way in which he considers the experience of tragic imitation to be
genuinely beneficial for those who are influenced by it. In order, these three primary
areas of meaning within which katharsis is used are (A) medical; (B) religious; and (C)
those areas in which (A) and/or (B) is extended in a more or less metaphorical way.

(A) The medical sense of katharsis is the most concrete. In Greek medicine,
katharsis can refer to any physical ‘purging’ that is aimed at restoring balance among the
body’s four humors (blood, phlegm, yellow bile and black bile). The Greeks understood
health as the result of this balance, and all illness conversely as the result of an
imbalance, in which one of these humors predominates over the others. The role of the
doctor was accordingly to determine which of the four humors was out of proportion, and
to purge the body of its excess (by e.g. bloodletting, or another analogous treatment
related to the other humors) so as to return it to its natural state of equilibrium.

(B) The religious usage of katharsis is similar to the medical usage in that it
assumes the core concept of purging or eliminating harmful impurities and thereby
restoring a kind of balance. At the same time it is also different, because the impurities in
question need not be related to the body, nor even to the human being exclusively. As

Halliwell observes, ritual katharsis was used in one sense for ‘the purification of a place

165 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 184-5: ‘Aristotelian katharsis is intended in some way to produce an
answer to Plato’s objections to the psychological effects of tragic poetry. If this is right, then katharsis is
likely to represent not only an attempt to characterize the emotional experience of tragedy as such, but also
to indicate a view of the consequences of this experience.’

166 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 185.
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or area of land as part of its dedication to a deity or a sacred function.”'®’ In another
sense, where it applies as in the medical usage to the purification of a human being in
particular, it could have either a remedial or a preparatory context: remedial in the sense
of spiritually cleansing the human being through the absolution of guilt, especially as it
relates to what Halliwell calls ‘the pollution of blood guilt’'®®; preparatory in the sense
that katharsis was also used as a kind of provision for a person’s initiation into various
religious mysteries and ceremonies.

(C) In turning to the third area of meaning in which the term katharsis is used, we
do not depart from the core concept of eliminating or purging harmful impurities, which
also underlies the previous two areas of meaning. Rather, in our third area of meaning the
same core concept is extended to instances that I would like to classify as being in a
general sense therapeutic, where therapy corresponds neither to the strictly medical
treatment of the body, nor to the purely religious and ritual purification of the soul. As a
kind of therapy, this third understanding of katharsis has a characteristic bearing on
human emotional states, which suggests that this therapeutic form of katharsis relates to
soul and body at the same time. According to Halliwell, there is evidence supporting the
conjecture that this therapeutic understanding of katharsis as a kind of emotional
purification derives from specifically Pythagorean ideas. He cites a fragment of one of
Aristotle’s own students, Aristoxenus, who reports that ‘the Pythagoreans used medicine

for the purification of the body, and music (noucikn) for that of the soul.”'®

167 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 186.
168 ., .
Ibid.

169 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 187, citing Aristoxenus fr. 26, in F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles
vol II (Basel, 1945).
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Halliwell also points out that traces of this more therapeutic usage of katharsis
can be found in both Plato and Aristotle. In the former, it appears in a number of
passages in the Phaedo, one of which (114¢) mentions those ‘who have duly purified
themselves by philosophy (ot d1hocodic ikavéds kabnpauevol)’.!” In the latter, it
appears in Book VIII of the Politics (1342a 1-15), where Aristotle discusses the
educational effects of music, considered as a kind of imitation. In this passage,
Aristotle’s remarks assume that certain musical modes (i.e., the Dorian, lonian, Phrygian
etc.) correspond mimetically to certain human emotional states. Having established that
all the harmonies are not to be used in the same way, Aristotle’s aim in the ensuing lines
is to associate the various harmonies with the ethical states of soul to which they
naturally correspond. The most ethical harmonies are to be reserved for education, Tpos
pev TNy mondelov Tols NikwTaTalS, presumably because what makes these
harmonies ‘the most ethical’ in the first place is the fact that they approximate, as
imitations, the kind of emotional equilibrium that naturally characterizes the just soul.

By contrast with these ‘most ethical’ harmonies, Aristotle attributes to the others
a specifically corrective, and therefore therapeutic role with respect to various forms of
emotional excess. He recognizes on the one hand that some people are prone to more
violent emotions than others, but on the other that the same kinds of emotions exist ‘with
different degrees of intensity (T 8¢ NTTov Siadepel kal T6d uGAAov)’ in everyone. In a

way that suggests a strong connection between this passage and the definition of tragic

170 Plato, Phaedo, trans. H.N. Fowler (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1966), 114c 3
(emphasis added; cited by Halliwell on p. 187). Halliwell also points to the use of similar language in
earlier parts of the Phaedo, for example where ‘release or escape of the soul from the body is described as
katharsis (67¢), and the philosopher is compared to the purified initiate of a mystery sect (69¢c-d)’
(Halliwell, p. 188). These references to the Pythagorean language of katharsis in the Phaedo are consistent
with the dialogue’s critical engagement with the Pythagorean understanding of the relation between body
and soul.
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mimesis in Poetics 6, Aristotle mentions pity (EAeos), fear (¢ofos), and religious
excitement (¢vBuciaopos) as examples of these emotions. As the ensuing lines make
clear, Aristotle is interested in these three emotions in particular because each is
commonly thought to cause the more pronounced kinds of imbalance that music in
particular is effective at counteracting.

With respect to those who are “very liable (kaToxcdx1uot)’ to this form of
emotion, Aristotle observes that music has an effect that is analogous to that of a medical
purge: ‘we see these people, when they use tunes that violently arouse the soul, being
thrown into a state as if they had received medicinal treatment and taken a purge *'"'. The
point here is that the more violent kinds of orgiastic or ecstatic music have a therapeutic
effect on those who are influenced by correspondingly violent emotions. Although the
katharsis of these violent emotions by equally violent music is indeed an extreme case,
Aristotle uses it to argue a more general point with respect to the relation between
musical harmonies and the emotions. He affirms that ‘the same experience then must
come also to the compassionate and the timid and the other emotional people generally in
such degree as befalls each individual of these classes, and all must undergo a purgation
and a pleasant feeling of relief.”'"?

Here we see the therapeutic function that Aristotle attributes to music in general,
and ecstatic or orgiastic music in particular, as a means of exorcizing emotional excesses.
It is important to emphasize two things with respect to the above passage: (i) it reflects

Aristotle’s view that there is a range of possible emotional excesses, differing by degrees

171 Aristotle, Politics 1342a 9-10: 4k TGV 8 1epcdv HEAGY OPEdHEY TOUTOUS, STAY XPHIoVTAI Tols
exopytalouat TNV Yuxnv ueAeot, kaBIOTOUEVOUS CIOTIEP TIOTPEIOS TUXOVTAS Kol KaBopoecos’.

Aristotle, Politics 1342a 12-15: “TouTo 81 TOUTO QUOYKO10V TAOXEIV KOl TOUS EAETIHOVOS KoKl
doPeTIKOUS Kol Tous OAws TabeTikoUs, Tous dANous kabB’ ocov emBAAAEl TGV TOIOUTWV EKOOTE,
ka1 Aot yiyveoban Tiva kaBopaotv kal koudileoban ped’ ndovns.’
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of intensity, and that there is a corresponding range of emotionally cathartic experiences,
which also differ by degrees of intensity; and (ii) Aristotle understands properly musical
katharsis as being analogous to, and not the same as, a medical cure. The latter is
important because it demonstrates that Aristotle’s interest in katharsis pertains to ethical
and psychological, rather than physical well-being: Aristotelian katharsis is in other
words more concerned with the health of the soul than of the body. This explains why in
the passage above Aristotle maintains a distinction between properly medical and
therapeutic katharsis, observing that music affects people as if they had received
medicinal treatment. The former is perhaps even more important because it allows a
difference of degree to be posited between the violent, orgiastic katharsis caused by the
kinds of Corybantic music referred to above, and the katharsis that is effected by tragedy
in particular. According to Halliwell, tragic katharsis must be differentiated from
Corybantic, i.e. musical katharsis precisely because the former presupposes a state of
ecstatic possession in which the one who experiences such a state is not in control of his
or her cognitive faculties. Halliwell argues that ‘[t]o suppose that something comparable
holds for tragedy is out of the question”.'”> Why is that?

In the answer to this question, we discover how the intellectual, ethical and
psychological dimensions of Aristotle’s understanding of tragic mimesis are all mutually
implied. In Halliwell’s words, the disjunction between ecstatic and tragic katharsis is a
direct consequence of the fact that, unlike the ecstatic kind, ‘[t]ragic katharsis and tragic

pleasure are both grounded in the understanding of the plot structure, the ‘soul” of

173 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 194.
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tragedy’.'” To understand how and why this is so, we must take account of the frequent
references that Aristotle makes throughout the Poefics to the principles of probability and
necessity. In truth, Aristotle speaks of probability or necessity, TO £ikos T} TO
avaykalov, rather than probability and necessity. As we have already seen, in his above
explanation of what it means for tragic action to be complete, he describes the
relationship between the beginning, middle and end of the tragic plot as being one of
either probable or necessary causation. The reason for this returns us to the essential
function of tragic mimesis, which is the katharsis of pity and fear: in Poetics 10,
Aristotle makes the all-important declaration that pity and fear ‘arise above all when
events occur contrary to expectation yet on account of one another.”'

Effectively, this means that pity and fear are most certain to be felt in response to
the representation of an action whose middle proceeds in a probable or necessary
sequence from its beginning, and whose end proceeds in a probable or necessary
sequence from its middle, but whose outcome — and here we should bear in mind the
tragic reversal of fortunes — nonetheless comes about contrary to the audience’s
expectations.

The audience’s capacity to respond to tragic imitation with the requisite emotions
of pity and fear therefore depends above all on the intelligibility of the plot structure, and
their comprehension of it. Events should unfold sequentially according to a general
pattern of necessary or probable causation, yet not in such an obvious way that the
outcome can be foreseen in advance. The sequence of events must therefore be

intelligible enough for the audience to follow it, but it should lead to an outcome that,

174 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 201.
173 Aristotle, Poetics 1452a 2-4: “TaiTa 8t yiveTal kai pakioTa Tav yévntan mapd Thv SSEaw St’

SGAAnAa.’
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although it follows rationally from the events that precede it, is nonetheless surprising
and unexpected. The consequences of this insight are immense, because it establishes
that the arousal of pity and fear in the audience, and by extension the therapeutic
katharsis of these emotions that result, necessarily depend on the audience’s
comprehension of the causal connections between the events that make up the tragic plot.
We must recall here that the events related in the ideal tragic plot are not specific
events that have actually happened, but rather the kinds of things that might happen
according to a principle of probability or necessity. The characters responsible for these
actions, in turn, represent similarly generalized character ‘types’ rather than particular,
historical individuals. In Chapter 4’s example of the painted image, which we examined
above, Aristotle argues that the intellectual dimension of the mimetic experience is what
gives pleasure, and that it derives from the realization that ‘this is so-and-so.” In other
words, there is a rudimentary kind of inference at work, for example, in the recognition
that these colors and shapes in front of me are in fact the representation of a lion hunt.
Yet when applied to poetic mimesis in particular this inference becomes much more
complex, involving at least one more ‘layer’ of imitation, as it were. To put it in terms
that are adequate to the fullest possible experience of tragedy (i.e., that of witnessing a
tragic performance), there are two interrelated recognitions involved: firstly, there is the
recognition that this person wearing a mask in front of me represents a character of a
certain name (such as Oedipus); but secondly, and more importantly, there is the deeper
recognition that this character, who is represented by the actor in front of me, is also the
likeness of a more general type or ‘kind’ of person, who is recognizable in the general

patterns of action and speech displayed by the former.
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The upshot is that the arousal of pity and fear, whose katharsis is the essential
function of tragic mimesis as Aristotle understands it in Poetics 6, is only possible to the
extent that the audience can believe that the represented action and its outcome reflect a
genuinely probable (or necessary) sequence of events, and yet still be surprised by it.
Furthermore, the pleasure that Aristotle associates with all mimetic experience in Poetics
4 is necessarily tied to a recognition that ‘this is so-and-so,” which in the specific case of
poetic imitation depends once again on the audience’s capacity to comprehend the
represented action as the universalized action that a certain general kind of person would
plausibly perform. With respect to both pleasure, on the one hand, and the emotions of
pity and fear on the other, Aristotle shows that the audience’s intellectual comprehension
of the represented action and of the fictional characters to whom it is attributed is a
necessary condition.

2.6 Conclusion

It is for this reason I have argued that Aristotle’s understanding of tragic mimesis has to
be understood within the context of, and as a response to, the Platonic criticisms we
examined above. Recalling those of the Republic in particular, Plato argued that tragedy
is the same as other kinds of mimesis (and the same as rhetoric also, according to the
Gorgias and Phaedrus) because it imitates particulars, and therefore is not based on
anything that can be known in the first place; it merely excites pleasure, rather than
aiming for the true well-being of its audience; and finally, by exciting pleasure, it leads to
a kind of pathological imbalance in the soul that prevents the best part (reason) from
ruling as it should. Aristotle’s Poetics responds to these considerations by demonstrating

first of all that poetic mimesis is more of universals and than of particulars. In the second
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place, the Poetics shows that the pleasure experienced in response to tragic mimesis is an
intellectual pleasure, which derives from the mind’s activity and not from any
physiological fluctuation. Finally, the Poetics assigns to tragic mimesis, as its essential
function, the therapeutic katharsis of pity and fear in the audience. By giving tragic
imitation this function, Aristotle places it in a relation to the soul that is analogous to the
one that exists between medicine and the body: that is, he gives tragic imitation the status
of an art whose objective is to restore to the soul its affective equilibrium through the
homeopathic exorcism of precisely those emotions that, in excess, are most harmful to its
well-being.

It should not escape notice that, in both the Gorgias and Phaedrus, one of Plato’s
archetypes for what constitutes a genuine TExvn is that of medicine. The fact that
Aristotle describes the function of tragedy in terms of an analogy with the medical art
indicates the distance separating the poetry attacked by Plato and the one advocated by
Aristotle. It is of course possible to assume that Aristotle and Plato simply held opposing
views on this topic, as they evidently did in regard to other topics as well. Yet Aristotle
never once mentions Plato by name in the Poetics, and very rarely does so (perhaps only
once) in the Rhetoric, whereas in his other disagreements with his teacher (as in the
Metaphysics, De Anima, Nicomachean Ethics etc.) he normally offers a characterization
of the relevant position before proceeding to show how and why he disagrees with it, and
then offers an alternative. The fact that so much of what Aristotle says in both the
Rhetoric and the Poetics seems to presuppose the Platonic critiques of these activities

without explicitly mentioning them seems also to support my reading of these texts as
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implicit rejoinders that agree, if not in letter then most certainly in spirit, with Plato’s
teachings.

Consequently, the foregoing considerations substantiate my claims that (a)
Aristotle’s Rhetoric presents a Platonized rhetoric, defined in its very function by its
concern with the truth and its orientation towards dialectic; and that (b) his Poetics
likewise presents a Platonized genre of poetry, characterized by its concern with

universal truths and with the well-being of the soul of poetic audiences.
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3. Chapter 2: Aristotle’s Definition of Metaphor and its Philosophical Implications
3.1 Introduction
This chapter argues that Aristotle’s definition of metaphor in Poetics 22 commits him to
a vertical theory of metaphor, rather than to a horizontal one. As I explain in what
follows, I borrow the distinction between vertical and horizontal theories of metaphor
from Paul Veyne and Iréne Tamba-Mecz (1979), who use it to argue convincingly that
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor concerns the relation between words and things (via the
intermediary of ideas), and not the literal and figurative meanings of individual words.
The argument I advance in this chapter serves four main purposes. The first is to
outline Aristotle’s original definition of metaphor in the Poetics, and to explain the
precise context within which this definition must be understood, not only in relation to
the former text and to the Rhetoric, but also in relation to Aristotle’s general theory of
signification. The second purpose is to show that Aristotle singles metaphor out as the
most important element of rhetorical and poetic style, for reasons that vary slightly in
each case. The third is to draw out the philosophical implications of the important role
Aristotle attributes to metaphor in both the Rheforic and the Poetics, by connecting it to
his assertion that to use metaphor well is to perceive similarities between disparate
things. The fourth and final goal is to examine some recent reconstructions of Aristotle’s
theory, and to point out in what ways many 19th and 20th century interpreters have
misconstrued it by exaggerating its connection to the classical tradition of rhetoric.
Although, as mentioned, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor set it apart from all
other stylistic devices that are available to orators and poets, it is also crucial to recognize

that he does not limit the use of metaphors to specialists in these fields. While he clearly
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analyses metaphor in both the Rheforic and the Poetics as an element of rhetorical and
poetic style, he also explicitly affirms that everybody uses metaphors in daily
conversation. In order to make this point explicit, it is necessary to see how Aristotle’s
analysis of metaphor as an element of style, which begins from the consideration that it is
a kind of word (Gvopa), also presupposes his theory of signification as it is elaborated in
the opening lines of the De Interpretatione and certain passages of On Sophistical
Refutations. A brief investigation of these texts will show that, apart from their rhetorical
and poetic functions, all words according to Aristotle have a natural signifying function,
and that the discussion of metaphor in relation to poetic and rhetorical style presupposes
this natural function without mentioning it explicitly.

Now that we understand the essential functions that Aristotle assigns to rhetoric
and poetry, and have furthermore seen how these functions underscore his effort to
reform both activities in line with the Platonic critiques examined in the previous
chapter, we must grasp in what ways Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor subtly reinforce
this Platonic reformation from within the analysis of style (Aé€1s) in particular. In other
words, as mentioned in the introduction, I argue in this chapter that Aristotle’s
discussions of metaphor in both the Poetics and the Rhetoric implicitly bind poetic and
rhetorical style to the philosophical pursuit of goodness and truth, in a parallel way to
that in which his definitions of the functions of rhetoric and poetry do more generally
with respect to content.

This is above all evident in the fundamental association made by Aristotle
between the ability to make and understand metaphors and the capacity to perceive

similarities between disparate things. Even more to the point, it is evident in the fact that,
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as I will show, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor in the Rhetoric subtly privilege those
similarities that inhere between the most distant things (i.e., analogical similarities) over
other kinds. Once it is recognized that these analogical similarities, which Aristotle’s
discussions of metaphor implicitly valorize, are imperfect versions of the genuine
analogical resemblances investigated by the philosopher, then it becomes clear that, here
too, the philosopher is implicitly singled out as being both the ideal orator and the ideal
poet on Aristotle’s account. Thus, to the extent that the vertical character of Aristotle’s
theory underscores its concern with the relations between things rather than between the
senses of words, it provides another perspective from which to consider the philosophical
annexation of rhetoric and poetry, which I suggested in the previous chapter is the real
motivation of the Rhetoric and the Poetics.

The plan for the current chapter is therefore as follows. (1) I will firstly introduce
Aristotle’s definition of metaphor by placing it in the context of his theory of style, on
the one hand, and his theory of signification on the other. (2) Next, I will give a detailed
exegetical account of how and why Aristotle claims that metaphor is the most important
element of style in both rhetoric and poetry, paying particular attention to the unique
relationship that each art has to style, and the way in which it is ultimately metaphor that,
for slightly different reasons in each case, optimizes this relation. (3) I will thereafter
focus on the important role played in Aristotle’s theory of metaphor by the perception of
similarities, explain why he understands the simile to be a kind of metaphor and not vice
versa, and indicate how the association between metaphor and the perception of
similarities underscores the philosophical character of the rhetoric and the poetry he aims

to establish. Finally (4) I will outline some of the more pertinent characterizations of
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Aristotle’s theory that have recently been offered, paying particular attention to those put
forward by proponents of the cognitive view of metaphor, and argue on the basis of my
own reconstruction of this theory that many of them are inaccurate.

3.2 Aristotle’s Definition of Metaphor, and his Theories of Signification and Style
We will now turn to Aristotle’s explicit remarks concerning metaphor, beginning with
the definition he gives in Chapter 22 of the Poetics, and proceed from there to outline the
basic epistemological considerations that underlie his explanation of both the production
and comprehension of metaphorical expressions.

We must approach Aristotle’s account of metaphor as an element of style by way
of his account of the ‘word’ or ‘name,” T0 dvopa,'’® in both the De Interpretatione and
De Sophisticis Elenchis. This approach is demanded by the fact that Aristotle’s analysis
of the word in the Poetics is limited to explaining what different kinds of nouns can
contribute to poetic style in particular; yet apart from their more or less specialized poetic
usage, Aristotle also recognizes that all words have a more basic, natural function, which
is to signify ‘things,” Ta mpoyuato. The opening lines of On Interpretation thus state
that

[w]ords spoken are the symbols or signs of affections or impressions of the soul;

written words are the signs of words spoken. As writing, so also is speech not the

same for all races of men. But the mental affections themselves, of which these
words are primarily signs, are the same for the whole of mankind, as are also the

176 There is a subtle but important distinction to be made concerning Aristotle’s use of the term ovopa. In
Chapter 1 of De Interpretatione, Aristotle uses the term ovopo most generally to refer to all words in their
natural function of signifying things outside the mind. In this general usage, dvopo must be said to include
the verb (pnua). Yet in Chapter 2, as in his discussion of style in the Poetics, dvoua is also used
specifically in reference to the noun, as opposed to the verb. Gvoua can therefore be used to mean the same
as the generic English ‘word,” which includes the verb as one of its kinds, as well as the more perticular
‘noun,’ which excludes the verb.
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objects of which those affections are representations or likenesses, images,
.1
copies.'”’

Written words are symbols, cugoAa, of spoken words, and spoken words are signs,
onuela, of the ‘affections of the soul,” Ta Tabnuata s Yuxns. In turn, these latter
are representations, likenesses, images or copies — all four of these words are an attempt
to translate the single Greek word opolwToTa — of what Aristotle calls To npoiyuaTO(,
translated here as ‘objects’. Thus, a chain is established here that connects written words
to spoken words, spoken words to affections of the soul, and affections of the soul to
objects or things outside of the soul. According to this account, the natural function of
words is one of signifying, or denoting things, via the intermediary of what Aristotle
calls ‘affections of the soul.’

The natural signifying function of words is confirmed again in the first chapter of
On Sophistical Refutations, where Aristotle adds an important consideration to the ones
we have just encountered. There, he repeats that ‘we use names as symbols in the place
of things,” but adds that ‘names and a quantity of terms are finite, whereas things are
infinite in number; and so the same expression and the single name must necessarily
signify a number of things.”'”® Aristotle thus gives polysemy — the capacity of a single
word to signify more than one thing — a natural basis as a necessary (avorykaiov)

consequence of the fact that words ultimately signify things. Polysemy necessarily

7 Aristotle On Intepretation trans. H.P. Cooke (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973), 16a
4-8: “Eomi usv ouv Ta v T (bmvn Tcov €V TT‘| \.|JUXT] noanuorTcov ouuBo)\or Kol Tot ypord)ousvor TQV €V
TN doovn). kal CoTep oUdE ¢cov0(l al O(UTO(I @V HEVTOL TO(UTO( onueta npcoToog, TaUTO TAGL
TabnuoaTa TAS Yuxms, Kol V THUTO OHOITOT, TPAYUaTa N8N TauTa.’

178 Aristotle, On Sophistical Refutations tr. D. J Furley (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1965) 165a 6- 14 ETEL YO OUK £0TI OUTO TQ ﬁpayuon'or Blcx)\sysoeou q>sp0\rr0(§, 0()\)\0( TOlS‘
ovouorcnv QVTI TV TPOYHOTWY XPwueba ouuBo)\ls, TO ouuBouvov ET TQV ovouorTcov Ko ETTL TAOV
nporyuorTcov nyouus@or cuuBmvslv Korﬁomep e Yndwv Tols Aothousvong ™8 OUK 0Tl ououov
TO HEV yap ovouon‘or rrsmsporvrcxt Kol TO TV }\oyoav rr)\neog, TO( ¢ npayuon'or Tov apiBuov amelpa
0TIV, auaykolov ol TAEIG TOV aUTOV AGYov Kol TOUVOHO TO EV OTIUOHVELY.”

108



follows from this natural function because the number of things to be signified in the
world is infinite (ame1pc), whereas the number of words that can be used to indicate
them in any natural language is limited (TemepavTat). Within the context of the theory
of meaning elaborated by Aristotle in On Interpretation, this basic linguistic fact
underscores the crucial importance of what he there calls ‘affections of the soul’. For, if
words signify things through the intermediary of these affections, and if many individual
words can also signify more than one thing, meaningful speech depends on the capacity
to determine the precise thing to which a polysemic word refers, and this in turn depends
on knowing just what affection or image a given speaker (or writer) has in mind."”

Now that we have examined Arisotle’s theory of signification, we can turn to his
discussion of poetic style (translated by Halliwell as ‘diction’), and thereafter to his
definition of metaphor. Aristotle begins Chapter 20 of the Poetics by declaring that ‘[t]he
components of all diction are these: element, syllable, connective, noun, verb,

»180

conjunction, inflection, statement.” = He goes on to explain that ‘[a] noun is a

compound, significant, non temporal sound, no part of which is independently

518

significant’'®'. Having divided poetic diction or style into its component parts, and

179 1o give a concrete illustration of how these ‘affections of the soul” operate in Aristotle’s theory of
signification, all we need to do is imagine a conversation between two people who both speak different
languages. Let’s suppose that one of these people speaks English and the other speaks Korean. When the
Anglophone says the word ‘car’, this word only signifies a car in the mind of the Korean speaker if the
latter knows what the word means in English. If the Korean speaker has no understanding of English, the
word ‘car’ will not signify a car; in fact it will not signify anything at all (unless the same sound means
something different in Korean), and the word’s natural function will go unfulfilled. This basic situation
demonstrates the important role played by what Aristotle calls affections of the soul. Words naturally
signify things, but only via the intermediary of these affections, and only (i.e., in conversation) when both
speakers belong to the same linguistic community and are aware of its basic conventions concerning the
meanings of the words that are being exchanged.
180 Aristotle, Poetics 1456b 1-2: “Ths 8t AeEews amoons Tad® €0TI Ta pEPT, OTOIKEIOV SUAAGRT
ouvSeouos apbpov dvopa prua TTAGIS Aoyos.’

Aristotle, Poetics 1457a 8: “Ovoua 8¢ £0T1 Bcovn) GUVBETT) ONUOVTIKT) GVEU XPOVOU TS HEPOS OUSEV
£0T1 kaf’ aUTO ONUAVTIKOV'.
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having given a general characterization of the noun, To dvopa, Aristotle proceeds in the
next chapter to divide the general class of nouns into several different species, and it is
here that he mentions metaphors for the first time: ‘[e]very word is either a standard
term, loan word, metaphor, ornament, neologism, lengthening, contraction, or
modification. By “standard term” I mean one used by a community, by “loan word” one

used by outsiders.”'**

In a way that presupposes the theory of signification that we have
just examined, Aristotle observes that it is of course possible for the same word to be
both a standard term, K\ﬁplov, and a loan word, yAwTTav, ‘though not for the same
groups’'®’.

Immediately following this general outline of the different kinds of words,
Aristotle provides us with the first extant definition of metaphor in the history of western
letters. The definition states that ‘[m]etaphor is the application (¢ mipopa) of a word that

belongs to another thing”'®*

. In other words, metaphor is an instance in which the name
customarily used to signify one thing is used in reference to a thing that is customarily
signified by another name. As Aristotle goes on to indicate, this transference of the name
of one thing to another can take place in four principal ways: ‘either from genus to

. . . . 185
species, species to genus, species to species, or by analogy.’

Ar1stotle Poetzcs 1457b 1 3¢ O(TI'O(\) 8¢ ¢ ovoua 0TIV T) KUPLOV T y)\mTTcx n usTO(q)opO( n Kocuos n
Trsrromusvov | ETI'EKTO(TO(LJEVOV n uq)npnusvov n sﬁn)\)\ayusvov )\syoa S¢ KUplOV usv & XpovTal
EKO(GTOI YAQTTOV 8¢ ¢ ETEPOL" CIGTE GAVEPOV OTI KOl KUPLOV E1Val SUVATOV TO arUTO, WT) TOIS
ouTols O¢’.

183 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 4-5: ‘un Tols aUTOlS 8¢’

8 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 7: ‘MeTadopd 8t t0TIv dvopdTos GAAoTpiou émdopd’. Fyfe translates
ovopaTos aAhoTpiou empopa as ‘the application of a strange term’. Cf. Aristotle, Poetics, tr. W.H. Fyfe
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973) 1457b 7 (emphasis added).

> Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 7-9: ‘) aTm0 ToU y€vous €T €180S T) GO TOU E160US ETL TO YEVOS T GTTO
ToU £180us €T €180S T KOTO TOV GVAAOYOV.’
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The first thing to note with respect to these four categories of metaphor is that the
ability to distinguish between them already presupposes a theoretical understanding of
the things being compared. In other words, the ability to differentiate between one kind
of metaphor and another presupposes from the outset an awareness of things and the
specific, generic and analogical relationships according to which they are grouped into
classes of a progressively broadening scope. This suggests that a philosophical
understanding of things and their metaphysical connections is already singled out here as
the truly sufficient condition for mastering the use of metaphor.

Aristotle gives examples of each of the aforementioned categories. It is firstly
important to stress that, as noted by a number of modern commentators, some of these
examples demonstrate that Aristotle’s definition of metaphor in fact extends to several
kinds of language that, today at any rate, are treated as being distinct from metaphor.
Noteworthy in this regard is the example Aristotle gives to illustrate his second species
of metaphor, which moves ‘from species to genus’: ‘[a]n example of transference from
species to genus is “ten thousand noble deeds has Odysseus accomplished”; [for] ten
thousand is many, and the poet has used it here instead of “many.”” (1457b 9-10)
According to contemporary usage, saying ‘ten thousand’ in place of ‘many’ would
arguably be classified as an instance of hyperbole or exaggeration, rather than of

186 In addition to this, some commentators have argued that Aristotle’s

metaphor.
understanding of metaphor also includes other distinct tropes within it, such as

metonymy and synecdoche.'®” The broadness of this original definition, as well as its

186 1y fact, Aristotle himself recognizes the connection between metaphors and hyperboles, UTepRoAat, in

Book III, Chapter 11 of the Rhetoric (1412a 14).

87 Michel Magnien accordingly observes that ‘Aristote emploie le mot métaphore dans une acceptation

beaucoup plus large que ne le feront les théoriciennes de la fin de I’ Antiquité et leurs héritiers, les
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almost tautological character (in Greek, the subject and predicate terms of Aristotle’s
definition share the same root, dopa, only the prefixes peTa and £ being different),
both contribute to various difficulties of interpretation that we must presently consider.
The first issue of interpretation that needs to be clarified concerns just what it is
that Aristotle defines when he defines metaphor in the Poetics. Recall that this definition
states peTodopa 8¢ EGTIV ovouaTos aAAoTplou emidopa: ‘metaphor is the
application’ or ‘the transference of a word that belongs to another thing.” Crucially, this
definition identifies metaphor not with the word that is thus transferred, but rather with
the process of transference itself.'®® To make this a little more concrete, compare
Aristotle’s definition of metaphor with that found in a work entitled Peri Tropon,
uncertainly attributed to Tryphon of Alexandria, who is thought to have lived in the first
century CE. Tryphon’s account of metaphor, which is in many ways quite similar to that
of Aristotle, nevertheless defines it as ‘a word that is transferred from its conventional

sense to a meaning that is out of the ordinary”'®

. In this definition, two things interest us
in particular: (a) there is no question that metaphor is understood here to be a substituted

name, rather than a dynamic process through which such a substitution or transference

takes place; and (b) the transference of which metaphor is the static effect is completely

modernes. Pour nous, seul le dernier « glissement » [...], voulu par le rapport d’analogie existant entre
I’élément comparé [...] et I’élément comparant [...], est une métaphore. Les autres glissements, et les
exemples donnés ensuite étant pour nous selon les cas, soit des métonymies [...], soit des synecdoques [...].”
Aristote Poétique: Introduction, traduction nouvelle et annotation de Michel Magnien (Paris: Livre de
Poche Classiques, 1990), p. 183, note 5. The same point is raised by Jean-Claude Monod, who notes that
‘[1]e concept [i.e., aristotélicien] de métaphore subsume alors toutes les figures de déplacement, les
maniéres de désigner une chose par une autre, de « faire image ».” See “La mise en question contemporaine
du paradigme aristotélicien — et ses limites”, Archives de Philosophie Tome 70/4 (2007), p. 540.

¥ Ricoeur also observes that, in this instance, ‘metaphor is defined in terms of movement. The epiphora
of a word is described as a sort of displacement, a movement “from...to...”””. Ricoeur goes on to argue that
this fact in itself indicates that Aristotle’s interest here is ‘in the transpositional movement as such, in
processes more than in classes.” (The Rule of Metaphor, p. 17)
189 Tryphon, TTEPI TPOTTQIN 728.24 (my translation), in (ed.) L. Spengel, Rhetores Graeci Vol. 111
(Lipsiae: Sumptibus et Typis B.G. Teubneri, 1856), p. 192: ‘MeTadopa eott Ae€is peTadepopévn amo
TOU KUplou ETTL TO U KUPLOV EUPAOES .
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internal to the word and its meanings, insofar as it proceeds from one sense, a0 ToU
Kuplou, to another, €T TO U1 KUPIOV.

The same cannot be said of Aristotle’s definition. Although he most certainly
speaks in numerous places about metaphors in the nominal form, as lexical entities'’,
and although the definition of metaphor is located within an analysis of different kinds of
words, the thing itself, which he defines in the Poetics under the name of petadopa, is
clearly a process.'”! Moreover, this process itself is not simply internal to words and their
meanings. Aristotle’s metaphor proceeds not from one (i.e. literal) sense of a word to
another (i.e. figurative) sense, but rather from one thing to another.'** It is for precisely
this reason that I argue Aristotle’s theory is a vertical theory rather than a horizontal one.

As mentioned, in applying the distinction between vertical and lateral theories of
metaphor, I follow the lead of Paul Veyne and Iréne Tamba-Mecz (1979). To grasp the
full significance of this distinction, and moreover to understand why it needs to be made

in the first place, we have to begin by applying it to the examples that Aristotle offers to

190 For instances in which Aristotle refers to metaphors as lexical entities, in the nominal form, cf. Cf. Met.
991a 21-23, Meteor. 357a 25-28, Rhet. 1458a 27-8, and Po. 1458a 22-25.

1 For precisely this reason, Stanford observes that Aristotle’s use of the term petadopa has, like the
English word Metaphor, two meanings, abstract and concrete, corresponding to the English general term
Metaphor, and on the other its specific cases a metaphor, the metaphor, or metaphors.’ (Stanford, Greek
Metaphor, p. 6). He goes on to specify that ‘the concrete sense of petadopa’ is ‘a word in its transferred
or metaphorical application’ (ibid), whereas the ‘abstract’ sense is the ‘transference, the process of
transferring a word from one object to another,” and that it is the latter that Aristotle defines in the Poetics.
Cf. Greek Metaphor: Studies in Theory and Practice (New York: Johnson Reprint Corporation, 1972), p.
9. The same point is raised by Veyne & Tamba-Mecz, who note that in spite of its placement within a
theory of style, which above all locates metaphor among other kinds of words, metaphor as defined by
Aristotle in the Poetics corresponds to the translatio rather than the translatum. Cf. P. Veyne & 1. Tamba-
Mecz, “Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” Revue des études grecques 92, fascicule 436-437
(1979), p. 84.

2 Veyne & Tamba-Mecz accordingly argue that ‘Aristote parle d'un designatum et de sa dénomination, et
non d'un mot et de son sens ; il y a transfert de dénomination, c'est-a-dire application (epiphora) a un
designatum d'une dénomination qui n'est pas la sienne propre ; mais le mot ne change pas de sens pour
autant. C'est la chose qui, provisoirement, change de nom. Ainsi Aristote appelle metaphora 'opération a
laquelle proceéde un locuteur qui passe d'une dénomination a une autre.” “Metaphora et Comparison selon
Aristote,” Revue des études grecques 92, fascicule 436-437 (1979), p. 80.
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illustrate his first two categories of metaphor (genus-species, species-genus). But it
should be borne in mind from the beginning that Aristotle’s basic four-fold
categorization of metaphors, as well as the examples he gives to illustrate it, have
attracted the scorn of several modern commentators.'”” In fact, Veyne and Tamba-Mecz
agree that there is something truly puzzling about these categories, and in particular
about the first two: the example he gives to illustrate a genus-species metaphor seems in
reality to be a species-genus metaphor, and the one he gives to illustrate a species-genus
metaphor also appears to be a case of the opposite kind. Nevertheless, as we shall see
after following Veyne and Tamba-Mecz’s argument, this is only an apparent
discrepancy, which follows of necessity from the erroneous assumption that Aristotle’s
theory is a horizontal one that concerns the meanings of a word, and not a vertical one
that concerns the relationship between words and things. Therefore, once we understand
exactly what kind of theory Aristotle’s theory is, the discrepancy between the first two
categories and their examples necessarily disappears.

Aristotle’s first example, given to illustrate a genus-species metaphor, is a phrase
borrowed from Homer: ““my ship stands here””'”*. Aristotle explains that this is indeed a

195 yet what is at first

genus-species metaphor because ‘mooring is a kind of standing.
glance surprising for Veyne and Tamba-Mecz is that this seems to be a transference from

species-genus rather than vice versa, ‘puisque le pocte a remplacé la dénomination

193 Cope, for example, claims not to understand how the four categories of metaphor listed by Aristotle in
the Poetics could be seen to correspond to the examples that he gives to illustrate them, both in the latter
text and elsewhere. He concludes that these categories must therefore be ‘a piece of carelessness, such as is
extremely common in Aristotle’s writings’. E.M. Cope, An Introduction to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, With
Analysis, Notes and Appendices (London: MacMillan & Co., 1867) p. 376. Likewise, Brooke-Rose argues
on the one hand that Aristotle is ‘hardly consistent’ in discussing these categories, and on the other that the
categories themselves are ‘peculiarly useless’. C. Brooke-Rose, 4 Grammar of Metaphor (London: Secker

& Warburg, 1958), p. 3/4.
194 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 9 (citing Homer, Odyssey 1.185): ‘ijus 8¢ pot 118” toTekev’.
195 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 10: “T ydip SpUEiv 0TIV foTdvat T1.”
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spécifique, étre ancré, par celle, générique, qui désigne I'immobilité en général’.'”® The
example given by Aristotle to illustrate the species-genus metaphor is also a phrase from
Homer: ““ten thousand noble deeds has Odysseus accomplished””'®”. Aristotle as we saw

198 .
7% and again,

earlier explains this example by observing that ‘ten thousand is many
Veyne and Tamba-Mecz register the same surprise as above, since the transference from
‘many’ to ‘ten thousand’ seems rather to be “un passage du genre a un des mots
spécifiques qui désignent les différents nombres élevés,’ rather than from species to
genus.'”’
Veyne and Tamba-Mecz’s resolution of this apparent contradiction is worth
quoting at length:
[t]out s'explique, quand on voit qu'Aristote ne pense nullement au passage d'un
mot & un mot de sens voisin, mais de I'attribution (Empopa) d'un nom a une
réalité : le pocte a baptisé d'un nom générique, étre immobile, une réalité
spécifique, /'ancrage ; il a baptisé d'un nom spécifique, mille, une réalité
générique, la multiplicité. 11 y a donc bien eu, comme le dit le texte, passage du
genre (verbal) a l'espece (réelle) dans le premier cas et, dans le second, de
l'espece (verbale) au genre (réel). Mais Aristote ne songe pas a un glissement
latéral, d'un mot a un autre mot, a 1'étage des mots, ou d'une chose a une autre, a I'étage
des choses, 1'immobilité prenant ainsi la place de I'ancrage ; mais a un
mouvement vertical ou oblique, de 'étage des mots a 1'étage des choses et c'est ce
que veut dire epiphora.*®
Here we see the basis of the distinction for which I have argued between a vertical and a
horizontal theory of metaphor, and the reason why I follow Veyne and Tamba-Mecz in

arguing that Aristotle’s theory must be understood as being of the former kind rather than

of the latter. Indeed, the vertical nature of Aristotle’s theory, its concern with the

196 Veyne & Tamba-Mecz, “Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” p. 79.

197 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 11 (citing Homer, lliad 2.272): Ay 81 pupt Oducoels ¢0OAG Eopyev’.
198 Aristotle, Poetics 1457b 12: “T6 ydip pupiov oAy ¢oTiv’.

"% Ibid

200 Veyne & Tamba-Mecz, “Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” p. 79-80.
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relationship between words and things, rather than between different senses of a word, is
the only way to make sense of the examples that Aristotle offers to illustrate his first two
categories of metaphor. The only way to explain Aristotle’s claim that the transference
from ‘anchoring’ to ‘standing’ is a transference from genus to species is to assume that
the transference is one made by a word between two kinds of thing and not between two
lexical meanings.

If Aristotle’s theory of metaphor were in fact a horizontal theory, which concerns
the transference from one sense of a word to another, the first example would necessarily
be one from species to genus, since ‘anchoring’ is a specific word, and ‘standing’ is more
general. Similarly, on a horizontal theory of metaphor Aristotle’s second example would
be a transference from genus to species, since ‘ten thousand’ is a more specific kind of
word than ‘many.’ In truth, however, Aristotle’s metaphorical transference proceeds
vertically from thing to thing: thus a genus-species metaphor is one in which a word
normally used in reference to a general state of affairs is applied to a more specific thing;
conversely, a species-genus metaphor is one in which a word normally used in reference
to a specific reality is applied, or transferred, to another thing that is usually referred to
by a more general term.”"!

It is in my view no coincidence that some of the same commentators who claim
that Aristotle’s four-fold categorization of metaphor makes no sense are also those who

assume that his theory is a horizontal one. Cope, for example, states that ‘the primary

291 We can also formulate the difference between a vertical and horizontal theory in this way: on the latter
kind of theory, the metaphorical transference is a result of substituting word X for word Y, whereas on the
former kind it is a result of transferring a word from thing X to thing Y. A genus-species metaphor on a
horizontal theory would therefore be one in which specific word X is substituted for generic word Y. But
on a vertical theory such as Aristotle’s however, the example ‘here stands my ship’ is a metaphor in which
the word (standing) is transferred from thing X (being immobile in general) to thing Y (being anchored, as
a specific kind of immobility).
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notion of metaphor (UeTadopa, HeTadEPELv, tralatio, transferre) is a mere ‘transfer’ of a
word from one sense to another’.*> The error on which this interpretation is based is the
assumption that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is essentially the same kind of theory as
those found in the works of classical rhetoricians such as Cicero and Quintilian. It is
worth noting that, in the last-cited passage, Cope includes the Greek and Latin words for
metaphor under a definition that in truth applies only to the latter."’

Much like Tryphon, whose definition of metaphor we examined above, Quintilian
considers metaphor as the commonest and most beautiful of all tropes to be a case of
transference from one sense of a word to another. More precisely, and again much like
Tryphon, he understands metaphor as a case of transference from the proper sense of a
word (a propria significatione / o ToU kuplou) to another, i.e. figurative sense (id
aliam / € TO pn kUpiov). Insofar as these theories treat metaphor as involving the
transference from literal to figurative sense, and therefore as being completely internal to
a word and its meanings, they are precisely what Veyne and Tamba-Mecz mean when
they speak of a horizontal theory of metaphor. To the extent that Cope does not see the
difference between Aristotle’s original definition of metaphor and that of Quintilian, it is
not at all surprising that he should be puzzled by the examples that Aristotle offers to

illustrate the different categories of metaphor. Nevertheless, the confusion is his and not

Aristotle’s.

202 Cope, An Introduction to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, p. 376 (emphasis added).

201 fact, Cope’s definition of metaphor, which he erroneously attributes to Aristotle, is identical with
that of Quintilian, who classifies metaphor as the archetypal ‘trope (tropus)’, which he defines in general as
‘the artistic alteration of a word or phrase from its proper meaning to another (est verbi vel sermonis a
propria significatione id aliam cum virtute mutatio).” (Quintilian, /nstitutio Oratoria VI11.6.1, trans. Butler)
Thus, according to Quintilan, the Greek metafora\ (which he translates into Latin by means of the word
translatio) is ‘the commonest and by far the most beautiful of tropes (frequentissimus est tum longe
pulcherrimus)’. (Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria VII1.6.4, trans. Butler)
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To the extent that Veyne and Tamba-Mecz recognize that Aristotle’s definition of
metaphor commits him to a vertical (or, as they say, oblique) theory rather than a
horizontal one, they are able to see the sharp distinction that must be drawn between his
theory of metaphor and those of the later rhetorical tradition. For this reason, they
characterize Aristotle’s theory of metaphor in direct opposition to what they call ‘the
rhetorical conception of metaphor’ (my translation). They explain:

[1]a conception rhétorique de la métaphore comme changement de sens d'un mot

suppose que les mots sont investis d'une signification intrinséque et que I'analyse

se situe au seul plan des vocables. Dans cette optique, la métaphore devient un
transfert horizontal, conférant a un mot un sens impropre ou figuré, « lion » se
disant au lieu d'« Achille». Nous sommes bien loin de cette perspective chez

Aristote, pour qui le signifié¢ des noms n'est autre que la chose qu'ils désignent

[...]. Bref, il n'y a chez Aristote, ni théorie autonome du sens des mots, ni, a plus

forte raison, théorie du sens figuré ou d'un changement de sens des mots

considérés en eux-mémes. Aristote s'intéresse, non aux mots en eux-mémes, mais

a leur rapport avec les choses ou avec nos intellections des choses.””*

Aristotle’s theory of metaphor thus has nothing to do with the consideration of which
senses of a word are literal and which are figurative. Indeed, the very idea of a word’s
literal sense is foreign to Aristotle, insofar as he understands the meanings of words to be
fixed entirely through convention, kata ouvBrikev.”” Rather than talk about the literal or
proper sense of a word, most often Aristotle simply refers to usage that is kUplov, which
Halliwell translates as ‘standard’ and Fyfe as ‘ordinary’. The reason for this, as Veyne

and Tamba-Mecz rightly suggest, is that on Aristotle’s theory of signification words do

not possess any intrinsic signification. Although it is true that words refer to things, this

204 Veyne & Tamba-Mecz, “Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” p. 82.
205 ¢, Aristotle, De Interpretatione 16a 19.
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is not by virtue of any intrinsic significance that they have on their own; rather, they
signify things solely according to the conventions of the linguistic community.**
The foregoing considerations establish conclusively that Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor is indeed what I have called a vertical theory, which is concerned above all
with the rapport between words and things. Along with the properly theoretical
categories into which Aristotle divides metaphors, the vertical character of his theory

underscores the implicitly philosophical character of the knowledge that is requisite, on

Aristotle’s account, to mastering the use of metaphors. To the extent that, as we shall

206 1¢ is clear from all of this that, unlike the classical tradition of rhetoric, Aristotle has very little interest
in the classification of tropes and figures, considered as ‘turnings’ or ‘departures’ from literal sense. At the
same time, outside the Poetics Aristotle does occasionally use different terms in reference to the kind of
language that is opposed to the metaphorical: at Rhetoric 1404b 6, for example, he mentions ‘proper and
appropriate words,” To 8¢ kUplov kol olkelov; and again at Rhetoric 1407a 3-4, he points out that certain
situations demand the use of “proper terms,” Tols 18lols ovouaat, in contradistinction to
‘circumlocutions,” un Tols mepiexouoiv. Nevertheless, most often he refers to the kind of language that is
opposed to the metaphorical using the term To kUpiov. Insofar as this word refers to what is ordinary in the
sense of being conventional, we must be careful not to confuse it with the notions of ‘literal’ and ‘proper’
sense, which is conveyed by the Latin word propria. Such a confusion is evident in the deconstructive
analysis of J. Derrida, who argues that ‘although the difference between kurion and idion is never given
thematic exposition, it seems that kurion, more frequent in both the Poetics and the Rhetoric, designates
the propriety of a name in its dominant, master, capital sense. [...] By extension, kurion is interpreted as
the primitive (as opposed to derivative) sense, and sometimes is used as the equivalent of the usual, literal,
familiar sense [...].” See J. Derrida, “White Mythology: Metaphor in the Text of Philosophy,” in Margins of
Philosophy, trans. A. Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972), p. 247 (emphasis added).
Derrida’s translation/interpretation of kurion as having the same sense as idion, and therefore meaning
‘proper’ rather than ‘ordinary,” obscures the difference between these two concepts and, by extension, the
difference between Aristotle’s theory of metaphor and that of the classical tradition of rhetoric. More
recently, J.-C. Monod has argued convincingly against Derrida’s reduction of the sense of kurion to the
‘proper,” affirming to the contrary that ‘[1]e kurion est [...] fonciérement relatif.” See Monod, “La mise en
question contemporaine du paradigme aristotélicien”, p. 538. Insofar as I have shown that Aristotle
considers To kuptov to be relative to the conventions of a linguistic community, it is crucial to maintain in
agreement with Monod a distinction between it and other, related conceptions of literal and proper sense.
By downplaying this distinction, Derrida exaggerates the connection between Aristotle and the classical
tradition of rhetoric, and thereby obfuscates the subtle but important differences that, as we have just seen,
separate their respective understandings of metaphor. In fairness, it would be remiss not to point out that
Derrida is clearly not a ‘commentator’ on Aristotle; he is not in my view concerned with reproducing the
content of what the latter wrote, in a faithful and objective representation. To assume this is to completely
misunderstand what deconstruction, as well as its progenitor Destruktion, is: it is not so much a question of
commenting on, and reproducing Aristotle’s meaning, but rather of deploying a performative concept or a
series of performative concepts (such as trace, writing, etc.) whose meaning, if they have one at all, can
only be ascertained by attending to the effects they produce in being applied to the texts of other writers,
philosophers, theorists, etc. In a later chapter I will address Derrida’s deconstruction of Aristotle’s text in a
more robust way, by giving a positive construction of the argument that it presupposes.
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presently see, Aristotle holds metaphors to be the most important element of both
rhetorical and poetic style, this means that an orientation towards the philosophical
understanding of things is implicitly singled out here as the truly sufficient condition for
mastering rhetoric and poetry in general.

3.3 Metaphor as the Most Important Element of Poetic and Rhetorical Style
Having examined Aristotle’s definition of metaphor, and cleared up some of the
interpretive issues surrounding it, we may now turn to his comments about the unique
contributions that metaphors make to style in both poetry and rhetoric. At the outset, it is
crucial to see both that (a) metaphor is the most important stylistic device for both
activities; and that (b) it is the most important stylistic device in each case for a slightly
different reason. Specifically, the reason why metaphor is the most important element of
poetic style is that, in addition to the fact that the skill to make them cannot be learnt,
metaphors contribute to the ‘elevated’ character of the action that tragedy
characteristically imitates, by giving the language in which tragic characters express
themselves a foreign or dignified air. On the other hand, the reason why metaphor is the
most important element of rhetorical style is that it permits orators to give the same
pleasing air of foreignness to their speeches without, at the same time, betraying the
deliberate artifice underlying the attempt to persuade, and thereby arousing the suspicion
(rather than the conviction) of the audience. As I will argue below, the reason underlying
metaphor’s importance to poetic style is an intrinsic reason, related to the essential
function of tragic imitation. That underlying its importance to rhetorical style is an
extrinsic one, in that it contributes to the essential function of rhetoric only in virtue of

what Aristotle calls ‘the corruption of the audience.’
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In both the Poetics and Rhetoric, Aristotle’s general discussions of style are
devoted in large part to what, according to him, metaphors contribute to the basic
objectives of poetry and rhetoric. Yet to the extent that poetry and rhetoric have distinct
functions — that of the former being to purify the emotions of pity and fear through an
imitation of human action, that of the latter being to discover all existing means of
persuasion in respect to any subject whatsoever — the value accorded by Aristotle to
metaphor in either case must be understood within the context of the specific functions
that he assigns to each. The question becomes more concrete when we place metaphor in
its proper framework, which is in either case a theory of poetic and rhetorical Aé€is or
style. Yet the problem is that the difference in functions between poetry and rhetoric
necessitates a difference in the role played by style itself in each context, and this means
ultimately that metaphor, as an element of style, derives whatever importance it has from
a different set of considerations in respect to each pursuit.

To begin with, Aristotle himself states in Book III, Chapter 1 of the Rhetoric that
‘the style of prose is not the same as that of poetry.”*”” Why is this so? To answer this
question, we need only recall that according to Aristotle’s definition of tragic mimesis,
the action that it imitates is necessarily one that is elevated, oouSaios. In the previous
chapter, we saw how the elevated nature of the actions depicted in tragic poetry aligns
with the relative nobility of the character ‘types’ who perform them. Aristotle thus
observes that tragedy, in contrast to comedy, generally sets out to portray people as
better, BeATious, than those of the present time (but, as we also saw, not too much

better). If these criteria — elevated action, nobility of character — are essential to the

20 . . s , . , .
7 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404a 9: ‘eTepa Aoyou kol moinoews Ae€is eoTiv.
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function assigned by Aristotle to tragic mimesis, it is also important to see that their
effective representation necessitates, at the level of style, a very particular kind of
language. This is because the actions and characters themselves are the fictional objects
of a poetic representation that is most often to be communicated to the audience in and
through a mixture of physical gesture, music, costume and the utterance of different
kinds of speech (chorus, dialogue, monologue) by various actors. Accordingly, in order
for the actions and characters themselves to be elevated and noble (relative to us), they
must first and foremost appear to the audience to be such. This in turn demands that the
entire manner in which the characters, their thoughts and their actions are represented to
the audience should also be noble and elevated.

For precisely this reason, Aristotle states in Chapter 22 of the Poetics that
‘[e]xcellence of [i.e., poetic] diction means clarity and the avoidance of banality.”**® As
with all other Aristotelian virtues, the virtue of poetic style demands a mediation of two
extremes, which necessitates a mixture of ‘ordinary words’ (Ta kupia) on the one hand,
and ‘unfamiliar’ (To Egvikov) language on the other. Both of these are needed to achieve
the virtue of poetic style because, as Aristotle observes, ‘clearest is the diction that uses
standard terms, but this is banal.”*” Conversely, ‘[ijmpressive and above the ordinary is

219 In the same way that ordinary words are clear

the diction that uses exotic language.
but banal, ‘exotic’ or ‘unfamiliar’ language, To Eevikov, is dignified, but, used in excess,

creates obscurity. Aristotle explains as follows: [b]y “exotic” I mean loan words,

metaphors, lengthenings, and all divergence from the standard. But if one composes

298 Aristotle, Poetics 1458a 17: ‘Aéxews 8t dpeTn codf Kal pr TaTeAY gval.’
299 Aristotle, Poetics 1458a 18-9: ‘Cobe0TATN HEV 0OV 0TIV T) &K TGV Kupicov dvopdTe, GAAK
Tomewn.’
210 Aristotle, Poetics 1458a 20-1: ‘cgpvn 8¢ kol eEaMaTouca To 1816 TIKOV T TOls EEvikols
KEXPTMEVT.”
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entirely in this vein, the result will be either a riddle or a barbarism — a riddle if

metaphors predominate; barbarism, if loan words.”*''

Insofar as the virtue of poetic style
is at once ‘clarity and the avoidance of banality,” the poet must employ a mixture of both
standard and exotic or unfamiliar words. Without the former, the result will be a
dignified poem that lacks clarity; without the latter, it will be a clear one that lacks
dignity, and is therefore banal.

As mentioned, the demand for poetic style to be both clear and dignified points
back to the elevation of action that partly defines the essential function of tragic poetry.
Precisely because this action must be of an ‘elevated’ nature, and precisely because the
characters responsible for this action must appear better, BeATious, than people of
current times, the language through which they express themselves ought also to satisfy
these criteria. It is for this reason that Aristotle recognizes, in Chapter 6, that style is a
‘necessary’ or ‘essential’ component of tragedy: ‘[s]ince actors render the mimesis, some
part of tragedy will, in the first place, necessarily be the arrangement and the spectacle;
to which can be added lyric poetry and diction, for these are the media in which they
render the mimesis.”*'* Although Aristotle goes on to admit that the different components

of a tragic poem are not all equally necessary, he clearly holds that all components —

style included — are essential to the ideal, perfected tragedy.*' In this way, by virtue of

21 Aristotle, Poetics 1458a 21-4: “Eevikdv 8t My yAQTTO Kal HETAPOPAY Kol ETEKTAOY Ko TGV
TO TOPA TO KUPLov. AN’ &V TIS GTOVTO TOlaUTar OO, T} aiviyua toTot T BapRoploouos: av
HEV EK HETOPOP@V, CIVIYHa, EQV Ot EK y)\coTToBv BopPapiopos.’

212 Ar1stotle Poetzcs 1449b 31-3: ‘émel 58 ‘ITpO(TTO\)TES 1TOlOU\1TO(l TNV KUNGtV, nprov usv EE
O(\)O(YKT]S‘ av ein Tl uoplov Tpaym&ag 0 Ths OEws KOOHOS, eiTo peAoTolia kol Ae€ls* €v TouTols
yap TOlOUVTO TAYV HIUNGIY.”

3 Aristotle accordingly states near the end of the chapter that ‘if someone lays out a string of speeches
that express character and are well composed in diction and thought, he will not achieve the stated function
of tragedy; much more successful will be a tragedy which, though deficient in these other elements, has a
plot and structure of events.” (1450a 28-32)
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the need for poetic language to be dignified, Aristotle clearly and unambiguously links
style in general to the global function of tragic poetry.

Yet, does the importance accorded by Aristotle here to poetic style in general also
imply a privileged role to be played by metaphors in particular? Aristotle seems to
answer this question in the affirmative when he states, near the end of Chapter 22, that
‘[i]t is important to use aptly each of the features mentioned, including double nouns and
loan words; but much the greatest asset is a capacity for metaphors.”*'* At the same time,
Aristotle does not explicitly say that this is because metaphor contributes most
productively to the elevation of tragic action and the nobility of tragic character; he rather
says that the use of metaphor is most important because only it ‘cannot be acquired from
another’>"”. Consequently, on the basis of Aristotle’s explicit remarks, all that can be said
is that metaphor is the most important among the elements of poetic style because it
signifies a natural endowment that, presumably, is more valuable than any repeatable
technical skill or artificial know-how.

Nevertheless, the special attention paid in this chapter to the use of metaphor, TO
HeTadopikov, has led Ricoeur in particular to suggest what he calls ‘a parallel between
the elevation of meaning accomplished by the muthos at the level of the poem, and the

elevation of meaning by metaphor at the level of the word’.*'® According to this parallel,

214, . , ” C e A, , ~
Aristotle, Poetics 1459a 2-5: “EoTiv 8¢ HEy o HEV TO EKOOTE) TV EIPTHEVEIV TTPETOVTWS Xpnodat,
kol S1TTAOIS ovopaot kol YAWTTALS, TOAU 8¢ HEYI0TOV TO HETO(OPIKOV Elval.’
215 , . . , . ~ ” e y o,
Aristotle, Poetics 1459a 5-6: ‘uovov yop TouTto ouTe map’aAlou eoTt Aafeiv’.

21 paul Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, trans. R. Czerny (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1977), p.
41. Ricoeur presents the reasoning behind this suggestion as follows: ‘A poetic composition that is at once
clear and base is precisely one that employs only the most familiar vocabulary in its most common usage.
Here, then, is the right place for deviation. Two strands meet here, the strange and the noble (semné); and
we cannot avoid pushing this connection further. If the ‘strange’ and the ‘noble’ meet in the ‘good
metaphor,’ is it not because the nobility of such language befits the grandeur of the actions being depicted?
Now I readily admit that this interpretation goes beyond Aristotle’s intentions, but it is permissible in terms
of his text and arose from my reading of it. In any case, if this interpretation is valid, we are forced to ask
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which Ricoeur admits ‘goes beyond Aristotle’s intentions’*'’

, metaphor is implicitly
singled out in the Poetics as the most important element of tragedy next to the plot — it is
for Ricoeur perhaps even as important as the plot — because it performs the same act of
elevation on the level of the word that the tragedy itself does by means of the plot. In
other words, for Ricoeur, it makes sense to say that the elevation of meaning at the level
of the plot and that at the level of the word are reciprocal, and in some sense work
together to achieve the essential function of tragic mimesis.

Although it is undeniable that the Poetics affirms the general importance of style
to the global aim of tragic poetry, the privileged role that Ricoeur attributes specifically
to metaphors in the functioning of the tragic plot certainly goes beyond what can
plausibly be argued on the basis of Aristotle’s text. Ricoeur himself admits this, but he
does not indicate precisely in what ways this reading may conflict with other aspects of
Aristotle’s discussion. If Ricoeur’s reading amounts to the claim, as I have suggested,
that the Poetics implicitly raises metaphor to a level of importance that is ‘parallel,” in
the final analysis, to that of the plot (muthos), then it must be pointed out that this is at
odds with Aristotle’s prioritization of the different elements of poetry in Chapter 6.
There, Aristotle states that ‘[tJragedy as a whole [...] must have six components, which
give it its qualities — namely, plot, character, diction, thought, spectacle, and lyric

poetry.”*'® Several lines later, Aristotle lists these components again, in order of

whether the secret of metaphor, as a displacement of meaning at the level of words, does not rest in the
elevation of meaning at the level of muthos. And if this proposal is acceptable, then metaphor would not
only be a deviation in relation ordinary usage, but also, by means of this deviation, the privileged
instrument of that upward motion of meaning promoted by mimésis. [...] Considered from a functional
point of view, imitation constitutes a unitary whole in which mythic elevation, displacement of language
by metaphor, and the purging of feelings of fear and pity work side by side.” (Ibid)

17 1bid.

218 Aristotle, Poetics 1450a 7-10: ‘Gudiykn obv Tdons Ths Tpoywdias pépn elvat L€, kai & moid Tis
€0TIV 1) TPoywSia TauTo 8 €0Tl HUBos kal NN kot Ae€is kol Stavola kKol OPis kol peAoTotia.’
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importance: ‘[p]lot, then is the first principle and, as it were, the soul of tragedy, while
character is secondary. [...] Third in importance is thought [...]. Fourth is the diction of
the spoken sections [...]. Of the remainder, lyric poetry is the greatest embellishment,

while spectacle is emotionally potent but falls quite outside the art and is not integral to

5219

poetry.

The major obstacle to Ricoeur’s interpretation is thus the fact that style or diction,
of which metaphor is one element among others, is explicitly ranked fourth in order of
importance with respect to the other components of tragedy in the Poetics. Aristotle’s
remarks in Chapter 6 thus place diction in general, and, by extension, metaphor in
particular, behind plot (0 pufos), character (Ta 116n) and thought (1) Stavoia) in light of
what each contributes to the essential function of tragedy. Nevertheless, apart from the
specific consideration of metaphor as an element of style, it is undeniable that Aristotle
recognizes style itself as a necessary component of poetry as he understands it. Although
it is the least important of the four most important components, it is nonetheless clearly
‘integral to poetry,” olkelov Ths ToinTikns, unlike both ‘lyric poetry’ and ‘spectacle,’
which are extraneous. Yet the fact that metaphor is the most important element of poetic
style is not, strictly speaking, sufficient grounds for Ricoeur’s claim that it eclipses both
character and thought in order of importance, by virtue of the functional analogy it shares
with the plot.

The fact that style in general, and metaphor in particular, are essential to the

general function of tragic poetry is an important point of counter-distinction with respect

19 Aristotle, Poetics 1450a 37 — 1450b 17: “Gpxn uév olv kol olov \puxf] ) uﬁeog ™s Tpaym&ag,
BEUTspov 8¢ Ta non [.. 1 TpiToV 8¢ n Savoia [...] TETO(pTO\) 8¢ TV pev )\oywv n )\sgls [...] TGV 8¢
)\onToav 1 us)\orroua usytc‘rov TAOV NOUCHATWY, T 88 OPIS PUXOYWYIKOV HEV, ATEXVOTOTOV 8€ KOl
TKIOTO OIKEIOV TAS TOINTIKAS.’
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to Aristotle’s discussion of style in the Rhetoric. As we have just seen, Poetics 6 divides
the six components of tragedy into two uneven classes: the first four components (plot,
character, thought and diction) are integral, olkela, while the last two are not. In shifting
to Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor in the Rhetoric, however, the first thing that needs
to be noted is that Ae€is is not integral to rhetoric as it is to poetry — or at least, not
unequivocally so. As will become clear in what follows, the shift in the general
importance of Aé€1s to the essential function of rhetoric has significant consequences for
Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor in particular.

Ricoeur, for his part, underscores the distinction I aim to make here, claiming that
‘[n]o one denies that the link is weak between /exis and the rest of the Treatise [i.e., of
the Rhetoric], which is centered on argumentation.” *** Above all, it is the difference in
function between rhetoric and poetry that necessitates the difference in the role played by
style or )\éElg in each art. In other words, the fact that Aristotle associates rhetoric from
the outset with argumentation and the influence of other people’s opinions, rather than
with the imitation of human action that is the function of poetry, causes a shift in the
basic importance of style. The first thing to be noted with respect to this difference in
function is that, whereas the art of poetry is composed of six elements, that of rhetoric is
composed of only three: 1) proof, mioTis, which furnishes the ‘content’ or ‘thought’
(S1avoia) on which rhetorical argumentation is based; 2) style, Aé€is, which concerns
the manner in which these proofs are expressed in language; and 3) organization, or what

Aristotle calls ‘the arrangement of the parts of the speech.’**'

220 Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, p. 31.

221 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1403b 1: “mcds xpn TGEat T& pépn Tod Adyou.” These are the three elements that,
according to the opening lines of Book III of the Rhetoric, ‘require special attention in regard to speech
(Eme1dn Tpla €0Tiv & 8e1 mpaypaTeubvat mept Tov Adyov)’ (ibid).
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Concerning the first of these terms, it is important to emphasize here that Siavola
names more than what the English word ‘thought’ suggests. As we are told in the
Poetics, ““Siavoia” covers all effects which need to be created by speech: their elements
are proof, refutation, the conveying of emotions (pity, fear, anger, etc.), as well as

enhancement and belittlement.’**

The first two books of the Rhetoric deal exclusively
with the different elements of Siavotia that are important for rhetorical argumentation.
Taken together, Books I and II thus provide a detailed account of the three primary
sources from which the proofs, which furnish the content of rhetorical argumentation,
can be drawn. Book III, on the other hand, specifically concerns style or diction (Ae€is),
which Aristotle initially suggests is in some sense superfluous to the business of
argumentation, in addition to ‘the arrangement of the parts of the speech.’ In the opening
paragraph of Book III, Aristotle indicates that the consideration of the different kinds of
rhetorical proofs is now complete: ‘[w]e have therefore next to speak of style; for it is not
sufficient to know what one ought to say, but one must also know how to say it, and this
largely contributes to making the speech appear of a certain character.”**’

With respect to rhetorical argumentation, the distinction between )\éﬁlg and

Siavola is therefore a distinction between what is said and the manner in which it is said.

222 Aristotle, Poetics 1456a 35 — b 2: ‘¢0T1 8¢ Kot TNV S1avolav TauTa, 00o UTTO Tou Adyou Sel
Tapookeuaohnval. pepn 8& TOUTWVY TO Te ATTOSEIKVUVAL KOl TO AUgIv kol To Tabn Toapookeualelv
(olov Eheov 1) dORov 1 dpyMV k&l 00C TOIGUTA) Kol ETt MEYEBOs Kol pikpoTnTas.” What Halliwell
translates as “thought” thus includes the expression of emotions as well, and this corresponds in general to
Aristotle’s basic distinction in the Rhetoric between the three sources of ‘artificial’ (Evtexvot)’ (1356a 2)
proofs by which persuasion can be produced: firstly, persuasion can be produced by the ‘moral character of
the speaker (Ev T el Tou AeyovTos)’; secondly it can be produced by putting the hearer into a certain
frame of mind (Ev TG Tov akpoaTny Stabelvai mews)’ via an appeal to the emotions; and thirdly it can be
produced by ‘the speech itself (Ev TG aUTG TG Aoyw), in so far as it proves or seems to prove (Sia ToU
Setkvuvan 1) paivesban Seikvivant).” (1356a 3)

22 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1403b 2: “Tlepi 8t Ths AéEecos éxSpevdy 0TIy elTmeiv: ol ydp GTdxEN TO ExEV
a 8l Aéyetv, GAN” qvaykn Kol ToUTo cds Sel el TELY, kal cUPRaAAeTo ToAAG TPOS TO dpavnval
TOLOV TIVG TOV Aoyov.’
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It is a distinction, in other words, between the essential content of speech, on the one
hand, and the way in which this content appears (Tpos To pavnvai) to those who hear
it, on the other. Yet if style is largely concerned with the appearance of what is uttered,
why is it necessary to consider it at all? In response to this question, two basic
considerations can be offered. In the first place, it must be recalled that the third kind of
proof, on which rhetorical argumentation can be based, is ‘the speech itself, in so far as it
proves or seems to prove,’” Sia Tou Seikvuvat 1 daivecBar. Within rhetoric, it is in other
words acceptable for the orator to produce persuasion using what we would today call
pseudo-reasoning — that is, reasoning that, while not actually proving anything,
nevertheless seems to prove something. Because the proofs that furnish the content of
rhetorical argumentation are allowed to be either real or merely apparent, it is necessary
to understand exactly how to give an invalid argument the appearance of proving
something, and this is ultimately contingent on the language in which the argument is
expressed.

In the second place, Aristotle confirms explicitly in the ensuing lines of Rhetoric
II1.1 that, ‘since the whole business of [r]hetoric is to influence opinion, we must pay
attention to it [i.e., AéE15], not as being right, but necessary; for, as a matter of right, one
should aim at nothing more in a speech than how to avoid exciting pain or pleasure. For
justice should consist in fighting the case with the facts alone, so that everything else that
is beside demonstration is superfluous; nevertheless, as we have just said, it is of great

9224

importance owing to the corruption of the hearer.””™ Quite significantly, Aristotle here

% Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404a 5: 5)\r]g ofiong rrpés Sofav Tns TrpayuO(Tsfcxg Tﬁs TMEPL TNV PN TOPIKTV,
ouk opbicds ExovTos, 0()\)\’ (@S avoryKoou TN EMENEIoV ToINTEOV, EMel TO e Sikatov undev mhAeico
{nTelv Tepl TOV ASyov T wds unTe AUTIETY nTe eUdpaively” Sikatov yop auTols oyvevileobat Tols
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claims that considerations of style are in fact ‘superfluous,’ Teplepy, to the proofs with
which rhetoric is concerned in its basic function. Nevertheless, style is a necessary
superfluity owing to what he calls ‘the corruption of the hearer.”**> Consequently, insofar
as rhetoric is conceived as the art of discovering all possible means of persuasion, style is
from an intrinsic perspective superfluous. Nevertheless it is necessary for extrinsic
reasons, which are explained above all by the reference to the corrupt mental states of
certain audiences.

Aristotle therefore justifies his concern with rhetorical style by noting that ‘in
every system there is some slight necessity to pay attention to style; for it does make a
difference, for the purpose of making a thing clear, to speak in this or that manner; still,
the difference is not so very great, but all these things are mere outward show for
pleasing the hearer; wherefore no one teaches geometry in this way.’*** What Freese
renders here as ‘mere outward show’ — pavToclio — is given a more precise articulation
in Pierre Chiron’s French translation: ‘[m]ais la différence n’est pas si grande, et tout
cela n’est qu’imagination [...]."**" As this makes clear, the qualified importance attributed
by Aristotle to rhetorical style must ultimately be understood as the importance of the
way in which certain arguments can be made to appear convincing or unconvincing to an

audience.

TPAyHaGIY, c3oTe TAAN EEcd ToU amoSeiEat mepiepya E0TIV: GAN’ OUs HEYS SuvaTat, Sia TNV

ToU akpoaTou HoxBnplav.’

225 This recalls Aristotle’s remark in Book I, Chapter 1 that ‘in dealing with certain persons, even if we

possessed the most accurate scientific knowledge, we should not find it easy to persuade them by the

employment of such knowledge’ (1355a 12).

226 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404a 6: ‘1O uév ouv Ths )\égsms OHwS ’éxm Tl o’(vcxykoﬁov gV ndon

6180(0K00\10( &O(q)spsl y0(p Tl Trpos TO 61])\0300(1 WS T n w8l el eIV ou HEVTOI TOoOUTOV, OAN’

O(1TO(VTO( dovToola TAUT’ E0TI KA1 TTPOS TOV OKPOG TNV 810 0USElS OUTG YEWUETPEIV SISAOKEL.’
Arlstote, Rhétorique, tr. Pierre Chiron (Paris: GF Flammarion, 2007), 1404a 12 (emphasis added).
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We have just seen why the consideration of how a speech appears to an audience
is in one sense extraneous to the basic task of rhetorical argumentation, while in another
sense it is necessary, owing to ‘the corruption of the hearer.’ In an ideal world, this last
remark seems to suggest, a straightforward demonstration of the relevant facts alone
would suffice to convince. But because, evidently, many audiences are not unbiased
judges, public speakers must often sugarcoat their words with stylistic artifice in order to
sway their listeners’ minds subliminally towards accepting the views they expound.
Effectively, this means that the importance of style derives from largely strategic
considerations. In cases where an audience would remain unconvinced by an unadorned
demonstration of the relevant facts, orators must then resort to a kind of subterfuge,
where the words, in which the content of a proof appears, themselves contribute to the
production of persuasion. Precisely for this reason, however, the mastery of rhetorical
style must be kept secret in order to be effective. This is because, as Aristotle goes on to
explain, ‘those who practice this artifice [i.e., Aé€1s] must conceal it and avoid the
appearance of speaking artificially instead of naturally; for that which is natural
persuades, but the artificial does not.”**® Aristotle illustrates the need for orators to
conceal their artifice with the claim that “‘men become suspicious of one whom they think
to be laying a trap for them, as they are of mixed wines’**’.

Although in Rhetoric 1.2 Aristotle defines rhetoric as the art of discovering
(Becopnoan) all possible means of persuasion with respect to any subject whatsoever,

Book IIT makes clear that rhetoric is, after all, concerned with producing conviction and

not just finding out the different ways in which it could be produced. It is precisely

228 , . ) Cen , - . N a ,
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 4: ‘810 8¢1 AovBavelv molouvTas, kol un SoKEWW Aeyelv TETAGOUEVWS
aAa TEPUKOTWS ™ ToUTOo Yap mBavov, ekelvo 8¢ TouvavTiov’.
229 , . ) / . vy . , ,
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 4: ‘kaBatmep TPOS TOUS OIVOUS TOUS UEUIYHEVOUS’ .
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because of this fact that considerations of style become indispensable, not necessarily to
good oratory, but to successful oratory. For, as Aristotle observes, there are times when
the deliberate effort to produce persuasion in an audience can lead to the opposite effect
(TouvavTiov) — that is, it can arouse their suspicion of, rather than their belief in the truth
of what is being argued. Regardless of the content of a rhetorical proof, there are times
when the choice of diction itself can constitute the difference between a convincing
argument and a suspect one. Therefore, as with mixed wines, it is crucial to conceal the
deliberate artifice of one’s words, and thus to appear to speak naturally, TedukoTws. In
addition to being the art of discovering the possible means of persuasion in connection to
any given topic, rhetoric is also required by the mediocrity of certain audiences to be an
art of appearing to speak naturally — that is, the art of appearing to speak without any
artifice at all. This constitutes the major difference between rhetoric and poetry vis-a-vis
the importance of style: the poetic audience is aware that the tragedy they are watching is
the product of an art, and this in the end does not affect the tragedy’s capacity to elicit
and purify the emotions of pity and fear. In rhetoric, on the contrary, the appearance of
speaking artificially can lead to suspicion rather than to conviction.

The major consequence of this difference between rhetoric and poetry in relation
to style is that the range of stylistic devices available to the poet is broader than that
available to the orator. Poets, for example, can put their words into a number of different
forms of meter. But more importantly, insofar as the virtue of poetic style is to be at once
‘clear and not commonplace,’ poets have more freedom to choose their words from
among the different kinds of ‘unfamiliar’ (Eevikov) language. The poet can therefore

choose from ‘a rare word (YAQTTOW),” ‘a metaphor (ueTadopav),” ‘a lengthening
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(emekTootv),” and in fact anything else that is outside the ordinary use of a word, and as
long as this kind of diction suits the subject matter, and is adequately blended with
ordinary words so as to produce the proper balance between clarity and nobility of
diction, the style will be adequate to the function of poetic imitation. In fact, it is
necessary in most cases for the poet to use unfamiliar, i.e. artificial language, since
without this the tragic poem appears too common; it then lacks the gravitas that is
demanded, in proper measure, by the elevated nature of the action that is being imitated.
In rhetoric, conversely, there is less room for poetic grandiloquence. Yet this does not
mean that the orator cannot make use of any unfamiliar language at all. It means rather
that the orator does not have the same freedom as the poet in choosing from among the
varieties of words that are unfamiliar.

Aristotle therefore observes in Rhetoric 111.2 that ‘[i]n regard to [i.e., rhetorical]

5230

style, one of its chief merits may be defined as perspicuity.’””" For this reason, ‘if [i.e. a

speech] does not make the meaning clear, will not perform its proper function; neither

must it be mean, nor above the dignity of the subject, but appropriate to it; for the poetic

231 .
’>>" He continues:

style [...] is not mean, but it is not appropriate to prose.
[o]f nouns and verbs it is the ordinary ones that make style perspicuous; all the
others which have been spoken about in the Poetics elevate it and make it ornate;
for departure from the ordinary makes it appear more dignified. In this respect
men feel the same in regard to style as in regard to foreigners and fellow-citizens.
Wherefore we should give our language a “foreign air”’; for men admire what is
remote, and that which excites admiration is pleasant. In poetry many things
conduce to this and there it is appropriate; for the subjects and persons spoken of

230 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 1: “cdpioBe MEewas qpetn oadi elval.’

31 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 1-2: 6 Aoyos, gav un dnAol, ou TTOITOEl TO EQUTOU EPYOV" Kol UNTE
TATEIVY UNTE UTTEP TO aflwua GANa TPETOUCTV” 1) YOP TOINTIKN 10ws oU TATEIT), GAN’ ou
TPéToUsa TR Ady .’
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are more out of the common. But in prose such methods are appropriate in much
fewer instances, for the subject is less elevated [...].**

Insofar as the subject matter with which rhetoric deals is ‘less elevated,’ eAOTTCV, than
that with which poetry deals, there are fewer opportunities for the orator to make
productive use of unfamiliar language, since it is above all by this kind of language that
style becomes ‘more dignified,” ceuvoTépav. By contrast with poetic style, which
permits a more liberal use of unconventional terms, Aristotle thus explains that, in
rhetoric, ‘we should use strange, compound, or coined words only rarely and in few
places.”*” Consequently, and quite significantly, ‘[p]roper (To 8¢ kUpiov) and
appropriate words (ka1 TO olkelov) and metaphors (ko ueTadopa) are alone to be
employed in the style of prose’>**.

In this we see the reduced scope of stylistic artifice that is available to the orator,
by comparison with that which is available to the poet. The consequence of this slight
difference is that, while poets are permitted to employ ordinary words, rare words,
lengthenings, metaphors, and indeed any other kinds of language that are out of the
ordinary, the orator’s stylistic repertoire is comparatively limited to proper and
appropriate words — which are in fact two different names (To 8¢ kUpP1OV KOl TO OIKEIOV)
for the same thing, i.e., ‘ordinary words’ — and metaphors. In rhetoric, it is only by means

of metaphors that the need for exotic charm, in appropriate measure, can be satisfied in a

Ar1stotle Rhetorzc 1404b 2-3 (translation modlﬁed) TQV 8’ ovouava KO(I pnuon’cov oo«bn usv
TOLEl T KUplO( un Toamevny 8¢ aAAa KsKoounusvnv TO()\)\O( ovouorra 000( slpn'rou sv TOlS mspl
ToINTIKAS TO yap ega)\)\od;m TolEl q>cx1v5060(1 osuvonpav coorrsp YOp TPOS TOUS ﬁsvous ol
avepmnm Kol TPOS 'roug Tro)\lTag, TO O(UTO rraoxouol KO(l mpPOSs TT]\) }\sﬁlv (Slo 8¢t motely F,svnv ™y
StahekTov* eO(UIJO(O'TO(I ycxp TOJ\) O(TI'OVT(,OV Elolv, n(SU 8¢ 1O GO(UIJO(OTOV E‘ITl usv ouv Tcov us‘rpcov
ToA\G Te TOIEl TOUTO, KO CPUOTTEL EKEL" rr)\sov yop eEoTnke Tepl o kol TEPL oUs 6 Aoyos - Ev St
Tols YiAols Aoyols moAAG eEAaTTouctv: 1) yap umobeots eEAatTav [...].°

233 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 5: “YAcdTTos HEV kol SITACLS OVOUOG! Kol TIETTOITUEVOLS OAIYOKIS Kl
OAlyakoU XpnoTeov.’
3* Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 6.
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way that does not jeopardize the essential function of rhetorical speeches, which is to
produce persuasion.

Aristotle registers the importance of metaphor to both rhetoric and poetry, as well
as the difference between rhetorical and poetic style, by noting that metaphor ‘is the most
important both in poetry and in prose. But the orator must devote the greater attention to
them [i.e., to metaphors] in prose, since the latter has fewer resources than verse.”*”
Although both rhetorical and poetic style have to negotiate a balance between clarity and
what is elevated, dignified, and foreign, in rhetoric this balance is more difficult to
obtain, because it must be achieved in such a way that its achievement passes unnoticed.
It is only metaphor that allows for this kind of effect.

The reason for this lies partly in the fact that ordinary words produce clarity, but
are also banal, or commonplace (Toaetvn). On the other hand, the different kinds of
exotic or unfamiliar language (To Eevikov) are impressive and pleasing, but they are
obscure. What is crucial to see, especially in the case of rhetorical style in particular, is
that metaphor produces both these effects, clarity (To coadn) and foreignness (Trv
Eevnv), side by side. Metaphors are not new words; they are taken from among the
repertoire of existing, ordinary words in a given language. What gives a metaphor its
foreignness is the fact that it places an ordinary word in a new and unfamiliar context, by
using it in reference to ‘another thing,” aAAoTplou. In this way, the ordinary and the
unfamiliar are in fact blended in every metaphorical expression, thanks to the tension

within each metaphor between the conventional word and its alien context.

235 , . . A -~ / < , oy /

Aristotle, Rhetoric 1405a 8: ‘ToUTO TAg10TOV SUVATAL KOl EV TTOITOEL K&l €V AOYOLS [...]' TOGOUTwW
8’ &v Aoy 8¢l paAhov dprhomoveioBan mepl U TV, 00c € EMNaTOVTwY BondnuaTwv 6 Adyos toTi
TV PETPWV.’
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Aristotle therefore distinguishes metaphors from the other varieties of unfamiliar
language by the consideration that, unlike ‘strange, compound, or coined words’,
metaphor has the capacity to give a speech ‘something foreign (Egvikov) about it’, while
at the same time preserving clarity and successfully concealing the speaker’s artifice.**
For this reason, Aristotle from this point in the Rhetoric focuses exclusively on metaphor
as the most important part of rhetorical style, noting that ‘[i]t is metaphor above all that
gives perspicuity [i.e. clarity], pleasure, and a foreign air, and it cannot be learnt from
anyone else’®’.

To see more concretely how the use of metaphors can according to Aristotle
contribute to the function of rhetoric in particular, it will be helpful to examine one of the
examples that he gives in Rhetoric 111.11 to illustrate what he calls ‘smart and popular
sayings,” Ta aoTela kol Ta euSokiuoUvTa. This example is particularly well suited to
highlighting the subtle way in which metaphors, on Aristotle’s account, can contribute to
the production of persuasion. This is also pointed out by Laks (1994), who draws
attention to a connection between some of Aristotle’s remarks about the metaphor, on the
one hand, and the enthymeme on the other. In the same way that Ricoeur, as we saw
above, argues for a parallel between the mimetic operation of the tragic muthos and the
lexical operation of metaphor in the Poetics, Laks argues for a parallel between the
enthymeme, on the level of argumentation, and metaphor on the level of style in the
Rhetoric.

In the first place, Laks’ argument points to the basic analogical parallel, which we

examined in the previous chapter, that Aristotle posits between rhetoric and dialectic. In

36 , . :

23 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1405a 7.

37 Aristotle, Rhetoric 14052 8-9: kol TO cadis kal TO HOU kal TO Eevikov Exel HAAIOTA 1) HeTadOPG.
ka1 AaRelv oUk E0Tt ouTnV Tarp” aAhou.”

136



the same way that, for Aristotle, rhetoric is both a counterpart (avTioTpodos) and a
likeness (opolcoua) of dialectic, so too are the sources of rhetorical argumentation the
analogical counterparts or likenesses of the sources of dialectical argumentation. More
precisely, as Aristotle observes in Rhetoric 1.2, the sources of dialectical argumentation
are ‘induction and the syllogism (To pgv emorywyT €0Tt TO 8¢ GuAAoy1ouos),” and
those of rhetorical argumentation are the example (TopaSelyua) and the enthymeme
(evBUunuo). Aristotle postulates an analogical relationship between these sources of
argumentation, contending that the case is ‘the same (evToUfa opolws Exe)’ in rhetoric
as it is in dialectic: for the example is induction, and the enthymeme a syllogism’>*.
Despite the differences separating the former two from the latter two, differences which
concern both formal validity and the certainty of the starting points from which rhetorical

and dialectical arguments are drawn, there is in other words a structural parallel between

them.

238 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1356b 8: ‘¥0T1 y&p TO ptv TopdSelypa tmayyr, T 8 svbiunua
ouM\oy1ouos’. As Aristotle explains in the Posterior Analytics and Topics, the difference between the
syllogism and induction is that the former begins with a universal principle, in the form of a definition, and
proceeds inferentially from there to deduce certain necessary truths about particular individuals or species
of individuals falling under that definition. Induction, on the other hand, proceeds in the opposite direction,
from particular to universal: presented with a group of disparate particulars, induction aims at an intuition
of the universal genus underlying them. According to Book I, Chapter 12 of the Topics, ‘[i]nduction ‘is the
progress from particulars to universals (ETorycoyn 8¢ &mo TAV kab’ tkaaTov e Ta kaBohou £podos)’.
See Aristotle, Topics, tr. E.S. Forster (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1955), 105a 13-14. The
major differences between the example and induction, and between the enthymeme and the syllogism, are
differences of formal validity, as well as difference in the certainty of the propositions that furnish the
starting points for reasoning. When Aristotle speaks of induction and the syllogism in their complete and
perfected sense, he means in the former case a formally valid inference from particular to universal; in the
latter case he means the formally valid inference from a true and necessary definition of a given class to a
necessary conclusion concerning certain members belonging to this class. He therefore calls the
enthymeme ‘a rhetorical syllogism (evBUpmuo pev pntopikov cuAAoyiopov), and an example rhetorical
induction (Tapadelyua 8¢ emaywynv pntopiknv).” (1356b 8) These two argumentative forms, the
enthymeme and the example, are the only sources of logical (or quasi-logical) ‘demonstration (Sgikvuva)’
that are available to orators (ibid). The notion of induction as a formally valid inference from a group of
disparate particulars to the universal underlying them raises serious logical issues. I discuss some of these
in the fourth chapter of this dissertation.
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For Laks, the quasi-logical character of the enthymeme parallels the quasi-
cognitive character of metaphor, as Aristotle analyses it in the Rhetoric: ‘[1]’analogie
entre analyse logique et analyse lexéologique [...] est importante pour situer a son juste
niveau le statut cognitif de la métaphore. Car en vertu d’une seconde analogie entre
logique et lexéologie, mais cette fois considérée dans sa partie lexicale, le théorie de la
métaphore peut étre mis en relation avec ce que 1’on doit bien appeler les potentialités

*2% To substantiate this parallel, Laks points to some

cognitive de I’enthymeme.
suggestive similarities in Aristotle’s account of the psychological and epistemological
functioning of metaphors, on the one hand, and that of enthymemes on the other; he does
not mention the example I intend do discuss. Nevertheless, insofar as this example
substantiates his reading from a slightly different perspective, I offer it as supplemental
support of his point, which I think is a good one.

As mentioned, Aristotle offers the example under discussion in Rhetoric I11.11 as
an illustration of the effective use of metaphors and similes that create vivid mental
images. It is the phrase ‘thee, like a sacred animal ranging at will’***, which according to
Freese is a reference to Isocrates’ Ad Philippum, ‘an appeal to [i.e. Philip II of Macedon]
to lead the Greeks against Persia.”**' As Freese explains in the same note, Isocrates’ main
objective in writing to Philip II was to persuade him firstly to end the infighting that was
going on at the time among Greek city-states, and thereafter to lead a unified Greek force

against Persia. The exact sense of the simile is thus that, if Philip were to do as Isocrates

recommends, ‘[a]s a sacred animal [a¢peTov] could roam where it pleased within the

39 A, Laks, “Substitution et connaissance : pour une interprétation unitaire (ou presque) de la théorie
aristotélicienne de la métaphore,” in (eds.) D. Furley & A. Nehamas, Aristotle's Rhetoric: Philosophical
Essays (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 304.

40 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 2: ‘ot 8 chomep dideTov’.

24 Freese, in Aristotle, Rhetoric, p. 404 note g.
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precincts of the temple, so Philip could claim the whole of Greece as his fatherland
[...].*** While this is an adequate paraphrase of Isocrates’ meaning, it is important to see
just how compressed the expression is in the original Greek: the text of Isocrates reads
‘ot 8’ QoTEP AdeETOV yeyevnuEvoy amaocav TNy EANada matpiSa vouilev’;
translated into English by Norlin, it reads ‘it is your privilege, as one who has been
blessed with untrammelled freedom, to consider all Hellas as your fatherland [...].”*** The
first thing to note is that the Greek text makes no explicit mention of untrammelled
freedom whatsoever. A more literal translation of the phrase would be simply: ‘but it is
for you, like a sacred animal, to consider all of Hellas as having become your fatherland
[...].” Where then does the notion of ‘untrammelled freedom’ come from?

In the answer to this question, we see from a slightly different perspective the
relation between metaphor and the enthymeme, which Laks mentions above. The notion
of untrammelled freedom, which is explicitly stated nowhere in Isocrates’ Greek text, is
nevertheless the implied similarity underlying the comparison between Philip II and a
‘sacred animal,” adeTov. Sacred animals, like the ‘silken beeves of Helios’ in Book XII
of the Odyssey, were protected and given special treatment by virtue of their association
with various Greek deities (as cows are at Hindu temples and shrines in India). It was
often customary for a temple or shrine that was consecrated to a specific deity to contain
one or more animals associated with the deity in question, and these animals were
allowed to roam unrestricted throughout the temple’s precincts. Consequently, the notion

of ‘untrammelled freedom’ is the intended conclusion of the comparison between Philip

IT and the adeTov: in the same way that a sacred animal roams freely throughout the

242 1bid.

243 Isocrates, To Philip, trans. G. Norlin (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1928), 127 (p. 323;
emphasis added).
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temple of the deity with which it is associated, so Philip could roam freely, like a sacred
animal, throughout the whole of Greece after uniting the warring city-states and
defeating Persia. Yet this is left implicit in the comparison, and the translator therefore
faces a choice between a literal translation, in which the conclusion remains implicit, and
a paraphrase in which the conclusion is made explicit, but the comparison itself is lost.

Isocrates’ point, paraphrased in the simplest way, does indeed take the form of an
enthymeme, which according to Aristotle is a kind of informal syllogism:

P1. If Philip II follows Isocrates’ advice, he will roam freely throughout Greece.

P2. Sacred animals roam freely in their precincts.

C. Therefore, Philip II will be like a sacred animal if he follows Isocrates’ advice

(i.e., it will be his privilege to consider all of Hellas as having become his

fatherland).

The justification for the inference and the similarity underlying the comparison are one
and the same: the moment one understands the simile, one also understands the implicit
justification for the enthymeme. Conversely, this also means that if one does not grasp
the simile, one misses the specific point of the enthymeme.

This demonstrates that, in certain cases, the successful deployment of stylistic
devices can contribute substantially to the argumentative function of the art of rhetoric.
Aristotle at one point in the Rhetoric refers to enthymemes as ‘the body of proof”, clpa
™ms moTews, and at another compares style to a cloak, which implies that content and
style remain independent of and separable from one another, as a body is independent of

and separable from the clothes that cover it.***

Yet the above example shows that in some
cases the distinction between argumentation and style is difficult to uphold. In other

words, this example shows in a concrete way how, as Aristotle affirms throughout Book

244 See Aristotle, Rhetoric 1354a 3 and 1405a 9 respectively.
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III of the Rhetoric, metaphors contribute significantly to the aims of persuasion, and are
for that reason the most important element of rhetorical style.

This is, I think, what Laks intends in drawing out the subtle connection between
metaphor and the enthymeme, which is aptly illustrated by Isocrates’ phrase above. This
connection implicitly substantiates the claim that metaphor is the most important element
of rhetorical style. Thus, to the extent that the key to both rhetorical and poetic style is
mastering the use of metaphor, and mastering the use of metaphor, as discussed by
Aristotle, demands an orientation towards the theoretical understanding of things in their
specific, generic and analogical relatedness, then the importance attached to metaphor
underscores Aristotle’s philosophical reformation of both arts from a unique perspective.

Furthermore, with respect to the example just considered, it might be objected
that this is a simile, and not a metaphor. This should not distract us for, as we shall
presently see, Aristotle considers the simile to be a kind of metaphor, which differs from
it only in the manner stated. The reason for this identity between the simile and the
metaphor, as I will argue, is that Aristotelian metaphor is a fundamentally comparative
operation, which (despite its place in the theory of style among different kinds of words)
cannot be reduced to the status of a one-word trope. Aristotelian metaphor, which is
defined above all by its vertical character, is any form of comparative predication in
which two or more things are brought together in light of some likeness they are seen to
exhibit imperfectly with respect to one another.

3.4 Metaphor, Simile, and the Perception of Similarities
We now turn to the association posited by Aristotle between the ability to make and

understand metaphors, and the ability to perceive similarities between disparate things.

141



Up until now, this feature of metaphor has largely remained implicit in our discussion. It
was perhaps most evident in the examples that Aristotle offers to illustrate his first two
categories of metaphor (genus-species, species-genus): for in the relation between
‘standing’ and ‘anchoring,” on the one hand, and in that between ‘many’ and ‘ten
thousand’ on the other, there is indeed a kind of similarity or family resemblance.

Yet the similarities involved in the first three categories of metaphor (genus-
species, species-genus and species-species) are quite rudimentary in comparison to those
involved in the fourth category, which is ‘metaphor by analogy,’ 1] kaTa avaAoyltav.
This is on the one hand because the first three categories concern a single rapport of
resemblance between two individual things, whereas analogical metaphor presupposes a
duplication of this relationship into an equality of proportions between four things. In the
Poetics, Aristotle therefore explains the analogical category of metaphor as follows: ‘I
call “by analogy” cases where b is to a as d is to c¢: one will then speak of d instead of b,
or b instead of d.**

This kind of metaphor thus presupposes a proportional analogy between two
different sets of things, which shows that these metaphors involve a comparison between
no less than four individuals, divided into two parallel groups. Aristotle gives two
examples of such metaphors, and explains the proportional analogies on which they are
implicitly based. The first example is based on the analogy ‘the wine bowl is to Dionysus
as the shield is to Ares: so one will call the wine bowl “Dionysus’s shield,” and the
shield “Ares’ wine bowl.”” (1457b 20-22) The second is based on the analogy ‘old age is

to life as evening to day: so one will call evening “the day’s old-age,” or, like

Ar1stotle Poetlcs 1457b 15- 9 TO 58 ava)\oyov )\syco OTO(V ouomog sxn TO BEUTspov npog TO
TrpOJTO\) Kol TO TETAPTOV TPOS TO TPITOV' EPEL YOP GVTI TOU SEUTEPOU TO TETAPTOV T} AVTI TOU
TETAPTOU TO SeUTEPOV.’
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246 . .
<" The discussion of

Empedocles, call old age “the evening of life” of “life’s sunset.
metaphor by analogy demonstrates that, for Aristotle, certain kinds of metaphors imply a
proportional resemblance between two different groups of things. In the first example,
the resemblance is between the shield and the cup insofar as each is the characteristic
symbol or sign associated with a specific deity. In the second, the resemblance is
between old age and evening insofar as each is the end or completion of a cycle of time.
In both cases, however, the proportional analogy and the metaphors that can be based on
it all require, and in fact reflect, the perception of certain kinds of similarities between
things that are, on the surface, very remote from one another.

In this, we encounter the crucial role played by similarities in the production and
comprehension of metaphors as understood by Aristotle. Chapter 22 of the Poetics
affirms this explicitly, where Aristotle argues that the natural capacity to make and
understand metaphors is the greatest asset available to the poet. In fact, we examined this
claim in the first section of this chapter but did not consider in detail all the reasons that
Aristotle gives to justify it. The justification for why metaphor is the most important
element of poetic style is that ‘a capacity for metaphor [...] cannot be acquired from
another, and is a sign of natural gifts: because to use metaphor well is to discern

similarities.”**” Even more explicitly than the text of the Poetics, Topics V1.2 also

associates metaphors with the perception of resemblances, claiming explicitly that ‘all

Ar1stotle Poetics 1457b 20-4: “Aéyw 8¢ olov opoiws éxsl ¢ld)\n mpos Alovucov kal o’(orr\s
Trpos Apn EpEl TOlVUV TT]V 4)100\7]\) cxcsmBO( Alovuoou KO(l 'rr]v acTida q)lcx)\nv Apeoog 1 O ynpas
Trpog [310\1 KO ECTIEPO npos nuspow EpEl Tolvuy TT]V ECTTEPOV YNPAS TIHEPTS T)
comep  EpmeSokAns, kal TO yhpas eomépav Biou i Sucpas Blou.’

47 Aristotle, Poetics 1459 5-8: “ToAU 8¢ Héy10TOV TO HETAOPIKOY €lval HSvov yap TolTo oliTe
Tap’ dAAou EoTi AGPEIV eUdUTaS TE ONUEIOV EOTL* TO YO P €U HETAGEPEIV TO TO OpOIOV Becopeiv
EOTIV.’
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those who use metaphors do so on account of some similarity.’***

Thus metaphor
depends on the capacity to perceive similarities, To opotov Becopeiv, and this capacity is
a sign of what Aristotle calls eudula.

In the remainder of this section, I will address three separate, but related issues
raised by this passage: (a) I will draw out and make explicit some of what remains
implicit in the importance attached by Aristotle to the perception of resemblances for the
production and comprehension of metaphors; (b) I will briefly outline and explain what
Aristotle means by eudula and show why it is fundamentally different from what we
mean by ‘special talent’; and (c) I will also show how the role played by similarities in
the production and comprehension of metaphors justifies Aristotle’s identification of the
metaphor and the simile. Having justified this identification, I will then argue (against a
number of commentators) that it points implicitly to the predicative character of
metaphorical attribution, despite Aristotle’s point of departure in considering metaphor
as one kind of word among others in the Poefics.

(a) In the passage of the Poetics just cited, Aristotle says that the ability to make
and understand metaphors is a sign of eUpula, because it indicates a capacity for
perceiving resemblances. Nevertheless, Aristotle does not say anything in the Poetics
about similarity in general, or about the kinds of similarities that metaphors reveal in
particular. To answer the question of what a similarity is in general, we can turn to

Chapter 7 of the Categories, which analyzes similarity (TO opolov) as an instance of the

category of relation, mpos Ti.** According to this analysis, we can therefore say that the

8 Aristotle, Topics 140a 11-2: “TVTES YOpP Of HETAGEPOVTES KOTS TIVE GHOISTNTA HETADEPOUCIY.”
%9 See Aristotle, Categories 6b 10 and 11a 15-8.
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awareness of what two things share in common, or that by which they are related,
requires a prior awareness of what each thing is in itself.

Now that we know a little more about how Aristotle understands similarity in
general, we still need to ask about what is specific to the kinds of similarities that
metaphors reveal. In fact, as mentioned in the introduction to this dissertation, there are
many different kinds of similarities between things and, although Aristotle does not says
so explicitly, only some of these are relevant to the production of metaphors. Take the
aforementioned example of two dogs, which are indeed similar in virtue of being the
same genus and species of thing: insofar as Aristotle defines metaphor as the application
or transference of a name belonging to another thing, it is presumed that the similarities
disclosed by metaphors will be other than the similarities that indicate the essential
identity between things of the same kinds. To borrow a distinction from O’Rourke, we
can therefore say that the similarities with which metaphors are concerned are secondary
ones, whereas the scientific classification of things according to genus and species, as
well as the philosophical search for the analogical unity of things, are concerned with
primary similarities.”"

As also discussed in the introduction to this dissertation, it is important to see that
the secondary character of the similarities with which metaphors are concerned is closely
connected to the importance attached by Aristotle to metaphors ‘by analogy’ in

particular. Aristotle indicates explicitly in Rhetoric 111.10 that metaphors by analogy are

230 Speaking of analogical metaphors in particular, O’Rourke argues that, ‘[i]n metaphor, [...] and here is
the point, what is affirmed is not a proper analogy but an imperfectly analogous resemblance: the quality,
perfection or action belongs perfectly and intrinsically only to one substance, and is transferred to another
because of some perceived but imperfect likeness. In the assertion “Achilles is a lion,” the poet is not at-
tributing to the hero either the nature of a lion, nor its beastly rapacious activity as such, but rather a certain
secondary likeness. Metaphor is the proportional, but imperfect, transfer of a perfection or activity from its
primary to a secondary subject.” See F. O’Rourke, “Aristotle and the Metaphysics of Metaphor,” p. 173.
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‘most popular’, and accordingly recommends their use over the three other kinds
discussed in Poetics 22.' Although he does not explain why this is so, the distinction
between primary and secondary likenesses, and the fact that metaphors are concerned
with the latter rather than the former, provides an implicit justification for it. Primary
likenesses are inherently more abundant among things that are generically and
specifically united, and conversely, secondary likenesses are inherently more abundant
among things that are one by analogy, rather than by species or genus. In other words,
the secondary character of the likenesses revealed by metaphor suggests subtly that the
ability to make and understand metaphors demands the ability to detect imperfect
similarities between things that are maximally remote from one another, and the things
that are maximally remote from one another are more often those things that are one by
analogy than they are things that are one by species or genus. This is connected both to
Aristotle’s valorization of analogical metaphors and to the fact that, as we shall see
below, Aristotle’s taxonomy of ‘smart and popular sayings’ privileges metaphors that
reveal similarities between sensible things, on the one hand, and things that are remote
from the senses on the other. The privileged status accorded by Aristotle to these
metaphors highlights once again that a philosophical comprehension of the analogical
connections between things is implicitly singled out here as a sufficient condition for the
mastery of the use of metaphor, and consequently of the arts of rhetoric and poetry more
generally. I will return to this point below.

(b) Much like katharsis in the first chapter of this dissertation, it is best to leave

the word eu¢ula untranslated for the moment. Many approximations have been offered

251, . . Ao - / s A ~ , ‘ ,
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411a 7: ‘Tcv 8& peTOPOPV TETTAPLWV OUGV eUSOKIHOUC! LOAIOTO ol KOXT
avaloylav’.
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for it, including genius, talent, sympathetic nature, natural endowments and natural gifts.
A survey of some of the more notable passages in which Aristotle discusses the term
indicates that it is indeed a kind of ability, but one that issues from natural endowments,
and in particular from the hylomorphic constitution of living natural bodies, rather than
from technical skill or rational instruction.

Poetics 17, for example, suggests that eu¢pula is a kind of natural capacity of the
imagination, which supports Halliwell’s claim in Aristotle’s Poetics that it refers to
‘natural ability,” which he describes as ‘a disposition less remote [i.e., than divine
inspiration] from ordinary mental experience’.”>> This is the first important clue as to
exactly what Aristotle means by gudula.

In Topics VIII.14, edduia is similarly discussed as a kind of natural ability, but
not a natural ability for imagining things or for seeing similarities. It is rather a natural
ability for choosing that which is true over and against that which is false. Aristotle
describes this ability as the natural capacity for discriminating between what should be

253
In

pursued and what should be avoided, and for choosing the former over the latter.
other words, Aristotle here treats eupula as it pertains to the faculty of desire in

particular. eudula is thus clearly a kind of talent, but it is a talent for precisely those

kinds of activities to which the notion of talent seems not to apply. One speaks of a talent

232 Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poetics, pp. 89-90. Cf. Aristotle, Poetics 1455a 32-4: ‘815 eUdous 1) TomTiKy
EGTIV T) HOVIKOU® TOUTGV YO Ol HEV eUTTAAGTO!L Ol 8¢ EkGTaTIKOl E101v.” On Halliwell’s translation, the
word sUAaoTol refers concretely to the mind’s ability to “fit’ itself imaginatively to whatever scene or
situation needs to be imitated in the tragic plot. The more kinds of situations and events the poet is capable
of imagining in vivid detail, the more he or she will have a natural ability for the construction of plots.

233 Aristotle, Topics 163b 13-7: ‘For such a process one must possess a certain natural ability, and with
respect to the truth, natural ability consists in being able correctly to choose the true and avoid the false
(8€1 8¢ TPOS TO TOIOUTO UTTAPXEIV VUG KOl TOUT’ EGTIV T} kT’ aAnBetav euduia, To Suvacbhal
kaAws eAeéabot TaAnBes kal Gpuyelv To YeUdos). Men of natural ability can do this; for they judge
correctly what is best by a correct feeling of love or hatred for what is set before them (0Tep ol medpukOTES
g0 SUVOTO TTOLETY" €U Yop HIAOUVTES KO HIGOUVTES TO TPOODEPOVEVOV €U kplvouat TO REATIGTOV).”
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for the accordion, or a talent for horseback riding, but it would be strange to speak of a
talent for imagining or a talent for choosing or desiring. These activities are precisely
those for which no special talent is required, insofar as they are naturally possessed by all
human beings (and indeed, many animals as well). Yet Aristotle’s point is that these
basic, natural activities can be done well or poorly, and eudula is the disposition for
doing them well.

Finally, De Anima 11.9 also indicates that e0¢puia is a natural propensity for the
kinds of activity that define the human species and set it apart from other animals. In this
case, the activity in question is thought, Tnv Siavoiav, and its correlation to the sense of

h.>>* To put it succinctly, Aristotle describes those who are well-disposed in relation

touc
to thought as eUduels, and those who are poorly disposed in relation to it as aduels. Yet
this passage goes further than those examined above by also giving some indication of
what causes eUula. Aristotle’s point in tracing a correlation between touch and thought
is to say that the natural ability to think is not equal in all humans, even though thought is
what defines humans in common and sets them apart from the other animals. In this
sense, even understanding eudula as a kind of ‘special ability’ is misleading, since the
human capacity to think is itself already understood at the outset as a natural, i.e. general
ability. All animals already have, and in fact are defined by natural abilities by virtue of

having the kinds of souls that they have. Yet Aristotle’s point in saying that certain

things are signs of eu¢ula is that, even among beings that are defined by certain natural

254 Aristotle, De Anima 421a 23-7. As proof (onugiov) of this correlation between touch and thought in
humans, Aristotle refers to the fact that ‘among the human race men are well or poorly endowed with
intelligence in proportion to their sense of touch, and no other sense (€v TG YEVel TV avBpd TV TP
TO aloBnTMplov ToUTO glval eUdUELs karl aduels, Tap’ cAho 8¢ undev); for men of hard skin and flesh
are poorly, and men of soft flesh well endowed with intelligence (ol pév yap okAnpocopkol aduels THv
Siavolav, ol 8¢ pohakooapkol eUPUELS).”
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capabilities, there are specimens in which these capabilities are especially pronounced,
and cases where they are less s0.”> It is precisely this high degree of a natural capacity
that is possessed in common by all the members of a genus or species, which Aristotle
calls euduia.

(c) Now that we have a deeper understanding of what Aristotle means by guuia,
we must examine his identification of the metaphor and the simile. What we must grasp
above all is the fact that Aristotle identifies the metaphor and the simile by absorbing the
latter into the class of the former, and not vice versa. In and of itself, this fact indicates
that metaphor cannot simply be a one-word trope, but more fundamentally concerns any
form of comparative predication in which two or more things are brought together in
light of some secondary likeness they are seen to share. Put somewhat differently, it is
the fact of comparing things in light of a secondary likeness, and not being a certain kind
of word, that makes a metaphor what it is, and this also explains Aristotle’s identification

of it and the simile.**¢

233 The reason for this, although Aristotle nowhere says so explicitly, seems to concern the very material
make-up of the living organism, conceived as a composite of matter and form, body and soul. In other
words, eUdula concerns the very hylomorphic constitution of the natural body as a substrate underlying a
series of active powers. Although these active powers of the soul are distributed equally among members
of the same class, due to the material differences between natural bodies they are more salient in some than

in others.

256 1 . . . . L . . R
This identification of the metaphor and the simile is another important point of counter-distinction

between Aristotle and the classical tradition of rhetoric that comes after him. For classical rhetoricians such
as Cicero and Quintilian, the metaphor is an abridged simile, whereas for Aristotle the simile is a
lengthened metaphor. Consider in this regard Quintilian’s discussion of the relation between the metaphor
and the simile in Institutio Oratoria VIIL.6: ‘[o]n the whole metaphor is a shorter form of simile (totum
autem metaphora brevior est similitudo), while there is this further difference, that in the latter we compare
some object to the thing which we wish to describe (quod illa comparatur rei quam volumus exprimere),
whereas in the former this object is actually substituted for the thing (haec pro re ipsa dicitur).” See
Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria VII1.6.8 (trans. Butler). The difference between Quintilian and Aristotle here
demonstrates that, despite the latter’s point of departure in considering metaphor as one kind of word
among others, the view that metaphor concerns words and, in particular, single words, cannot be attributed
to him in good faith. One commentator who interprets Aristotle’s understanding of metaphor as a ‘one-
word’ theory is Stanford, who argues that ‘Aristotle, like nearly all his successors until the nineteenth
century of the Christian era, neglected the true principle of language, that the phrase or sentence, not the
word, is the unit of speech.” (Stanford, Greek Metaphor, p. 9.) While it is undeniable that Aristotle’s
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The identity posited by Aristotle between metaphor and simile indicates that,
despite his point of departure in treating metaphor as a kind of word, he implicitly
recognizes that language in general, and metaphoric language in particular, neither is nor
could be a matter of individual words alone. This basic fact shows the extent to which he
implicitly understands that words themselves are not really words unless they are taken
to refer to something, and such reference can only be known through the context of the
word in a complete, predicative act of speech (or writing). For those who, like Tamba-
Mecz and Veyne, attach primary importance to the connection between the simile and the
metaphor, rather than to metaphor’s initial place in a theory of stylistic diction, the notion
that Aristotle is only concerned with individual words requires, if not outright rejection,
then at least a good deal of qualification. They argue that ‘on trouve chez Aristote,
linguiste du mot, quelques indications qui montrent que le philosophe a soupgonné aussi
que le mot n'était pas l'unité élémentaire du langage.’”>’ Among a number of indications
that the authors mention, the identity postulated by Aristotle between the metaphor and
the simile is by far the clearest and most important.

Aristotle identifies the simile as a kind of metaphor in Rhetoric 111.4, affirming

that that ‘[t]he simile also is a metaphor’>>®. As he explains, the two differ only ‘in the

definition of metaphor is located in a theory of style that, above all, is concerned to explain what different
kinds of words can contribute to the global functions of poetry and rhetoric, this is not the whole story.
Aristotle does in fact recognize the inherently predicative character of metaphorical attribution when he
observes that the simile is a kind of metaphor. It is quite strange that Stanford himself recognizes this fact
in the second chapter of his book, (Cf. Stanford, Greek Metaphor, p. 26.) yet does not see how it
undermines his suggestion that Aristotle understands metaphorical language to concern nothing more than
words and, at that, single words. Much like Cope and Brooke-Rose, Stanford does not recognize the subtle
differences between Aristotle’s understanding of metaphor and that of the classical tradition of rhetoric.

237 Veyne & Tamba-Mecz, “Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” p. 93.
8 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1406b 1: “EoTt 8t kol 1) eikcov peTadopd:’.
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manner stated.”®” Aristotle illustrates this difference with an example from Homer’s
lliad, affirming that ‘[w]hen the poet says of Achilles, “he rushed on like a lion,” it is a

260 The difference between a

simile; if he says, “a lion, he rushed on,’ it is a metaphor
metaphor and a simile is thus the addition of the word ‘like’ or ‘as’ (in Greek ‘s,
‘coTeP’ or ‘olov,’), which simply makes the comparison implied by a metaphor
explicit. Aristotle repeats this affirmation again in Rhetoric 111.11, observing that similes
‘are metaphors of a kind.”*®' Once again, it is worth citing Tamba-Mecz and Veyne, who
note that ‘[1]oin de concevoir la metaphora comme une comparaison abrégée (suivant
une doctrine qui est la nétre depuis Quintilien au moins), Aristote voit dans la
comparaison une espéce dont la metaphora serait le genre’.**> For Tamba-Mecz and
Veyne, the fact that Aristotle is able to classify the simile as a metaphor, which only
differs in the manner stated, confirms that metaphor is essentially associated with the
comparison of two things, and not with the deviation from literal to figurative sense
within a single word.

If in other words the simile, which is an explicit comparison between two things
by means of the words ‘like (cdoTep)’ or “as (cds),” is identified by Aristotle as a kind of

metaphor (and not vice versa), the only explanation for this is that metaphor involves a

fundamentally comparative, predicative operation. As such, although it may be localized

9 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1406b 3: ‘Siodépoucal TG eipnuévey.”
260 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1406b 1 (citing Homer, Iliad xxii.164): ‘STav utv ydp eimn Tov AxiAAéa “cds 8t
AEcOV ETTOPOUCEV,” EIKV ECTLY, 0TV 8¢ “Aécov ETOPOUTE,” HeTOdOPA:.

201 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1406b 13: ‘ai 8 eikdves ST peTadopad.’

262 . . » . . .
“Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” p. 81. The authors therefore caution against assuming at the

outset that Aristotle’s understanding of the relationship between metaphor and the simile is the same as that
of classical rhetoricians: ‘[c]e seront les rhéteurs qui feront, de la comparaison et de la métaphore, deux
figures sceurs, deux espéces. Si l'on attribuait & Aristote des conceptions forgées par les rhéteurs, de
Quintilien a Fontanier, on méconnaitrait ce qu'Aristote entend par metaphora et quelle différence il établit
entre comparaison et métaphore dans la Poétique et la Rhétorique.” (1bid)
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in a single word, a metaphor always introduces more than just a word. By means of one
word, a metaphor in fact introduces two things, whose comparison is suggested to the
mind by the transference of a name from one to another. >’

It is only insofar as this is the case that Aristotle could affirm that the simile is a
kind of metaphor rather than vice versa. As Ricoeur affirms, ‘Aristotle saw that,
underlying the epiphora of the alien name, a strange attribution operates: ‘this is that’ —
an attribution whose grounds the simile makes clear only by displaying them in

*264 Based on Aristotle’s identification of the simile and the

deliberate comparison.
metaphor, we can say that the act of comparing two things in light of a secondary
likeness they are seen to share is more important to the definition of metaphor than is its
status as a certain kind of word. Quite significantly, this means that the knowledge
required to master the use of metaphor is a knowledge of things and their secondary
likenesses, and not a knowledge of words and their lexical meanings, taken
independently of their connection to the world of things to which they refer.

As we shall see in the next chapter, Aristotle’s discussion in Rhetoric 111.10-11
presupposes the necessarily comparative character of metaphorical attribution. Aristotle’s
focus in discussing metaphor in this latter text is to specify precisely those kinds of
things, whose comparisons generate the liveliest images in the minds of rhetorical

audiences. According to Rhetoric 111.2, the most important rule in choosing metaphors

and comparisons is that of propriety, or proportion (€k ToU avoloyov). Aristotle

293 Ricoeur consequently finds a tension within Aristotle’s understanding of metaphor, between what he
calls a ‘formal’ and a ‘dynamic’ perspective: ‘[w]hile it is true in a formal sense that [i.e., for Aristotle]
metaphor is a deviation in relation to the ordinary use of words, from the dynamic point of view it proceeds
from the encounter between the thing to be named and that foreign entity from which the name is
borrowed.” (The Rule of Metaphor, p. 24.)

264 Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, p. 26.
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therefore argues that, depending on context, one thing is more appropriate than another
for the purposes of a comparison, because it is ‘more of a likeness, and better suited to

putting the matter before the eyes.’**

The notion that metaphors place things ‘before the
eyes,’ Trpé OHMO TV, is one to which we will return in the next chapter. What is
important to grasp here is that propriety, specifically in relation to the production of
metaphors, dictates that the comparison implied by a metaphor should agree with one’s
overall intention in the speech as a whole.

Consequently, Aristotle advises that ‘if we wish to ornament our subject, we must
derive our metaphor from the better species under the same genus; if to depreciate it,
from the worse.”**® As an example of how to apply this rule, Aristotle points to the
difference between ‘praying’ and ‘begging’ as two different species of the generic
activity of asking (a1Tnoets). The implication here is that one can ornament the activity
of asking by calling it praying, and one can depreciate it by calling it begging, but the
propriety of each metaphor can only be determined by the overall intention of the
comparison itself. Significantly, in cases where the intention of a speech is indeed to
ornament its subject, Aristotle notes that ‘[m]etaphors therefore should be derived from
what is beautiful either in sound, or in potency, or in sight or to some other form of

. 26
sensation.’*®’

295 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1405b 13: ‘Ao GAAOU KUPICHTEPOV Karl Copolcapévoy HGAAOV Kol olKeISTEPOV
T TOIEIV TO TPOYUCTS TPO OPUATCOV.”

296 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1405a 10: “kari ¢6iv Te KoopElv BouAdi, GTmo T PeATIGVGY TGV BV TaUTE yével
DEPELV TNV HETAPOPAV, EQV TE PEYEIV, OTTO TV XEIPOVWV.

267 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1405 b 13 (translation modified): ‘Tas 8¢ peTadpopas evTeUBev oloTEOV, ATTO
kaA@v I T deovn 1 T Suvapet i T Oel 7 aAA) Tvi aloBnoet.” Freese paraphrases 1) T Suvauel as
‘or in signification,” but I can see no explanation for this. To the extent that the paraphrase does not make
Aristotle’s meaning any clearer than would a literal translation (it is also hard to see what ‘potential’ could
mean in this context), there is no reason to prefer the former to the latter. I therefore choose to stay as close
as possible to the original Greek.
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As we shall see in the next chapter, the notion that metaphors should be derived
from the realm of sense perception is an important assumption for Aristotle’s discussion
in Rhetoric 111. The importance of this consideration becomes more apparent when we
recognize that most of the examples, which Aristotle offers in Rhetoric 111 to illustrate
the successful use of metaphors, are cases in which an abstract notion is implicitly
compared via metaphor to a sensible quality or event. In his survey of ‘smart and popular
sayings’ in Chapter 10, the first example Aristotle offers is a reference to the Odyssey,
where Homer compares old age to stubble (kaAounv), which in this case refers to the
withered stalks of a cornfield after the autumn harvest. Aristotle affirms that ‘when
Homer calls old age stubble, he teaches us and informs us through the genus; for both

*2%8 In this way, the comparison of an abstract notion (old age) to a

have lost their bloom.
sensible thing (stubble), which is effected through an exchange of name from one to the
other, allows the former to be illustrated in a vivid image. Specifically with respect to the
abstract notion of old age, the comparison to stubble allows it to be pictured in the mind
as the loss of life’s bloom and vigor, and this picturing is precisely what Aristotle means
when he mentions metaphor’s capacity to place things ‘before the eyes.’

In fact, the expression TPO OPHATWV is itself an example of the metaphoric
capacity to place things mpo oppaTwv. More precisely, this formula is based on the
analogical comparison between imagination and sight, the former of which is farther
removed from the senses than the latter. In this way, even the formulation Aristotle

introduces to elaborate the function of good metaphors, which is the function of

mediating that which is remote from sense experience by means of a sensible image, is a

298 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1410b 2-3 (citing Homer, Odyssey xiv.213): “STav yop £ TO yApas kaAduny,
£ToINcE pabnotv kal yvaoiv Sia Tou yevous: audw yap ammvdnkoTa.’
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demonstration of this function itself. The fact that Aristotle considers the best metaphors
to be precisely those that establish an analogical parallel between abstract notions on the
one hand, and sensible qualities, things and events that are familiar to them on the other,
underscores the central role played throughout his discussion by the perception of
secondary, or imperfect similarities. Consistently with the claim in Poetics 23 that the
capacity to make and understand metaphors involves the perception of similarities,
Aristotle’s discussion throughout RAeforic X assumes that the best metaphors are in fact
those that reveal similarities between the most distant things. On my reading, this claim
is at the heart of the privileged place reserved by Aristotle for metaphors by analogy,
insofar as it is this kind of metaphor in particular that reveals similarities between the
most distant things.

In this sense, it must be recognized that the distance and the difference between
the sensible and the abstract is of paramount importance for the discussion of Rhetoric
III. In other texts, most notably in the Physics and Metaphysics, Aristotle qualifies the
distinction between the sensible and the abstract in terms of a distinction between what is
knowable to us (Nu1v), and what is knowable in itself (kaB’a0T0), or by nature (pucet).
In this case, what is knowable to us corresponds to individual, sensible substances, and
what is knowable in itself corresponds to the causes through which sensible substances
can be known, and which are farthest from sense experience. Accordingly, in just the
second paragraph of Physics 1.1, Aristotle observes that ‘the path of investigation must
lie from what is more immediately cognizable and clear to us, to what is clearer and more

intimately cognizable in its own nature; for it is not the same thing to be directly
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*26% For Aristotle, it is a

accessible to our cognition and to be intrinsically intelligible.
basic methodological principle that all inquiry must begin with what is more familiar and
accessible to the inquirer, and pass gradually from this starting point to arrive at what is
knowable in itself, or by nature.

In Book I, Chapter 2 of the Metaphysics, Aristotle explains this point a little
further by indicating with more precision just what it is that is more accessible to us, and
what is more knowable in itself. On the one hand, that which is more knowable to us is
that which is sensible particulars, while on the other that which is knowable in itself is
the universal (To kaBolou), which is remote from the senses: ‘these are just about the
most difficult things for humans to know, those that are most universal, since they are
farthest from the senses.’*’° Aristotle makes the same point in Book II, Chapter 2 of the
De Anima, affirming that ‘the definite and logically more intelligible conception arises
from the vague but more obvious data of sense’*’".

Therefore, when we turn to examine Aristotle’s discussion in Rhetoric 111 in more

detail in the next chapter, it is important to bear two things in mind: (1) firstly that

69 Aristotle, Physics, tr. P.H. Wicksteed & F.M. Cornford (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press,
1957), 184a 17-9: nsd)UKe 8¢ ek TCOV yvmplustpmv nulv r] odos KO(I ooubsonpoav ET TQX
00(4)501'spo( TN PUCEL KO YVWPIHWTEPS" OV YOP TAUTO NIV TE YVWPIUG Kol GTAGDS .’

70 gristotle’s Metaphysics, trans. J. Sachs (Santa Fe, NM: Green Lion Press, 1999), 982a 22-4:
‘XA T TOTA ToUTA Yvwpiletv Tols avbpwdTols, Ta poAioTo kaBohou® ToppwTATwW Yap
anoBnoecdv eoTiv.” There may seem to be a contradiction between the Metaphysics and the Physics about
exactly what is more knowable to us, and what is knowable by nature. In the Physics, Aristotle goes on to
explain that the path of inquiry into nature proceeds in the opposite direction to the one that he mentions in
the Metaphysics above. Inquiry into nature, he claims in the Physics, is accordingly from the universal to
the particular, whereas he seems to suggest in the Metaphysics that it is from the particular to the
universal. In the Physics, however, the universal (To kafoAov) refers rather to a particular thing, conceived
as a whole consisting of various parts and elements, which are its constituent causes. In Book I of the
Physics, Aristotle thus treats these elements as the particulars, and the physical thing that they constitute as
the universal or whole. But in the Metaphysics it is the sensible individual that is the particular, and the
causes or elements that are responsible for its being what it is that are treated as universal. Rather than
constituting two incompatible orders of inquiry, these are instead to be viewed as two different
perspectives on the same procedure.

7 Aristotle, De Anima, trans. W.S. Hett (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1957), 413a 11-13:
‘(EK TV ACAPDV PEV PAVEPWTEPWV BE YIYVETOL TO OAPES KAl KATO TOV AOYOV YVWPIHWTEPOV .
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metaphors always disclose certain kinds of secondary resemblances between different
individuals, species, genera etc; and (2) that many of the best metaphors are the properly
analogical ones that succeed in vividly revealing similarities between abstract things,
which are obscure to the senses, and other things that are familiar to them. There is no
better illustration of this capacity, by which metaphors reveal similarities between things
that are remote from the senses and those that are close to them, than the title of the 17th
century treatise written by Emanuele Tesauro, which in Italian is 7/ cannochiale
aristotelico — literally in English, The Aristotelian Telescope. Unsurprisingly, this work
of over 600 pages, which has never been translated into English, is devoted in its entirety
to an elaboration of Aristotle’s views on style. In keeping with the privileged place that
Aristotle reserves for metaphor within his theory of style, Tesauro treats metaphor
(metafora) as the very summit (pit alto colmo) of what he calls ‘ingenious figures’.*’*
First of all, Tesauro defines /’ingegno, which can be translated into English as
‘ingenuity,” and into French as ‘I’ingéniosité’ (Hersant’s transation), according to two
features: (1) ‘la perspicacité (perspicacia)’; and (2) ‘I’agilité (versabilita)’.*”* Tesauro
then argues that the greatest merit of the former is that it perceives ‘les circonstances de
chaque sujet, méme les plus éloigneés et les plus menues (le piu lontane e minute

circonstanze)’.””*

272 For my understanding of this work I have had to rely on Y. Hersant’s translation, into French, of a
small number of exerts, published under the title La métaphore baroque : D Aristote a Tesauro : Extraits
du Cannochiale aristotelico (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 2001). Due to the lack of an extant English
translation of this work, all rendering into English of passages or words attributed to Tesauro in what
follows will represent my own translations of Hersant’s French translation.
273 Tesauro, Il cannochiale aristotelico, trans. Hersant, in La métaphore baroque, p. 85.
274 .

Ibid.
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Quite significantly, Tesauro’s justification for treating metaphor as the most
ingenious figure is that it is pre-eminent in the kind of perspicacity that partly defines
ingenuity most generally. Accordingly, Tesauro argues that

si I’ingéniosité consiste (comme nous 1’avons dit) a établir un lien entre les

notions ¢loignées et distinctes des objets proposés, telle est précisément la tache

de la métaphore (I’officio della metafora) plutot que d’aucune autre figure :
entralnant en effet d’un genre a I’autre tant I’esprit que la parole (traendo la
mente, non men che la parola), elle exprime un concept par le moyen d’un autre
fort différent, découvrant la ressemblance au cceur des choses dissemblables

(trovando in cose dissimiglianti la simiglianza).*”

It is precisely this capacity to discover similarities between the most distant things that
leads Tesauro to consider metaphor as the most important element of what he calls
l’ingegno. Indeed, the title of the work itself suggests that this discovery of similarities
among the most different and distant things is a way of making visible that which is
remote from the senses. It discretely suggests that style in general, and metaphor in
particular, is for Aristotle (to whom he refers throughout the work simply as ‘our author”)
analogous to that which the telescope is for Galileo: that is, a preferred method for
making things that are originally remote from human sensory experience accessible to
the mind.

3.5 Review of Some Recent Literature: Aristotle and the Cognitive View

Now that we have reconstructed Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, and resolved some of the
interpretive issues surrounding it, we can proceed to examine the ways in which other
theorists and commentators have approached it more recently. As we shall presently see,

a good deal of the scholarly material that has been published on Aristotle’s theory of

metaphor from the 1980’°s onward is preoccupied with the question of how this theory

275 Tesauro, Il cannochiale aristotelico, trans. Hersant, in La métaphore baroque, p. 102/3-4/5.
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fits into the contemporary landscape of philosophical discussions about metaphors and
their general epistemological relevance. More precisely, most of this material has been
preoccupied with the comparison of Aristotle’s theory and one other theory in particular:
the cognitive view of metaphor, which was brought into the mainstream of scientific
discussion with the publication, in 1980, of a work by G. Lakoff and M. Johnson, entitled
Metaphors We Live By.

In the debate about exactly how Aristotle’s theory of metaphor compares to the
cognitive theory, some of the most vocal participants are themselves proponents of the
latter view, most notable among whom are the authors of the aforementioned work,
Lakoff and Johnson. Since the publication of Metaphors We Live By, its authors have had
to modify some aspects of their theory, but its core postulates remain intact, and it
continues to draw support from empirical data in neuroscience, behavioral psychology,

and other related fields.?”®

It has been accepted by many both inside and outside the
scientific community as the most up-to-date and scientifically verifiable account of what
metaphors are, how they operate in relation to human thought, and what they allow us to
do. As a result, many of the more recent discussions of Aristotle’s views on metaphor,
beginning with those of Lakoff and Johnson themselves, have sought to evaluate them

against the backdrop of the cognitive view, and to determine their accuracy by the extent

to which they agree or disagree with it.

Nevertheless, the question of whether and to what extent Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor is comparable to the cognitive view is in one way misleading, and in another

philosophically uninteresting. It is misleading because the cognitive view of metaphor

276 . . . . .
7 I discuss some of these data in the conclusion of this thesis.
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most certainly presupposes an understanding of human thought that is altogether alien to
the way in which Aristotle understood it.*’” It is philosophically uninteresting, at least in
the way the question has hitherto been posed by most interpreters, because the most it
permits us to say about Aristotle’s views is that they either (1) agree with the cognitive
view; (2) disagree with it; or (3) both agree and disagree with it, in different respects. As
we shall see, all three of these possibilities have been exhausted by various interpreters
over the past few decades, with scholarly consensus settling most recently on the third. It
has yet to be pointed out that a more legitimate way to determine whether or not
Aristotle’s theory qualifies as a cognitive theory of metaphor would be first to ask how
he himself understands human cognition, and then to determine on the basis of an answer
to this question whether and to what extent his theory of metaphor hangs together in a
coherent way with his own epistemology and psychology. Instead, most have simply
treated the cognitive view of metaphor as if it existed in a vacuum, leaving its
epistemological or ontological presuppositions unexamined, and compared what
Aristotle says about metaphor to it to see whether he was ‘wrong’ or ‘right.’

In my view, these presuppositions have led the discussion into a cul-de-sac of

more or less facile questioning. The presuppositions begin with Lakoff and Johnson

2 10 get just an inkling of how and why this is so, we only need to consider that the cognitive theory of
metaphor presupposes an understanding of cognition that is the result of neural interactions in the brain.
This is evident especially in Lakoff and Johnson’s account of what they call ‘primary metaphors,” which
they explain are ‘neural connections learned by coactivation. They extend across parts of the brain between
areas dedicated to sensorimotor experience and areas dedicated to subjective experience.” G. Lakoff & M.
Johnson, Philosophy in the Flesh: The Embodied Mind and its Challenge to the Western Tradition (New
York: Basic Books, 1999), p. 57. To the extent that Aristotle does not believe that thought has anything to
do with the brain (for him the center of perceptive and intellectual activity is the heart rather than the
brain), we are clearly dealing with two different worldviews altogether, and not just two theories of
metaphor that could be compared as if in a vacuum. A meaningful comparison of the two theories would
need to take account of the difference in their underlying ontologies, epistemologies, and above all the
differences between their respective understandings of causation. This is a massive undertaking, but in
order for it even to begin it must first be demonstrated that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is not reflected in
the straw man that proponents of the cognitive view have made it out to be.
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themselves, insofar as the very manner in which they have presented their theory, since
its publication in 1980, has assumed a straw-man reading of Aristotle as the progenitor of
what they call ‘the classical view’ of metaphor, which they have claimed from the outset
is opposed to their view on all counts. As will be shown below, it is necessary to draw a
distinction in Lakoff and Johnson’s work between the theory of metaphor itself, on the
one hand, and the rhetoric they employ to advocate it (as well as to discredit the theories
of others), on the other. Among the many laudatory things the authors have to say about
their own theory, one of the most frequent refrains is that it constitutes a fundamental
revision of certain philosophical assumptions ‘that have been taken for granted within the
Western tradition since the Greeks’.*’® In this way, the authors preface their theory of
metaphor at the outset by underscoring its essential incompatibility with what they call
‘the Western tradition’. Their implied thesis, which Johnson elaborates explicitly in an
article published a year later, is that Aristotle is the originator of these fundamental
assumptions, which skew the Western tradition’s understanding of metaphor all the way
up until midway through the 20th Century.

Nevertheless, as we shall presently see, Lakoff and Johnson’s reading of Aristotle
rests on several assumptions that I have already shown to be false. In particular, their
characterization of Aristotle’s theory assumes that it is essentially the same as those
classical theories of metaphor, such as were advanced by Tryphon and Quintilian, which
take metaphor to be a transference from one sense of a word to another. Above I labeled
this kind of theory a horizontal theory, and showed that Aristotle’s theory must be

distinguished from it as a vertical theory, because the latter concerns a different kind of

278 G. Lakoff & M. Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), p. ix.
161



relationship, not between two senses of a single word, but rather between a word, (at
least) two things, and what Aristotle calls ‘affections of the soul’. Nevertheless, Lakoff
and Johnson conflate these two kinds of theories consistently, and thus fail to see what is
unique or original in Aristotle’s perspective.

In fact, before even beginning to characterize their specific views on metaphor in
Metaphors We Live By, Lakoff and Johnson announce them in a way that presupposes a
very specific understanding of both ‘the Western tradition’ in general, and Aristotle as
the originator of this tradition in particular. The problem is that they do not offer much to
justify this understanding anywhere in the work itself. The closest either one comes to
such a justification is in the aforementioned article by Johnson, in which he outlines the
putative differences between the classical and cognitive views and shows how, on his
reading, the former dominates western speculation about metaphor for 2300 years.
Nevertheless, as we shall see, Johnson discusses Aristotle’s theory of metaphor in a
highly schematic way and, in fact, rarely cites any of the texts in which Aristotle’s most
important comments about metaphor are found. My objective in the remainder of this
chapter is therefore to give a schematic characterization of the cognitive view of
metaphor, and then a more detailed account of how proponents of this view, and
especially Lakoff and Johnson, have mischaracterized Aristotle’s ideas in several ways.

To see how this is so, we must begin with the reconstruction of Arisotle’s views
in the aforementioned article by Johnson (1981), and then proceed from there to examine
how this (mis)understanding of Aristotle maps onto what proponents of the cognitive
theory call the ‘Traditional View’. Above all, two things interest us in Johnson’s article,

which is entitled “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition” (1981): (a) the first is the
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broad historical outline of the Western tradition’s understanding of metaphor; (b) the
second is the specific account Johnson gives of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, as the
originator of this tradition. As for (a), Johnson starts at the end of the story, observing as
I did in the introduction to this dissertation that the volume of philosophic and scholarly
material devoted to the topic of metaphor suddenly ‘explodes after 1960°>”°. The 2300
years of conceptual history leading up to this explosion, according to Johnson, can be

summarized along the following lines:

1) Aristotle (384 — 322 BCE) develops the first explicit theory of metaphor, defining
it in the Poetics as ‘the application (¢ mipopa) of a word that belongs to another
thing’, and elaborating on this definition with some more or less pertinent
observations in the Rhetoric.**

2) For the next 2300 years or so, the alleged features of Aristotle’s original theory,
which will be considered in more detail below, are adopted by all subsequent
theories of metaphor; in Johnson’s own words, ‘virtually every major treatment
up to the twentieth century is prefigured in Aristotle’s account’.”®' This fact
permits him conveniently to group the entire network of features and
presuppositions linking Aristotle’s theory and ‘virtually every treatment up to the
20th century’ under the heading of ‘the Traditional View.’

3) Beginning in the 20th century some time between the publication of two
influential works — Ivor Richards’ The Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936), and Max
Black’s Models and Metaphors (1962) — the Traditional View of metaphor
gradually begins to appear questionable in light of a new perspective,*** which
Johnson and others have gone on to label the Cognitive View. As Johnson puts it,
‘Black’s essay [...] represented the start of a trickle of philosophical interest in
metaphor that has now [i.e., in 1981] swelled to flood proportions.’*® From this
20th century ‘flood’ of philosophical interest in metaphor, other important
publications also emerge: Monroe Beardsley’s article, “The metaphorical twist”
(1962), Paul Ricceur’s La métaphore vive (1975), and the book that Johnson
himself co-authored with George Lakoff, Metaphors We Live By (1980).

2\, Johnson, “Introduction: Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” in (ed.) idem, Philosophical
Perspectives on Metaphor (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1981), p. 3.
280 Johnson, “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” p. 5.
281 Johnson, “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” p. 8.
282 Johnson, “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” pp. 18-9.
283 Johnson, “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” p. 20.
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Having seen how Johnson summarizes the entire history of philosophical
speculation leading up to his own theory of metaphor, we must now turn to (b), his
specific characterization of Aristotle’s position. Because Johnson’s account of this
position is so highly condensed, we will afterwards supplement it by turning to another
summary of the ‘traditional view’ of metaphor, which is provided by another proponent
of the cognitive view and is consistent with Lakoff and Johnson’s way of reading
Aristotle. To begin with, Johnson himself reduces Aristotle’s position on metaphor to
‘three main components: (i) focus on single words that are (ii) deviations from literal
language, to produce a change in meaning that is (iii) based on similarities between

5284

things.””™" These same three postulates appear, in addition to another two, in the

summary of the traditional view found in Z. Kévecses’ book Metaphor: A Practical

Introduction (2002). Kovecses expands Johnson’s original list of three, to what he claims

are ‘five of its most commonly accepted features’*™:

First, metaphor is a property of words; it is a linguistic phenomenon. [...] Second,
metaphor is used for some artistic and rhetorical purpose, such as when
Shakespeare writes “all the world’s a stage.” Third, metaphor is based on a
resemblance between the two entities that are compared and identified. [...]
Fourth, metaphor is a conscious and deliberate use of words, and you must have a
special talent to be able to do it and do it well. [...] Fifth, it is also commonly held
that metaphor is a figure of speech that we can do without; we use it for special
effects, and it is not an inevitable part of everyday human communication, let
alone everyday human thought and reasoning.**°

Kovecses evidently agrees with Johnson’s estimation that Aristotle’s account of
metaphor is paradigmatic for the Traditional View. Accordingly, in support of the fourth

feature listed above — that is, that “metaphor is a conscious and deliberate use of words,

284 Johnson, “Metaphor in the Philosophical Tradition,” p. 6.

285 Zoltan Kovecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), p.
Vii.

286 Kovecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction, pp. vii-viii.
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and you must have a special talent to be able to do it and do it well’ — Kdvecses cites the
passage from the Poetics, which we have already examined, where Aristotle states that
‘much the greatest asset is a capacity for metaphor. This alone cannot be acquired from
another, and is a sign of natural gifts.”**’

Corresponding to that and the four other features of the Traditional View just
listed, K&vecses proceeds to offer a five-point summary of the ‘new view of metaphor
that challenged all these aspects of the powerful traditional theory’.**® This new view,
which he names ‘the cognitive linguistic view of metaphor’, is characterized in
contradistinction to the Traditional View according to the following five marks:

(1) metaphor is a property of concepts, and not of words; (2) the function of

metaphor is to better understand certain concepts, and not just some artistic or

esthetic purpose; (3) metaphor is often not based on similarity; (4) metaphor is
used effortlessly in everyday life by ordinary people, not just by special talented
people; and (5) metaphor, far from being a superfluous though pleasing linguistic
ornament, is an inevitable process of human thought and reasoning.”®
Implicitly or explicitly, the conceptual outlines offered by both Kévecses and Johnson
agree about both the respective characteristics of the Traditional View and of the new,
Cognitive View,*”" and the role of Aristotle’s original theory with respect to the former.
They both indicate in different ways that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is the originator

of the Traditional View, and suggest that in developing a cognitive view that is opposed

to it, 20th century theorists will have finally succeeded in freeing themselves from the

287 Kovecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction, pp. vii-viii (citing Aristotle, Poetics 1459a 5-7).
288 Kovecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction, p. viii.
> Ibid

290 Though the features listed by Kovecses — specifically the fourth and fifth — appear to mark a divergence
from or an expansion of those given in Johnson’s article, these additional features are effectively accounted
for in the opening lines of Lakoff and Johnson’s Metaphors We Live By: ‘[m]etaphor is for most people a
device of the poetic imagination and the rhetorical flourish — a matter of extraordinary rather than ordinary
language.” George Lakoff & Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2003) p. 3.
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primitive assumptions that for over two millennia had impeded progress in the
conceptualization of metaphor.”"

In what follows, my aim is not to argue against the cognitive theory itself, but
rather to show that what some proponents of the cognitive theory, such as Lakoff,
Jonshon and Kovecses, have claimed to be Aristotle’s position in fact distorts his views
in fundamental ways. As we shall see, the sole postulate that can be attributed to
Aristotle without qualification is the one according to which metaphors are based in the
perception of similarities.

Let’s begin with the fifth postulate of the traditional view as characterized by
Kovecses: that ‘metaphor is a figure of speech that we can do without; we use it for
special effects, and it is not an inevitable part of everyday human communication, let

5292

alone everyday human thought and reasoning.’"” To see that this is not in fact Aristotle’s

position, we need only open Book III of the Rhetoric, where he clearly states that ‘all use

9293

metaphors in conversation, as well as proper and appropriate words’*". In this regard, as

21 This critical pronouncement concerning Aristotle’s paradigmatic role in the history of ‘metaphorology’
is made explicit in the title of Liselotte Gumpel’s book, Metaphor Reexamined: A Non-Aristotelian
Perspective (1984). Gumpel’s study begins with the claim that ‘so closely has criticism in this area [i.e.,
theories of metaphor] adhered to Aristotelian ideas that I call the tradition from its ancient beginnings to
the present “neo-Aristotelian.”” Metaphor Reexamined: A Non-Aristotelian Perspective (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1984), p. xi. Despite Gumpel’s basic agreement with Johnson ef al. concerning
the alleged predominance of Aristotelian assumptions in the conceptualization of metaphor right up to the
20th century, her analysis is difficult to situate within the main stream of theories devoted to articulating
the cognitive, or ‘cognitive linguistic’ view of metaphor. Unlike the proponents of this latter view, Gumpel
characterizes her own ‘non-Aristotelian theory’ as beginning ‘with the ontological placement, not of
metaphor but of language as a bearer of meaning, a task achieved with the phenomenological semantics of
[i.e., Roman] Ingarden (1893-1970)’, and thereafter supplemented ‘with the semiotic “Picture of
Language” based on the sign classes of [i.e., C.S.] Peirce (1874-1945).” (p. xii) It remains unclear exactly
to what extent the results of her structural semantic approach coincide with those of the cognitive linguistic

approach.

292 Lakoff also associates this claim with Aristotle’s view, arguing that, since Aristotle, ‘[...] everyday

language had no metaphor, and metaphor used mechanisms outside the realm of everyday conventional
language.” G. Lakoff, “The contemporary theory of metaphor”, in (ed.) A. Ortony, Metaphor and Thought
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1993), p. 202.
93 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1404b 6: “TcvTes Yop peTadopais StaAéyovTal’.
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Kirby (1997) has pointed out, proponents of the cognitive view have completely
misrepresented Aristotle’s ideas in attributing to him the view that metaphors do not
enter into the conversation of everyday people. Although the kind of language most often
opposed by Aristotle to metaphoric language, Ta kKUpia, is commonly translated as
‘ordinary’ or ‘conventional,’ this should not be taken to mean that ordinary people do not
frequently use such language in everyday discourse.””

In fact, as Kirby also points out, the view that metaphors are cases of
extraordinary rather than ordinary language, and are accordingly the concern of
specialists in poetry (and rhetoric) rather than of ordinary people, belongs to Aristotle’s
rival, Isocrates.”” Kirby cites the passage of the Rhetoric we have just examined, arguing

rightly that Aristotle ‘explicitly contradicts Isocrates on this count’>*

. In this regard, at
least, the characterization of Aristotle’s position by Lakoff, Johnson and Kdvecses
misrepresents it to the point where it becomes conflated with another position to which it
is, in fact, diametrically opposed. Consequently, in Kirby’s own words, ‘we must be

wary of mapping [Lakoff and Johnson’s] “classical theory” [i.e., the Traditional View]

precipitously onto what Aristotle has actually said.”*”’

294 Kirby thus argues that, although ‘one of [Lakoff and Johnson’s] major objections to the "classical
theory" is that it sets off a putative "figurative" or "poetic" language in contradistinction to everyday
usage’, Aristotle ‘by no means restricted metaphor to poetic or extraordinary contexts.” J. Kirby, “Aristotle
on Metaphor”, The American Journal of Philology 118/4 (Winter 1997), pp. 538-9.
293 Isocrates writes that the poets ‘can write of gods interacting with humans, conversing and fighting
alongside whomsoever they wish, and they can portray this not only with conventional language (Tols
TETOYMEVOLS OVOUOOLY) but also with borrowings (Eevols), new terms, and metaphors (LeTadOPALs), not
neglecting anything but embellishing their compositions with every figure. Such devices do not exist for
prose writers, they must use with precision only words and arguments in current use and keep to their
topic.” Evagoras 9-10, in Isocrates I, tr. D.C. Mirhady & Y.L. Too (Austin: University of Texas Press,
2000), p. 142 (emphasis added).
296 Kirby, “Aristotle on Metaphor”, p. 538-9.
27 John Kirby, “Aristotle on Metaphor”, p. 539 note.
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Having shown that the fifth postulate attributed to Aristotle by proponents of the
cognitive view of metaphor is based on a misinterpretation, let’s continue with the others.
We can combine the second and fourth postulates into one, since they are mutually
implicative: the former holds that ‘metaphor is used for some artistic and rhetorical
purpose,’ and the latter that ‘metaphor is a conscious and deliberate use of words, and
you must have a special talent to be able to do it and do it well’. Both of these postulates
are moreover connected to the one we have just examined, in that they further underscore
the putative distinction between metaphorical speech and ordinary speech, by giving two
specific reasons why metaphors are indeed something out of the ordinary: on the one
hand, they are used for extraordinary purposes, and on the other they are the exclusive
product of extraordinary talent.

These two postulates therefore imply the view that metaphors are extraneous to
the language people use in everyday speech, and are considerably weakened by the fact
that, as we have just seen, Aristotle actually holds the opposite view. Nevertheless, the
second and fourth postulates are not as diametrically opposed to what Aristotle actually
says as is the fifth one. Aristotle does in fact analyze metaphor within the context of both
rhetorical argumentation and poetic imitation, but he is also explicit in his affirmation, in
the opening lines of both the Rhetoric and Poetics, that argumentation and imitation are

things for which all humans characteristically have a natural potential.”*® Furthermore,

298 Concerning the former, Aristotle observes in the very first sentence of the Rheforic that ‘all men in a
manner have a share of both [i.e., rhetoric and dialectic]; for all, up to a certain point, endeavor to criticize
or uphold an argument, to defend themselves or accuse (TOVTes yop HEXP! Tvos Kol eEeTaletv kol
UTEXEIV Aoyov kol amoloyeiaBat Kol kaTnyopelv Eyxelpouatv).” (1354a 1-2) Concerning the latter, as
we saw in the previous chapter, Aristotle observes in Poetics 4 that poetry has its origin in two factors,
which are both natural factors and hence common to all humans (ciTion SUo Tives kol olTot Guotkai).
The first factor is the natural human propensity for imitation, which according to Aristotle distinguishes the
human being as the most mimetic of animals; the second is the natural delight taken by all humans in the
experience of mimetic objects, which are common to people from childhood as a result of the fact that they
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the fact that Aristotle also explicitly states that people use metaphors in everyday
discussion shows that he does not consider their use to be limited to specialists of poetry
and rhetoric. He obviously recognizes that metaphors are used in both ordinary and
extraordinary contexts, yet Lakoff, Johnson and Kovecses characterize his position as if
he considered metaphors to have an exclusive application to these specialized fields.

With respect to the fourth postulate — that ‘metaphor is a conscious and deliberate
use of words, and you must have a special talent to be able to do it and do it well’ —
Aristotle does indeed claim in the Poetics that the ability to make and understand
metaphors well is ‘a sign,” onuelov, of ‘natural gifts,” eudulas (1459a 7). Yet, as we
have seen in this chapter, it is problematic to understand euduia as a ‘special talent’.
Although it is true that Aristotle claims in Poetics 23 that the ability to make and
understand metaphors cannot be learnt from another, to the extent that eddula is not the
same as special talent this claim cannot be taken to mean that only certain, special kinds
of people have the ability to make metaphors. On my reading, insofar as eU¢uic names a
natural disposition for precisely those abilities or powers that are common to all humans
as a species, it must be understood as the kind of ability that all people have to an extent,
but that some possess more than others. This is entirely consistent with Aristotle’s
aforementioned remark that all people use metaphors in everyday conversation: for how
else could all people use metaphors in conversation if all people, to a certain degree, did
not share the natural ability for making and understanding them?

The third postulate attributed to Aristotle, which states that metaphors are based

on the perception of similarities, is accurate. Even more explicitly than the text of the

ﬁrst learn by means of 1m1tat1ons (To Te yop ulusloeou cuucbm’ou Tols owepoorrOlg EK TSV ECTIV
Kol TOUTG Blaq)spouol TV dA v Ccooov oTl [JIUT]TIK(,OTO(TOV 0TI Kol Tas pobroets moleitan Sia
HIUTOEWS TOG TPWTAS, Kol TO XAIPEIV TOIS HIUNUOG! TavTos) (1448b 5-10).
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Poetics, Book VI, Chapter 2 of the Topics also associates metaphors with the perception
of resemblances, claiming as we saw above that ‘all those who use metaphors do so on
account of some similarity.’

All that remains to be examined is thus the first postulate, according to which
metaphor is the property of words and, as Johnson specifies, of ‘single words.” In a
certain way, as we have seen, this is correct. In both the Poetics and the Rhetoric,
Aristotle analyzes metaphor as one among several different kinds of word, To dvopa. So
if we judge Aristotle’s theory based on its point of departure alone, which is the theory of
Ae€is and, within the elements of Ae€is, of the Gvoua, we must agree with the
proponents of the cognitive theory of metaphor that Aristotle understands metaphor as a
property or kind of individual words. But once again, this is not the whole truth. While it
is correct to say that Aristotle locates metaphor in the first instance among different kinds
of words, it is also true that many of his other comments indicate that metaphors involve
much more than individual names; indeed, the very concept of a ‘single-word’ metaphor
is meaningless, insofar as it is only by reference to a word’s context in a sentence that its
metaphoric status can be determined at all. In total, there are four main factors that show
how Aristotle’s treatment of metaphor, in spite of its point of departure, goes well
beyond a purely lexical theory of metaphor as a certain kind of individual word, and
points to the inherently predicative character of metaphorical language. These four
factors are (1) the precise nature of Aristotle’s definition of metaphor in the Poetics; (2)
the theory of signification, elaborated in De Interpretatione, which Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor implicitly presupposes; (3) the identification made by Aristotle between the

metaphor and the simile in Book III of the Rhetoric; and (4) the specific examples
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offered in both the Poetics and the Rhetoric to illustrate the different ways in which
metaphors can be used.

We have already examined each of the first three factors in detail above. To
recap, we saw that Aristotle defines metaphor in the Poetics not as the static result of a
substitution of names, but as the dynamic process of attribution or designation, through
which this substitution of names takes place. It was on the basis of this and other related
facts that I argued that Aristotle’s theory is a vertical theory, which concerns the
relationship between words, ideas and things, rather than between literal and figurative
senses of a single word. This rapport between words, ideas and things in Aristotle’s
theory of metaphor is a necessary consequence of his theory of signification, which is
presupposed by his theory of style in both the Rhetoric and Poetics. As I argued above,
Aristotle’s understanding of signification proceeds from words, TO OVOUOTA, tO ‘things,’
T ﬂpdyuaTa, via the intermediary of ‘affections of the soul,’ Ta TabnuaTa TS
Juxns. Consequently, even single words themselves are more than just single words, for
each word in its referential structure stands for a thing outside the mind, by means of an
affection of the soul. This triangular rapport between word, thing and affection of the
soul in Aristotle’s theory of signification has led Kirby in particular to compare it to C.S.
299

Peirce’s account of the sign, which also involves no less than three basic components.

A sign, for Peirce, is accordingly ‘something which stands to somebody for something in

299 Veyne and Tamba-Mecz support this ‘triangular’ reading as well, observing that the Aristotelian
‘metaphora n'est donc pas une figure de rhétorique, au sens ou nous I'entendons aujourd'hui, qui ressortit a
l'analyse formelle et sémantique du seul langage. Elle met en ceuvre toute une théorie sur les rapports entre
les choses, la pensée, les mots.” (“Metaphora et Comparison selon Aristote,” (“Metaphora et Comparison
selon Aristote,” p. 81).
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some respects or capacity’.’” As Peirce makes explicit elsewhere, what he calls
‘semiosis’ is therefore necessarily tripartite: ‘[b]y semiosis I mean an action, an
influence, which is, or involves, a cooperation of three subjects, such as a sign, its object
and its interpretant, this tri-relative influence not being in anyway resolvable into actions
between pairs’.>!

Kirby accordingly observes that ‘[i]n the passage from De Interpretatione cited
here [i.e., 16a 3-8], we have all the elements of the Peircean triad of semiosis: the sign
(sumbolon or semeiori), the object it represents (pragma), and the interpretant (en tei
psukhei pathemata).”**> Although there is some disagreement about whether Peirce’s
notion of interpretant is in all cases comparable to what Aristotle means by ‘affections of
the soul,” what is crucial to grasp here is just that Aristotle, much like Peirce, understands
signification to involve a minimum of three elements.’” Based on this structural parallel
between the three poles of Aristotle’s theory of signification and those of Peirce’s
semiotics, Kirby goes on to argue that ‘a semiotic presentation of the Aristotelian model

[i.., of metaphor] can be made congenial to Lakoff's cognitive approach.”*"*

Wes. Peirce, Collected Papers (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press), 2.228. Cited in U. Eco, 4

Theory of Semiotics (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976) p. 15.

301 Peirce, Collected Papers, 5.484.

392 John Kirby, “Aristotle on Metaphor”, p. 535.

303 14 is possible that Kirby pushes the comparison between Aristotle’s theory of signification and Peirce’s
semiotics too far. As Eco explains, the main obstacle here is that Peirce’s notion of ‘interpretant’ maps
onto Aristotle’s ‘affections of the soul” only part of the time. Although ‘Peirce also thought of the
interpretant [...] as a psychological event in the mind of a possible interpreter’, it is also ‘possible to
interpret Peirce’s definition [i.e., of the interpretant] in a non-anthropomorphic way’. U. Eco, 4 Theory of
Semiotics (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976) p. 15.

39 John Kirby, “Aristotle on Metaphor”, p. 538. Swiggers (1984) raises a similar point when he argues
that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor has what he calls a ‘cognitive background’. “Cognitive Aspects of
Aristotle’s Theory of Metaphor”, Glotta 62 1/2 (1984), p. 43. What he means by this is made clearer when
he observes that, ‘[f]or Aristotle, metaphor can only function in the context of linguistic interaction:
metaphors which are not understood are not functional.” (p. 45) To make this more concrete, we must
recall the reason why specifically in the Rhetoric Aristotle isolates metaphor as the most important element
of style that is available to orators. Ordinary words, he explains, are clear, but they risk boring the
audience; strange words (including neologisms, borrowed and lengthened terms, and so on) are pleasing to
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Consequently, although it is true to say that metaphor is localized in a word, the
metaphor itself involves more than a word: indeed, it involves a word, but one that
signifies another thing through the intermediary of the affections in the souls of the
audience, and only after they have understood the real sense of the implied comparison.
In this way, a whole comparative, predicative operation is condensed in a single word,
but this only becomes apparent once the audience has understood the implied meaning,
having ‘unpacked’ the metaphor by the mental juxtaposition of the word and its alien
context. It is only once the underlying similarity between the word’s ordinary designatum
and its new, alien context is determined in the mind of the audience that we can say the
metaphor has been grasped. It is for precisely this reason that Aristotle claims that
metaphors, more than any other element of style (uoAioTa), facilitate learning.
Expanding on this claim, Tesauro contends that metaphors in fact condense an entire
‘theatre of marvels’ into a single word: ‘[v]oila I’enseignement rapide et ais¢ d’ou nait le
plaisir ([e] questo ¢ quel veloce e facile insegnamento da cui ci nasce il diletto), 1’esprit
de I’auditeur ayant I’impression de percevoir en un seul mot tout un théatre de merveilles
(parendo alla mente di chi ode vedere in un vocabulo solo un pien teatro de
meraviglie).””"” Once again, we see that it is only in a qualified sense that Aristotle can
be said to hold the view that metaphor is a property of words and nothing else.

The third obstacle to claiming that Aristotle understands metaphor to be a

property of words, and words alone, is the connection he posits between the metaphor

the audience, but their meaning is obscure. The reason why metaphor is so important as an element of
rhetorical style is that it effectively mediates between these two kinds of language. The metaphorical
expression thus appears at first to be an ordinary word, and so does not arouse suspicion; it is only once
the discrepancy between word and thing becomes apparent, i.e., in the mind of the audience members
themselves, that the real meaning of the expression, the actual comparison implied by the transference
itself, can be understood.

305 Tesauro, Il cannochiale aristotelico, in La métaphore baroque, p. 106/7.
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and the simile, 1) elkcdv. We have already examined this connection above, so there is no
need to say anything further about it. All that remains to discuss is the fourth factor,
which is to be gleaned from a common characteristic among the examples Aristotle gives
to illustrate what metaphors are and how they function. We have only examined a few of
these examples as they appear in both the Rhetoric and Poetics; most of them we will
encounter in the next chapter, as part of our investigation into what Aristotle means when
he says that good metaphors signify evépyeia. I only want to draw attention to the fact

d.>% Rather than

that not one of these examples appears in the form of a single wor:
instances of individual words, all of Aristotle’s examples that we will see in the next
chapter are predications, in which certain qualities (those of movement in particular) are
attributed to certain subjects by means of certain words. What these examples illustrate is
accordingly not qualities of words and their meanings, but rather the ways in which
different kinds of properties can be predicated, through the use of words, to different
kinds of subjects, and thereby produce different kinds of experiences or images in the
mind. This fact demonstrates from another perspective that, for Aristotle, the idea of a
‘one-word’ metaphor is in fact meaningless and, as a result, the claim that he thinks
metaphor involves no more than a word is not at all accurate.

Out of the five postulates that Lakoff, Johnson and Kdvecses attribute to the
Traditional View and, by extension, to Aristotle himself, only one actually reflects what

Aristotle says without qualification. This is the view that metaphors are based in the

perception of similarities between different things. As for the other four postulates, they

306 Again in the words of Veyne and Tamba-Mecz, with Aristotle ‘I'analyse de la metaphora ne peut plus
étre celle d'une dénomination prise a part et du raisonnement par ressemblance ou par analogie qui aboutit
a attribuer une dénomination impropre: elle doit étre 1'analyse d'un syntagme.’ (“Metaphora et Comparison
selon Aristote,” p. 93)
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all distort Aristotle’s position to varying degrees, and in at least one instance (i.e., the
fifth postulate) attribute to him a view that is the polar opposite of the one he actually
holds. In total, only one of the things they say about Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is
unequivocally true, one is unequivocally false, and the remaining three are only true in a
very narrow, qualified sense. Statistically, this means that roughly between 50 and 60
percent of what they have written about Aristotle’s theory is factually incorrect.

By and large, this misinterpretation is the result of exaggerating the similarities
between Aristotle’s theory of metaphor and those of classical rhetoricians, such as
Quintilian, Cicero, and Tryphon. According to the argument that I have advanced in this
chapter, these classical theories must be distinguished from Aristotle’s by virtue of the
fact that the former are horizontal theories, whereas Aristotle’s is a vertical one. In this
sense, when proponents of the cognitive theory criticize what they call the Traditional
View for assuming that metaphors are the properties of words only, they are incorrect in
assuming that Aristotle is the originator of such a theory. This in turn considerably
weakens their more general claim that Aristotle’s ideas have skewed the western
tradition’s understanding of metaphor for 2300 years, and calls for a re-evaluation of the
revolutionary character that they often attribute to their own work. Ultimately, as
mentioned in the introduction to this dissertation, such a re-evaluation would also
necessarily involve an examination of the critiques that have been issued against the
interaction theory of metaphor by other 20th century philosophers such as Davidson and
Ricoeur, for the cognitive view of metaphor builds heavily on the conceptual framework

of this particular theory.
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3.6 Conclusion

By way of conclusion, it will be helpful to connect the results of the current chapter both
to those of the previous chapter and those we will encounter in the following. Concerning
the former point, it is crucial to see that the vertical character of Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor, which I argued for throughout this chapter, is inherently connected to notion
that Aristotle’s general theories of rhetoric and poetry, and his views concerning their
status as arts in particular, must be understood as loyal responses to the Platonic critiques
we examined in the lon, Republic, Gorgias and Phaedrus. This is so because the vertical
character of Aristotle’s theory means that metaphor is fundamentally a comparative
operation, which brings two things together in light of some secondary or imperfect
resemblance they are seen to share. Most importantly, it follows that the knowledge that
permits metaphors to be made and understood is according to Aristotle a knowledge of
things and the similarities between them, and not of the lexical meanings of individual
words.

The significance of this fact becomes apparent as soon as it is recalled that
Aristotle holds metaphor to be the most important element of both rhetorical and poetic
style. Thus, in the same way that the essential functions assigned by Aristotle to rhetoric
and poetry orient the content of each activity towards the philosophical pursuit of
goodness and truth, Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor in both the Rhetoric and Poetics
reinforce this orientation from the opposite side, as it were, by making a philosophical
understanding of the analogical connections between things a sufficient condition for the
mastery of rhetorical and poetic style as well. If, in other words, Aristotle’s discussions

of the functions and content of rhetoric and poetry already implicitly single out the
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philosopher as being the ideal poet and the ideal orator, the same is necessarily true of his
discussions of metaphor.

In the next chapter, we will address several pressing interpretive issues
surrounding Aristotle’s remarks, in Rhetoric 111.10-11, that the best metaphors are those
that depict evépyeia. While the concrete meaning of these remarks is that the best
metaphors are those that depict things imaginatively in a state of dynamic movement, the
deeper philosophical implications of this meaning need to be drawn out and made
explicit. While this will have to wait until the end of the next chapter, what can be said
right now is that EVEpYELQ, or activity, is the key concept in Aristotle’s whole
metaphysical system. It unlocks the fundamental, ontological relatedness of all beings, as
beings, in their analogical connections both to one another and to the First Being, on
which everything that exists depends. The fact that evépyeia is both (a) the central
theoretical concept of Aristotle’s theological ontology, and (b) the central criterion he
employs in the Rhetoric to explain what makes metaphors successful, further underscores
his effort to bind the study of rhetoric and poetry to philosophical contemplation. Indeed,
if this means that activity is the key both to the metaphysical understanding of things and
to the successful use of metaphor as Aristotle recommends it, it also suggests implicitly

that the one who knows the former will be best at the latter as well.

177



4. Chapter 3: Metaphor, TpO OUpO TwV and £ VEPYEIX

4.1 Introduction

This chapter argues that Aristotle uses the term PO OppaTwV in Rhetoric I1.10-11 to
draw attention to the imagistic character of metaphorical expressions, and he uses the
term gvepyela to highlight a specific quality that, he thinks, makes the images conveyed
by certain metaphors maximally vivid. As will be shown, this quality is movement, 1
kivnols, and the discussion of evépyeia and its importance in Rhetoric 111 therefore
underscores Aristotle’s recommendation that orators should prefer metaphors depicting
things in a state of motion above all others.

In arguing that évépyeia simply means movement, this chapter aims to extend the
analysis of the previous two chapters, according to which Aristotle’s theories of rhetoric
and poetry in general, and his discussions of metaphor as the most important element of
rhetorical and poetic style in particular, must be seen as part of his effort to reform each
pursuit in accordance with the guidelines suggested by Plato in the lon, Republic,
Gorgias, and Phaedrus. As we saw in the first chapter, these guidelines postulated that
rhetoric and poetry both must be oriented towards the philosophical pursuit of goodness
and truth in order to considered genuine Téxval. To see how this chapter’s argument is
consistent with those of the previous two, we must begin by repeating that évépyeia also,
and perhaps more importantly, refers to the ultimate explanatory concept of activity in
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. The fact that the concept here also operates as the explanatory
principle in Aristotle’s discussion of what makes metaphors vivid therefore implies once

again that the rhetoric and the poetry presented by Aristotle in his Rhetoric and Poetics,
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insofar as these both require the successful use of metaphor, demand an orientation
towards philosophy on the part of whoever seeks to master them.

The majority of this chapter will be devoted to the resolution of a number of
interpretive issues surrounding the passages of the Rheforic in which Aristotle discusses
gVEPYel in relation to the use of metaphors. Although it is farily straightforward to say
that evépyela simply means movement, this is by no means obvious in the text itself, and
furthermore it raises problems insofar as Aristotle elsewhere strenously upholds a
distinction between the concepts of evépyeia and kivnats. To the extent that a precise
understanding of the theoretical value that Aristotle attaches to metaphors seems
contingent on an understanding of what Evépyeia means in this specific context, we must
clarify the interpretive issues surrounding it in order to verify its meaning to a
satisfactory extent.

In and of itself, the initial notion of Trp6 OupaTev, which Aristotle mentions
specifically with respect to metaphor in Chapter 10, is uncontroversial. It refers
metaphorically to the capacity that certain metaphors and comparisons have to create
vivid images in the mind, and thereby place things directly ‘before the eyes,” as it were.
This first concept must be understood at the outset within the context of the function that,
as discussed in the previous chapter, Aristotle attributes to metaphors in the Poetics: that
is, the function of revealing similarities or resemblances (To opolov). As I argued above,
Aristotle understands metaphors to function by revealing similarities between disparate
things, and above all he privileges metaphors that reveal similarities between things that
are obscure to the senses, on the one hand, and things that are familiar to them on the

other. Accordingly, the metaphorical notion of Tpo oppoTwv underscores the
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importance of drawing metaphors and similes from the domain of sense experience,
which allow orators and poets to place abstract concepts and scenes vividly before the
imagination (the mind’s eye, as it were), by comparing them to sensible objects with
which they share some salient resemblance. As we saw in the previous chapter, this
preference for metaphors that illustrate abstract scenes and concepts by means of sensible
images, and thereby place things ‘before the eyes,” also leads Aristotle to valorize
analogical metaphors over the other three categories that he introduces in Poetics 22.

Nevertheless, the casual way in which Aristotle introduces the notion of evépyeia
in Rhetoric 111.11, in order to explain what he means by Trp6 OHHO TV, complicates the
discussion. First of all, this is so because Aristotle does not offer a very detailed
explanation of what he means by either expression. He illustrates each concept with a
number of examples, but he is less than explicit in his remarks about what is common to
all of them, and at times introduces explanatory principles whose general applicability
does not appear to hold. The order of Aristotle’s discussion in the relevant passages is as
follows: he first introduces the notion of 1Tp6 OHHATV in Chapter 10, and then offers
eight examples of metaphors that according to him place things before the eyes; in the
next chapter, he glosses Tpo oppa TV in terms of EVEpyela, but instead of going back
to the initial eight examples of Tpo oppaTwV and showing how they, too, are instances
of evepyeia, he proceeds in Chapter 11 to introduce two new series of examples to
illustrate what he means by the latter expression. To complicate matters even further,
before introducing the third and final series of examples, which are all drawn from the
poetry of Homer in particular, he mentions the distinction between the animate

(Empuxov) and the inanimate (a\puxov), suggesting ostensibly that in some of these
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examples at least, what he means by evépyeia is explained by the depiction of what is
inanimate as though it were animate. Finally, he concludes the entire series of examples
in Chapter 11 with the declaration that évépyeio here means movement, 1 8’ EVEpyela
kivnots.>”’

As mentioned above, I will argue in what follows that this explanation is indeed
the correct one. Yet a good deal of work is needed to substantiate this conclusion,
because, first and foremost, there is a manuscript controversy that has been ignored by
most commentators from the 20th century onwards, and which ought at least to be
considered before any major decisions can be made as to what évépyeio means here.
Furthermore, as mentioned, Aristotle draws subtle but important distinctions between
gvépyela and kivnols in both the Metaphysics and Nicomachean Ethics; his
identification of these two concepts in the Rheforic must therefore be squared with these
distinctions to the extent that this is possible.

Lastly, as we shall see, many commentators assume that what Aristotle means by
gvepYyela is simply explained by the distinction that he introduces in Chapter 11 between
the animate and the inanimate, in discussing examples from Homeric poetry. But since
Aristotle does not explain the distinction between the animate and the inanimate
anywhere in the Rhetoric, we must turn briefly to his discussion in the De Anima in order
to determine with certainty whether this distinction has the kind of explanatory purchase
that the aforementioned commentators attribute to it. Once I have addressed these issues
in succession, [ will then offer a detailed, inductive analysis of all the relevant examples

offered by Aristotle to illustrate both Tpo ouuoTeov and evepyeta in Rhetoric 111.10-11,

397 Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1412a 4.
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and demonstrate that motion is indeed the only explanation capable of accounting for
what these examples share in common.

On my reading, the épyuxov / auxov distinction introduced by Aristotle in
Chapter 11 explains a particularly prevalent way in which metaphors can express
EVEPYeLQ, but it is incapable of explaining what it means to signify évépyeia in each and
every case that he discusses. Before substantiating my own reading by means of an
exhaustive survey of the examples offered by Aristotle to illustrate what he means by
gvepyela in this context, I will address the positions of other commentators and theorists
who have advanced interpretations different from my own, and show why their readings
fail to make sense of all the relevant texts.

Therefore, the plan for the current chapter is as follows: (1) first, I will introduce
and explain the manuscript controversy at the heart of the text in question; (2) second, I
will characterize Aristotle’s understanding of both kivnois and évepyeia, as well as the
distinction that he postulates between them in Metaphysics 1X and Nicomachean Ethics
X; (3) third, I will address the positions of those commentators who assume in various
ways that the epuxov / auxov distinction is a satisfactory explanation of what it
means for a metaphor or simile to signify évépyeia, and explain the implications of this
assumption by relating the notion of ‘animating representation’ to other similar concepts
such as personification etc; (4) fourthly and finally, I will present all the examples
offered by Aristotle in this passage, and group them into their relevant categories in such
a way as to show that motion is indeed the only factor capable of explaining what is

common to all of them. In the conclusion, having shown that evépyeta does in fact refer
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to movement in this context, I will draw out the philosophical implications of this fact
and thereby connect the results of this chapter to those of the previous two.
4.2 Textual Issues: K{ vG1S or pi unots?
Evidently, most if not all 20th century editions of the Rhetoric are based on a Greek text
in which Aristotle’s survey of examples from Homeric poetry in Book III, Chapter 11
concludes with the words ) 8’ evépyeia kivnais at 1412a 4. Although I will argue in
what follows that this is indeed consistent with the sense of Aristotle’s discussion, which
begins half-way into Chapter 10, it is crucial to recognize at the outset that the text of the
passage in question was emended in the mid-19th century. Consider, for example, the
text of the Rhetoric edited by F.J. Parsons and published in 1836: the Greek for the
passage in question reads 1) 8’ evépyeta uiunois.’® Parsons explains in a footnote that
the appearance of the word piunots must be understood in the context of Aristotle’s
reference to Homer in this passage: the association between gvépyeta and piungcis, he
argues, ‘is brought forward as the reason that the evépyeia is so much used by Homer
and other poets: viz. that it is an imitation of things in real life, and therefore the peculiar
province of poetry, whose whole object is pipnots.””

In fact, the emendation of the text from pipnots to kivnols was first suggested in
the critical apparatus of Bekker’s Greek edition, one year later.”'® Although we will not

be able to grasp the justification for this emendation until we have reviewed all of the

examples that Aristotle offers to illustrate what he means by both mpo oupaTcov and

308 Aristotle, The Rhetoric of Aristotle, With Notes, ed. Rev. F.J. Parsons (Oxford: J.H. Parker, 1836),
1412a 4 (p. 307; emphasis added).

309 Parsons, The Rhetoric of Aristotle, p. 307 note 4.

310 Cf. (ed.) I. Bekker, Aristotelis De Rhetorica Libri III (Oxonii: E typographeo Academico, 1837), p.
148 note P.
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EVEPYELQ, we can get a basic idea of why the emendation may be necessary by focusing
on what seems problematic about glossing évépyeta in terms of pipnois. In a general but
vague sense, pignots does seem relevant to the discussion of how metaphors and similes
can place things ‘before the eyes,’ since placing things before the eyes recalls the very
function of poetic imitation as Aristotle understands it in the Poetics. Nevertheless, it
must be recognized that Aristotle never once mentions EVEpyeia in connection with
piunaots in that text. If Aristotle had introduced the term in the Rhetoric as a gloss for
what he means by Tpo oppaTwv only, it would make more sense. But the fact that he
first introduces the term Evépyela as a gloss for PO OppaTwY makes it hard to see how
uipnots could add anything new to explain further what evépyeio means in this context.
Certainly, nothing in the text actually demands that either pipunois or kivnots should add
something new to Aristotle’s discussion, but the way in which this discussion proceeds
from concept to concept seems at least to suggest that each successive consideration is
intended to reveal slightly more than the one before it.

Aristotle claims unequivocally in Chapter 1 ‘that things are set before the eyes by

> This indicates that whatever évépyelo means in this

words that signify evepyeia.
context, it has to do primarily with the precise nature of the representations that are
accomplished through the artistic deployment of stylistic devices such as metaphors and
similes. In other words, Evépyeia in relation to mtaphor means that specific kinds of
representations should be preferred over others in the selection of metaphors and similes

for a rhetorical speech, because these kinds of representations are more effective at

placing things before the eyes than others. If this is the basic sense of evépyeia, then it

3 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 2: “Myca 81) Tpd QuudTeov TalTa Toleiy, Soo fvepyolvTa onuaivel.’
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does seem strange that Aristotle should introduce uiunois as a further explanation of
what it means at the end of the passage, since the latter notion merely returns us to the
idea of representation in general.

It seems reasonable to expect that any further gloss on Aristotle’s part would give
a more precise explanation of exactly what it means to represent (or as Aristotle says, to
signify, onuadivet) things in a state of Evepyeia, yet the notion of pipnocts does not offer
such an explanation. It more or less repeats what we already know, that is, that évépyeio
refers to a unique mode of representation (or signification), without explaining what is
unique to it. These are the reasons why, on my own view, the appearance of pipnols in
this passage is suspect. Yet to understand why Bekker’s suggestion of klvnois or
movement makes more explanatory sense, it is necessary to examine Aristotle’s
examples in detail. Whether or not Hiunots can be seen to work in this context, it will be
shown that the examples Aristotle offers to illustrate what he means by évépyeia all
involve the depiction of movement, and that Bekker’s emendation therefore works better.
We must postpone the examination of these examples until two other interpretive issues
have been settled.
4.3 kivnols, £vepysta, and the Difference Between Them
The first and most important issue of interpretation that must be settled is that raised by
the identification of evépyeia and kivnois, the latter of which I will translate throughout
as either ‘movement’ or ‘motion.’ If we are to accept Bekker’s emendation of the text,
we must first address the fact that it is inconsistent with the theoretical distinction that
Aristotle strenuously upholds between these two concepts in both the Metaphysics and

Nicomachean Ethics. As I will argue in this section, although it is true that Aristotle
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distinguishes between these two concepts in the texts just mentioned, he also indicates in
the former that they are intimately related notions, and suggests moreover that an
understanding of kivnols is in fact a prerequisite for an understanding of evépyeia. More
precisely, Aristotle affirms in Metaphysics IX that evépyeia is most commonly
understood in association with klvnois, but that in its most precise formulation it is
distinct from it. In spite of this distinction, he indicates that in order to understand the
precise sense of eVEpyeia, in which it is independent from motion, it is first necessary to
understand the more common sense of Evépyela in which it is associated with it.

In order to grasp Aristotle’s distinction between vépyeia and motion, we must
begin by attending to his discussion of the latter in Physics II1.1. Aristotle there observes
that there are a number of different ways in which something can be considered to move
— as many, in fact, as there are ways in which something may be considered to be.’'*
Before examining Aristotle’s definition of motion in detail, it is crucial to point out an
ambiguity that exists in the way motion is spoken of, both in English and ancient Greek.
It is possible to speak of motion nominally, both in the concrete sense as referring to an
individual motion, and in the more abstract sense as referring to the concept of motion, in
itself. In the former case, when we speak of motion, it is crucial to see that we are
speaking in the most basic way about a complete transition from A to B (it makes no
difference whether these are taken as physical points in space, or as differing qualitative
states of the self-same individual at different points in time). Understood in this concrete
sense, motion can therefore be analyzed into no less than three components: (1) the point

or state of origin A; (2) the point or state of termination B; and (3) the intervening

312 See Aristotle, Physics 201a 8-9.
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transition from (A) to (B). When we speak of motion in this concrete sense, as for
example when we speak of a person or thing moving with a quick or a slow motion, we
are therefore referring to the whole motion, conceived as the complete transition from
(A) to (B). On the other hand, when we speak of motion in the more abstract sense, we
do not make reference to the entire transition from (A) to (B), considered in its
completion. We rather speak of motion in this sense as the state of transition itself, by
which a thing passes from point (A) to point (B), independently of the point of
termination that constitutes the proper end of the motion.

There is a similar ambiguity in our way of speaking about ‘actualization’ or
‘realization.” Considered in a broad sense, the notion of actualization or realization can
refer to any transition in which a thing’s potential for some kind of change is activated,
leading to a new qualitative state (or physical location). We can label the potential for a
given change as (A), and the realization of this potential in a new state or location (B). In
this case, the passage from (A) to (B), which is a realization or actualization, can be
understood in no less than three ways: (i) it can be understood as the complete transition
from (A) to (B), including its end and culmination in the new state or location; (ii) it can
refer to the process itself, through which the transition from (A) to (B) takes place, but
excluding reference to the end point or state in which the realization culminates; and (iii)
it can also refer to the end result or the ‘finished product’ of the passage from (A) to (B)
alone, excluding the transition through which the actualization is accomplished.

To make this more concrete, let’s map these distinctions onto the example of the
construction of a house. Firstly, we may consider the construction as a kind of

movement: it is a transition from state (A), in which various materials exist separately
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with respect to one another, to state (B), in which they are brought together in the form of
a house. Considered as a movement, the construction can refer either to the complete
transition from (A) raw materials to (B) the finished house, or it can refer to the transition
between these two states, excluding the end in which the movement terminates, which is
the completion of the finished house.

Now, we may consider the construction of the same house in terms of the
language of realization and actualization. The construction is a process in which the
potential (A) of the building materials is realized, leading to a new state (B), that is, the
completed house. In one sense, considered as the complete transition from potential
building materials (A) to finished house (B), the entire process of construction including
its completion is a realization or an actualization. In another sense, the process of
construction itself, through which the transition from (A) to (B) takes place, is also a
realization or actualization, independently of the finished product. And finally, in yet
another sense, the finished product itself, independently of the process of construction
through which it is created, can also be considered as an actualization or realization of
the potential that exists in the building materials.

According to some of these ways of speaking, motions and realizations overlap,
in that all kinds of motion can be classified as kinds of realization. Yet, because
realization can mean in certain instances the finished product of a process, independently
of the process itself, the overlap between the concepts of motion and realization is not
exhaustive. Succinctly put, all cases of motion will be cases of realization, but not all
cases of realization will be cases of motion. With respect to this last consideration, it is

also important to see that, among the various kinds of movements and/or realizations that
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exist and are possible, some are processes that necessarily terminate at the point at which
they reach their characteristic end, as the construction of a house necessarily terminates
when the house itself is finished. On the other hand, some processes or transitions need
not stop when they achieve their end. One of Aristotle’s preferred examples for this kind
of phenomenon is the act of sight (opaois), which continues even after it has been
brought to completion in seeing a visible object. Crucially, it is just this kind of event or
activity for which Aristotle reserves the term gvépyeia in its strict and theoretical sense.
On the other hand he considers motion, in its strict sense, as the kind of process
that does not include its end or culmination, and that necessarily terminates on
completion. Accordingly, Aristotle defines motion in Physics I11.1 as ‘the activity of the
potential insofar as it is potential’®'®. This definition extends to all cases in which
something’s potential for any kind of change whatsoever is in a state of activity, and has
not yet reached its end or culmination. Motion is in this general sense the state of being
in passage from potential to actualization, to the extent that this passage remains as yet in
progress and, therefore, incomplete.®'*
To see how Aristotle characterizes Evépyeta in opposition to this definition of

motion, we must begin with his observation in Book IX, Chapter 3 of the Metaphysics

that evepyeia refers ‘especially to motions’, but ‘comes to apply to other things’ as

313 Aristotle, Physics 201a 11-2 (translation modified): ‘n ToU Suvauel GvTos EvTeAEXELQ, T) TOIOUTOV,
KIVNolS 0TIV .
34 Aristotle thus affirms that this universal formulation applies equally to ‘the actual progress of
qualitative modification in any modifiable thing gua modifiable (ToU pev cAAicToU, 1§ AN TOV,
aAAlwoats); the actual growing or shrinking [...] of anything capable of expanding or contracting (ToU 8¢
aEnTou kol Tou avTikeipevou ¢pBiToU [...] avnois kal ¢pBicts); the process of coming into existence or
passing out of it of that which is capable of so coming and passing (Tou 8¢ yevnTou ka1 $BapToU yevnals
ka1 pBopa); [and] the actual moving of the physical body capable of changing its place (Tou 8¢ dpoprnToU
$opd).” (201a 12-5)
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well*"

Aristotle proceeds in Chapter 6 to introduce these other things to which evepyeia
refers, admitting that ‘it is because we are inquiring after that other meaning that we went
through this one [i.e., the one connected to motion].’ Instead of defining eveépyeia,
Aristotle opts (as he also does in Book III of the Rhetoric) rather to illustrate it by means
of specific examples, claiming that it is not necessary ‘to look for a definition of
everything, but one can also see at one glance, by means of analogy>'°.

Aristotle lists two consecutive series of examples to illustrate what he means by
gvepyeta. Evidently, he offers the second series at 1048b 19 because the first one fails to
arrive at a conclusive picture of what évépyeta is.”'” This is because, after terminating
the first series of examples, Aristotle observes that in some cases vepyelo will be
understood ‘in the manner of a motion to a potency,” while in others it will be understood
‘in the manner of thinghood to some material.”*'® In other words, according to this first
group of examples, Evépyeia implicitly means what we mean in English by ‘realization’

or ‘actualization.” As I showed above, this can sometimes refer to the process through

which a thing’s potential for change is activated (i.e., a motion or ktvriots in relation to a

15 Aristotle’s Metaphysics, trans. J. Sachs (Santa Fe, NM: Green Lion Press, 1999), 1047a 31-2: T TO
oMo £k TV Kivioewv poAioTa.’ Unless otherwise indicated, all subsequent references to the
Metaphysics will be to the translation of Sachs, and all references to the Greek text will be to that presented
in the Loeb edition translated by Tredennick.

16 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1048 34-5: ‘o 8&1 mawTds Spov InTely, GAAS kel TO GUGAOYOV GUVOPGY’.
I return to this passage in the fifth chapter of this dissertation.

37 The initial series identifies gvepyeia as the first of two terms in five distinct conceptual pairs (I will
italicize each of these in my quotation of the text, to make them more explicit). 'Eveépyeia is accordingly

‘that which is as the one building to the one who can build (S TO 01koSouOoUY TTPOS TO OIKOSOUIKOV),
and the awake to the asleep (ko TO sypnyopog ﬂpos TO KO(GEU(SOV) and the one seeing to the one whose
eyes are shut but who has sight (ko To opcov npos TO uuov uev O\Pl\l 8¢ sxov) and what has been
formed out of material to the material (ko TO GTTOKEKPILEVOV EK TRS UANS TPOs TN UAnv), and what is
perfected to what is incomplete (Kol TO GTTEIPYXGUEVOV TPOS TO avEpyacTov).” (1048b 1-5)
Nevertheless, Aristotle afterwards notes that there are in fact fwo understandings of evepyeia at work in
these examples.

'8 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1048b 8-9: “T& ptv y&p cds KIwriols Tpos SUvopty, T& 8 ds oloia mpds
Tvo UAN.’

190



potential, Tpos Suvapiv), and sometimes to the finished product of this process, or what
Aristotle calls ‘thinghood’ or ‘substance’ in relation to some material (oUGla TTPOS TIVC
UANV). Considered once more in relation to the example of a house, Aristotle’s point here
is that evepyeia, understood as a realization or actualization, is ambiguous: it can either
mean the process in which a potential for motion or change is activated, i.e., the actual
construction of the house; or it can mean the finished product of this process, i.e., the
house itself, independent of the process through which it was formed.

Nevertheless, as I also pointed out above, there is a third sense in which
realization can be understood, and that is as a complete realization, taken in the sense of a
process and the end in which it culminates, together. This kind of realization is unique in
that most processes necessarily exclude their ends: they admit of motion on the one hand,
and an end of the motion on the other, but cannot hold these two moments together
because the latter essentially brings with it the termination of the former. This is true of
the construction of a house, since at the moment the house is finished the construction
must necessarily have stopped as well. Yet the second series of examples shows that
there are in fact very special kinds of realization in which the process and its end are
mutually inclusive, rather than the opposite.

Therefore, what is problematic about the first series of examples is that it
prevents us from seeing an important distinction between two kinds of realizations. On
the one hand, there are those realizations (such as the construction of a house, losing
weight, and walking), whose completion necessarily entails the termination of the
process itself. In these kinds of processes, the motion and its end are mutually exclusive,

insofar as the end and culmination of the process is necessarily external to it. On the
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other hand, there are other kinds of processes that do not terminate on completion,
because they are already in some sense in possession of their characteristic ends or
objects. For these kinds of ‘processes’ or ‘realizations,’ the culmination of the act does
not necessitate the end or termination of the process itself, and it is precisely these kinds
of activities, which characterize the vital and perceptive processes of living beings in
particular, that Aristotle will call true évepyeiai.

Consequently, the second group of examples differentiates between two kinds of
processes: on the one hand, a kind of process whose end is external to it, which is for that
reason incomplete (oU TeAelar ye), and on the other a kind of process that is complete
(TeAela) by virtue of the fact that its end is internal to it. In light of this new distinction,
Aristotle argues that only that kind of process in which the end is internal is an evépyeia
truly speaking. To illustrate this basic contrast, Aristotle offers the examples of losing
weight (1oxavoacia), learning (uabnois), walking (Badiois) and building
(oikoSdoumals) as examples of motions, which remain incomplete insofar as they exclude
their end.”"” On the other hand, as examples of complete evépyeia Aristotle focuses on
the cases of sight (To 0pav), understanding (To ¢ppoveiv) and contemplative thought (To
VOELY), as well as, later on, the more general ones of living (to Cv), living well (To €0
Cnv), and being happy (T eUSapoVELY).

When discussing this proper, i.e. complete kind of évépyeia, Aristotle introduces
an important criterion that allows him to clarify the distinction he aims to make between
it and motion: the mutual implication of (1) past perfect and (2) present continuous

grammatical tenses. In other words, Aristotle stipulates that only those processes whose

319 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1048b 28-30.
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past perfect and present continuous tenses coincide in speech are true evepyeian.**’ He
thereafter applies this criterion successfully to all the examples he claims are évepyeian
and not motions, stating that ‘one has seen and is at the same time seeing the same thing,
understands and is at the same time in a state of having understood, or thinks
contemplatively and is at the same time in a state of having thought contemplatively
[...].7°%" A few lines below, Aristotle makes the same point with respect to the three more
general notions of living well, being happy and living more generally, stating that ‘[o]ne
does live well at the same time one is in a state of having lived well, and one is happy at
the same time one is in a state of having been happy [...], [and] one is living and one is in
a state of having lived.”*** Having applied this tense test to all the specific examples he
claims are instances of real, i.e. complete evépyeia, Aristotle concludes that ‘I call this
[i.e., complete] sort of action an evépyeta, and that [i.e., incomplete] sort a motion.”**
Another important, and closely related consideration that allows Aristotle to
distinguish between kivnols and evepyeta is found in Book X of the Nicomachean
Ethics, where he argues that pleasure, 1) n8ovn, is an évépyeta and not a motion. In the

course of this discussion, Aristotle affirms that motions take place in and can be

measured by time, whereas evepyelat do not. To begin with, Aristotle observes that ‘we

320 As F.J. Gonzalez explains, ‘[0]ne way [...] in which Aristotle distinguishes an activity (evépyeia) from
a motion is by claiming that in speaking of the former the present tense implies the perfect tense. [...] The
perfect tense can be used of an activity which is presently taking place only if this activity is complete and
perfect at any given moment in time. In the case of motion the present tense excludes the perfect tense. If it
is true that one is presently building a house, it cannot be true that one has already built the house. This
exclusion of the one tense by the other exhibits the imperfection and incompleteness of the motion. At any
point in its duration it has not yet attained its end.” “Aristotle on Pleasure and Perfection,” Phronesis 36,
no. 2 (1991), p. 146.

321 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1048b 33-4: ‘¢cdpoke Ot karl Sp& o TO i TO Kol dpovel Ko medpdunke
KOl VOEL Kol VeVoTkev [...].°

322 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1049b 24-7: €0 Tfj ko 0 &Cnkev Sipor, eVdaripovel ka ebSoipdvnkev [...] L
ko eCnkev.”

32 gristotle’s Metaphysics 1049b 34-45: “Tnv pv obv TolaTny dvépyetav Ay, Ekeivny 8t kivnot.’
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324 Tn accordance with the fact

hold it to be a property of all motion to be quick or slow
that it is understood in the Metaphysics as inherently incomplete (oU TeAela), and as its
definition in Book III of the Physics makes explicit, motion is the very state of being in
process towards achieving an end insofar as this end remains as yet unrealized, and
therefore still external to the motion itself. In turn, insofar as the end of the motion is
necessarily external to it, the passage towards the realization of this end, of which motion
itself is the abstract state, can take place quickly or slowly.

In fact, as Aristotle goes on to indicate, the reason why it belongs to all motions
to be quick or slow is that all motions necessarily occur ‘in time,” v Xpcove: ‘[flor
every motion or process of change involves duration, and is a means to an end, for
instance the process of building a house; and it is perfect when it has effected its end.”**
He expands on this point by offering an example that corresponds to the process of
‘building a house’ mentioned above, pointing out that the temporal character of such
processes is revealed by the fact that they consist of a number of smaller motions or
‘parts’ that precede one another in a necessary, sequential order:

[t]he several motions occupying portions of the time of the whole are imperfect,

and different in kind from the whole and from each other. For instance, in

building a temple the fitting together of the stones is a different process from the
fluting of a column, and both are different from the construction of the temple as

a whole; and whereas the building of the temple is a perfect process, for nothing

further is required to achieve the end proposed, laying the foundation and

constructing the triglyphs are imperfect processes, since each produces only part
of the design.***

324 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, trans. H. Rackham (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1947),
1173a 32: ‘moon [i.e., klvoel] yop olkelov eival Sokel Taxos kal PpaduoTtns’.
325 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1174a 19-22: 4v Xpcdvey ydip TGoo kivnots ko Téhous TIvds, otov
1) olkoSopIKT], kol TeAeio OTa Toirjon ol edleTat.”

® Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1174a 22-27: ‘v 8t Tols pépect Tol xpdvou méioat Tehels, kai
ETepal TA €108l TS OANs kal GAARAcV. 1) yap TGV Aibuwv ouvbeots ETépa Ths Tou Kiovos
PaRSIcEWS, Kol aUTOl TAHS ToU vooU TeAelor (OUSEVOS yap EVSEVNS TPOC TO TTPOKEIUEVOV), T) 8¢ TAS
kPT80S kol Tou TPlyAUdou GTeEANS (LEPOUS YO P EKOTEQT)™’
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As processes that are inherently incomplete, all motions are necessarily comprised of
smaller, incomplete parts, which differ both with respect to one another and to the entire
motion of which they are parts, and occur in a necessary temporal sequence. This
temporal character of motion is exemplified above all in processes of construction, where
the completion of the whole product (a house or a temple) depends on the correct order
of each distinct step or part into which the process is divided.

We might say on the one hand that every motion is therefore temporally
heterogeneous. On the other hand, it is crucial to see that évepyeion lack this temporal
heterogeneity with respect to their parts, because they are not in time as motions are.
Consider by way of a contrast Aristotle’s claim, at the beginning of Chapter 4, that ‘the
act of sight appears to be perfect at any moment of its duration; it does not require
anything to supervene later in order to perfect its specific quality.”**” It is crucial to recall
here that sight is one of the paradigmatic cases of evépyeia that Aristotle argues for in
the passage of the Metaphysics we have just considered. Taking this fact into account,
there is reason to suppose that Aristotle’s point in the Nicomachean Ethics is not simply
that sight in particular is temporally homogenous in this way; it is rather that all forms of
what is properly called evépyeia, as exemplified by sight (and pleasure too, as Aristotle

argues in the Nicomachean Ethics), are thus complete in every moment.”**

327 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1174a 14-6: ‘Sokel yop 1) pév Spaots kab’ duTivoiy xpdvov TeAeio
£lval oU yop ECTIV EVSEVTS OUSEVOS O Els UCTEPOV YEVOUEVOV TEAEILIOEL OUTHS TO €180

328 1f this passage neglects to make this point explicit with respect to activity in general, it is because
Aristotle’s objective in Book X of the Nicomachean Ethics is not to specify the character of activity or
motion themselves, but rather to determine whether pleasure, 1 n8ovn, belongs to the class of the former or
the latter. Ultimately Aristotle identifies pleasure with activity because it, too, is a kind of ‘whole (GAov
YOT T1 €0T1)’ at every moment (1174a 17). As Gonzalez explains, ‘[a] motion, precisely because it is a
potentiality in regard to some end distinct from itself, exists only through time. Though a pleasure is
capable of lasting a certain amount of time, this fact is completely accidental to its nature; according to its
nature it exists outside time. This means that its completion or fulfillment does not require time.’
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According to this complex series of arguments, although the most common
meaning of evepyela, which Aristotle evidently has in mind at Rhetoric 11111, is
associated with motion, there is a more precise and theoretical meaning that applies to
actions in which the end is internal to the act itself — actions, we might say, that are their
own ends. Tt is this more precise meaning that Aristotle associates with true evepyela in
both the Metaphysics and Nicomachean Ethics, whereas every kind of incomplete
process, in which the end necessarily remains external, is associated with the concept of
motion in its proper sense. It is important to point out at this point that all the examples
cited by Aristotle as illustrating what he means by evépyeia are, in fact, precisely those
activities that define the very being of living things. Sight, thought, understanding, and
life in general are in other words paradigmatic for what Aristotle means by evépyeia in
its theoretical sense, whereas in its more common formulation it refers simply to
motions, which are necessarily incapable of containing their ends internally, and are
therefore subject to time and divisible into smaller parts that correspond to earlier and
later stages of development.

Although they are indeed conceptually distinct, we must recall Aristotle’s remark
that motion and Evépyeiar are most commonly understood in relation to one another. The

partial overlap in the concepts of motion and realization, which I indicated at the outset

(“Aristotle on Pleasure and Perfection,” p. 147) In itself, the fact that Aristotle is able to identify pleasure
and activity because they both share this temporal homogeneity demonstrates that Aristotle’s specific
remark about sight applies to a// cases of activity. This reading is supported by M. Stone, who argues that
‘[b]ecause the parts of a motion are different in kind, we might characterize a motion as heterogeneous.
From this point of view, we can see clearly that a motion requires time. Each of the different parts of a
motion is incomplete; each lacks something which coming into being at a later time will make the motion
complete. So only with the passage of time will it be possible for a motion to become complete. By
contrast, if one were to divide an activity into parts, each of the parts would be the same in kind as every
other part and the same as the whole activity. Though one may see different things at different times, one's
act of seeing as such is uniformly the same. Since seeing and other activities lack internal differentiation in
their parts, we might describe activities as homogenous.” “Aristotle on Motion and Activity,” History of
Philosophy Quarterly 2, no. 1 (Jan. 1985), p. 15.
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of this discussion, explains what Aristotle means here: all motions are in a sense
realizations or actualizations of some potential, but not all realizations or actualizations
are strictly speaking motions.

In light of these considerations, it is in one sense unsurprising that Aristotle’s
identification of evépyeia and motion occurs at the heart of a treatise devoted to
rhetorical argumentation and style. The art of rhetoric, as Aristotle explains in Book I of
that treatise, is characterized by its general applicability. It does not pertain exclusively to
any special field, and its mastery does not demand specialized knowledge as do the
sciences proper, such as physics, astronomy or geometry. Rhetoric is an art that anyone
can learn, because it is a realization of certain potentialities that all human beings possess
by nature, and that accordingly operates in reference to what the majority of people find
plausible. Given the decidedly popular context of the Rhetoric, it therefore makes perfect
sense for Aristotle to discuss évépyeta in this treatise as though it simply were the same
as motion, even if he recognizes in other, more explicitly theoretical works that the two

329

concepts are in fact distinct.” If this is the case, there need not be any grave

329 The idea that Aristotle in the Rhetoric uses EVEPYELQ in its common meaning, as referring to motion, is
supported and explained by what Sachs says in general about the nature of Aristotle’s discussion in that
text. For Sachs, it is crucial to see that Aristotle appeals to the common understanding of all the concepts
he discusses in the Rhetoric; two of the most important of these are pleasure and happiness, which Sachs
notes are defined and discussed at length by Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics. Yet ‘[t]o carry over those
definitions into the Rhetoric would be useless without the development of thought that gives them
meaning, and still useless with that fullness of reasoning, since it could never be brought into any rhetorical
occasion in a way that an audience could take in. [...] Aristotle understands [...] that the study of rhetoric
must take place where its audiences are, and not above their heads.” See Plato Gorgias and Aristotle
Rhetoric, Introduction, p. 19. Accordinngly, in a note to the passage of Rhetoric 111 in which Aristotle
identifies evépyeia and kivnols, Sachs argues (rightly, in my view) that this ‘is not strictly true, as
Aristotle demonstrates in Bk. IX, Chap. 6 of the Metaphysics. The distinction between motion (kinésis) and
activity (or being-at-work, energeia) is at a level of precision that goes beyond anything relevant to
rhetoric, and is ignored here just as it was ignored in the definition of pleasure adopted for rhetorical
purposes at the beginning of Bk. 1, Chap. 11.” (p. 266, note 231) In further support of this, there is a
tradition among ancient authors and critics according to which Aristotle’s teachings were divided into
‘esoteric’ and ‘exoteric’ subjects. According to this tradition (proponents of which include Cicero,
Quintilian and Plutarch among others), the esoferica represented the more complex, theoretical topics, and
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contradiction involved in accepting Bekker’s emendation of the text of Rhetoric 111.11,
even it does raise some complications.

Having resolved to a satisfactory extent the apparent contradiction involved in
Aristotle’s remark in the Rhetoric that évépyeia is motion, it is now time to verify and
explain my claim that, for Aristotle, words signifying évépyeia are those that represent
things in a state of movement. Above all, what still needs to be clarified is whether or not
the things that are to be represented as moving must be things that already, i.e. naturally
are things that do in fact move, or if the attribution of movement to them only counts as
signifying evépyeta if it is a metaphorical or imaginative attribution, i.e. to a thing that
does not itself move by nature. Signifying evépyeia, taken as representing movement in
an unqualified sense, can in this way be understood in one of no less than four ways: (1)
it can be understood as representing things that naturally move as such, using ordinary
words that describe this movement in a more or less conventional way; (2) it can be
understood as representing things that do not naturally move as if they were moving, i.e.
in a metaphorical or fictive way; (3) it can be understood as attributing one kind of
motion to a thing that is naturally associated with another kind of motion, again in a
metaphorical or fictive way; or (4) it can be understood as a combination of (2) and (3).
As will become clear, the examples that Aristotle offers to illustrate what he means in the

Rhetoric indicate that (4) is the correct option.>*”

were taught to a restricted circle of initiates in the morning. The exoterica consisted of less scientific
topics, and were taught to a more general audience after mid-day in the Academy. If there is any truth to
this tradition, it would make perfect sense for Aristotle to refer in the Rhetoric to the more common
understanding of activity that associates it with motion, and to leave the more theoretical sense of activity
for discussion in one of his more advanced seminars. Cf. Chroust, “Aristotle’s Earliest ‘Course of Lectures
on Rhetoric,”” passim.

330 This is another way of saying, in accordance with what was argued in the previous chapter, that the
likenesses pointed out by metaphors are necessarily secondary likenesses. For this reason, the motion
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4.4 Animating Representation, TpocoTto molt o, and Personification

As mentioned, most if not all editors and translators of Aristotle’s Rhetoric have
subsequently accepted, wittingly or otherwise, the emendation of the text originally
suggested by Bekker in the mid-19th century. Nevertheless, even if it is agreed that the
text should in fact read that evépyeia is klvnols rather than pipnots, there is very little
consensus regarding how this identification is to be understood in relation to metaphor
specifically. Most commentators take EVEpyeia to concern the precise character of the
objects, which are represented by means of metaphors or similes, but there are a few
others who take evépyeia to refer rather to the mental act itself, which is a subjective
response to this kind of metaphorical or comparative representation in the mind of the
rhetorical audience. One interpreter in particular (i.e., Moran, 1996), combines both
readings.

In what follows, I will focus mainly on the interpreters who hold the former view,
as this is the only reading that can be directly verified one way or another by reference to
the text of the Rhetoric. The notion that evépyeia refers to the ‘actualization’ of an image
in the minds of a rhetorical audience, which is upheld by both Moran and Newman

(2002), is suggestive but ultimately goes beyond Aristotle’s meaning in my view.>'

depicted by metaphors must be depicted in relation to things that either do not naturally move at all, or do
not move in the particular way they are depicted to move by a given metaphor or comparison.

31 See R. Moran, “Artifice and persuasion: The work of metaphor in the Rhetoric,” in (ed.) A.O. Rorty,
Essays on Aristotle's Rhetoric (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1996), p. 392. Moran argues that
there are not one but two sides to Aristotle’s discussion of Evépyeia as it relates to metaphor. On one side,
he claims that there is évépyeia in the sense in which I will analyze it below, as the movement that is
metaphorically attributed to a given object, in speech or writing. On the other side, he also claims that there
is a corresponding evépyeia or movement in the mind of the audience, once they have understood the
expression and formed the requisite mental image: ‘the “activity” in question when something is
figuratively “set before our eyes” is not on one side only. Rather, it is part of what Aristotle means when he
speaks of something “set before the eyes” that the mind of the hearer is provoked, set into motion, and
engaged imaginatively with the metaphor.” (p. 396.) For reasons that will become apparent in what
follows, only the first side of Moran’s understanding of évépyeia is confirmed by the text — that is, the side
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Certain passages of the De Anima clearly show that Aristotle does not accept the
language of ‘alteration,” aAAicdols, as a legitimate way of describing the activation of
any potentiality possessed by the soul’*%; alteration is moreover one of four kinds of
motion that fall under Aristotle’s definition in Physics I11.1. In the De Anima, the

‘alterations’ through which the soul is activated to perform its essential functions are

where it pertains to the movement that is metaphorically attributed to a certain kind of object. Nevertheless,
the question must ultimately be left open, because the text does not conclusively rule out the other reading.
See also S. Newman, “Aristotle's Notion of ‘Bringing-Before-the-Eyes’: Its Contributions to Aristotelian
and Contemporary Conceptualizations of Metaphor, Style, and Audience,” Rhetorica: A Journal of the
History of Rhetoric 20, no. 1 (Winter 2002), p. 4. A more or less identical version of this article is reprinted
as the fifth chapter of Newman’s book, Aristotle on Style (Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 2005),
pp. 109-130. Strangely, Newman altogether rejects the reading of evépyeia as movement (in the first sense
of movement attributed to an object), on the basis of the fact that, as I have already indicated, Aristotle
dissociates evépyeia and kivnais in several places. For Newman, evépyeia has nothing to do with
movement depicted in objects; it refers only to the movement in the mind of the audience, or what she
repeatedly calls the immediate ‘actualization’ of an image in the mind or, to use Aristotle’s own
metaphorical expression, ‘before the eyes’ of the audience. In fact, however, Newman’s reading is even
more problematic than Moran’s, because she does not apply Aristote’s distinction between evépyeia and
klvnols in a consistent way. In order to unravel the confusion on which Newman’s reading is evidently
based, it is necessary to go back to Cope’s commentary. In an explanatory note to the passage in which
Aristotle first mentions evépyeta (1410b 6), Cope erroneously claims that the sense of evépyeta that
Aristotle has in mind here ‘is borrowed from the metaphysical use of the term, to express “realization”, as
opposed to SUvats, the mere capacity or potentiality of life and action.” (Cope, The Rhetoric of Aristotle,
With a Commentary, p. 111.) Cope thus mistakes Aristotle’s use of Evépyeia in its more common sense,
according to which it refers to motion, for its more theoretical and metaphysical sense, according to which
it refers to complete motions that are in possession of their end. But he then doubles down on this mistake
by claiming that the ‘metaphysical’ sense of Evépyeio means the same as ‘realization,” by which he
actually intends the same thing as what Aristotle means by motion or kivnots. In other words, Cope is
wrong firstly because he thinks Aristotle has the metaphysical meaning of évépyeia in mind, rather than
the common one according to which it refers ‘especially’ to motions; and he is wrong secondly because he
reverses these two meanings, by suggesting that the metaphysical sense of évépyeia is that of a
‘realization,” which is in fact not sufficient to distinguish what Aristotle means by the theoretical sense of
the word from its more common understanding, in which it refers ‘especially to motions.” Essentially,
Newman makes the same twofold error in her reading of this passage. Firstly, she rejects Moran’s
identification of Evépyeia and kivnols on the basis of the fact that Aristotle rigorously distinguishes these
two concepts in other texts. This in itself indicates that she assumes Aristotle uses the term here in its
metaphysical sense, rather than the more common one according to which it refers to motion. Yet in her
explanation of exactly how this understanding of évépyeio operates in Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor,
she consistently discusses the term, in what she assumes to be its metaphysical sense, as if it meant
‘actualization,” which is precisely the same as what Cope means by ‘realization.” The problem for Newman
is thus that she is misled by Aristotle’s metaphorical expression ‘before the eyes’ into thinking that he
understands evépyeia in the Rhetoric in the same way that he understands sight in both the Metaphysics
and Nicomachean Ethics, as an activity whose end is internal to it, which is therefore complete at any
moment. But, on my reading, the case is rather the opposite.

332 See Aristotle, De Anima 417b 2-9: ‘[s]o it is not sound to describe that which thinks as being altered
when it thinks, any more than it is true to say that the builder is altered when he builds (510 o KaAdds ExEl
Aéyelv To dpovolv, oTav hpovi, aAhotolobal, cdaTep OUSE TOV 01koSGUOoV OTav olkodour).”
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quite strange as alterations or transitions, because they bring the soul into itself, rather
than taking it out of its own nature and displacing it, as alteration typically does to the
things that undergo it. Aristotle therefore goes on to note that, ‘since there is no name
corresponding to this difference in meaning, [...] we must continue to use the phrases “to
be acted upon” and “altered” as though they were precise terms.”>>> This shows that it is
strictly speaking wrong to talk about the activities of the soul in the language of motion
or alteration. But it is also strictly speaking wrong to characterize evepyeioa as
movement, yet Aristotle clearly does this in Rhetoric I11. There is simply no direct way
of determining whether Aristotle intended his discussion of evépyeia as kivnois in the
Rhetoric to be extended to describe the way the mind functions in its comprehension of
metaphorical expressions; yet the fact that there is nothing preventing this reading does
not offer very strong support for it either.

There is, I believe, an indirect way of showing that the ‘actualization’ of a mental
image cannot be what Aristotle means by évépyeia in relation to metaphor. In Rhetoric
III.11, Aristotle introduces two metaphors by way of contrast, saying that one (Isocrates’
expression ‘of one having the prime of his life in full bloom’) is an instance of évépyeia,
whereas the other (Simonides’ statement that ‘a good man is “four-square™) is not.”**
The difference between them is clear: the notion of blooming clearly involves motion,

whereas the comparison of a man to a square does not. Yet what is crucial to grasp is

333 Aristotle, De Anima 418a 1-3: ‘¢Te} 8’ ducHvupos ol TedY 1) Stadopd [...]xpRoda duarykaiov TG
maoxelv kol aAhotoUoBal wds kuplols ovouaotv.’ As Polanksy explains, ‘[a]s flawed as the terms “to be
acted upon” and “to be altered” may be, and Aristotle has repeatedly questioned them in the chapter, he
says we have to use them as [or “as if”, cf. note 33] legitimate or the standard names. Any transition from
potentiality to actuality seems a case of being acted upon since something has to serve as “mover,”
“agent,” or cause leading to actuality. Having been told why such transitions of special interest in the De
Anima are not ordinary alterations, we may nonetheless continue to call them cases of being acted upon
and alterations.’ (4ristotle’s De Anima, p. 245-6)
33 See Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 2.
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that, although it does not involve movement, the latter metaphor does involve the image
of a geometircal shape. Clearly, this image can be actualized in the mind no less than can
an image that involves movement; Aristotle’s point in contrasting these two metaphors is
rather to show that certain images are more vivid than others. If evépyeia simply referred
to the basic fact that a mental image is formed in response to metaphorical expressions,
there would be no justification for his assertion in Rhetoric 111.11 that Simonides’
statement does not involve gvepyeia, whereas Isocrates’ expression does. Aristotle’s
point in differentiating these two metaphors is precisely that one is more vivid than the
other because it portrays movement, which is more familiar to people through sense
experience than is a square, contrary to what Newman (and, to a lesser extent, Moran)
suggest.

We must now examine the views of those interpreters who argue, in different
ways, that the notion of evepyeia concerns the exact character of the representations
accomplished by means of metaphorical expressions. In what follows, I will demonstrate
that this fundamental assumption is correct. At the same time, I will also argue that most
have not succeeded in isolating the precise feature, to which evépyeia refers in each of
the examples offered by Aristotle to illustrate it. Many simply assert that what Aristotle
means by signifying vépyela is explained for the most part by what I will call
‘animating representation,” which involves the depiction of inanimate things (cuxc) as
though they are animate (Euuxo). Aristotle finds this animating representation
exemplified above all in Homeric poetry in Chapter 11, and while most commentators
whose views we will analyze below seem to recognize that the animating representation

does not fully explain what it means to signify évépyeia in each and every case, they go
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no further than to say that, in most cases, this is what evépyeia means. Yet because these
commentators have merely indicated what évépyelo means in most cases, rather than in
every instance, we still lack an exhaustive explanation of the meaning of this concept.

Moreover, the matter is complicated even more by two other, interrelated factors.
Firstly, some of the same commentators who assume that evépyeia is explained for the
most part by animating representations, also assume that animating representations are
explained for the most part by what we call personification in English. Secondly, the
same commentators who loosely identify évépyeia, animating representation and
personification also assume that personification is the same as the trope that is referred to
in ancient Greek as mpoowmoTotia, and in Latin as prosopopeeia, conformatio, fictio
personae and other technical terms. As I shall presently show, Evépyeia, animating
representation, personification and TpocwToTolla are distinct, but related concepts. In
order to understand how they are related, it is first necessary to see how they are distinct
from one another. To give an indication of the basic gist of my argument in this section, I
hold that gvepyeia refers simply to motion, and ‘signifying evépyeia’ therefore means
portraying things in a state of motion by comparing them metaphorically to things that
move, or to things that move in a specific way. Consequently, animating representations,
which portray inanimate things as having animate qualities or behavior, are one notable
way in which it is possible to signify evépyeia metaphorically, but this cannot be taken
as an exhaustive explanation of what it means to represent things in a state of evépyeiax
in general. In turn, personification, which is not the same in all cases as the Greek

TpoowToTolla, is a specific instance of animating representation.

203



If these contentions are accurate, then those commentators who hold that
signifying évepyeia is explained by animating representation confuse the concept itself
with one of its most prevalent instances. Among the ancients, one such commentator who
interprets Aristotle in this way is Demetrius, who may or may not be the third century
BCE author of the work On Style. Demetrius remarks that ‘to Aristotle the best metaphor
appeared to be that which is called metaphor by evepyeia, which results whenever the
inanimate is introduced as if it were animate’.*> It is important to see how a number of
modern commentators both agree and disagree with his view. As mentioned, most do not
go as far as Demetrius, in suggesting that signifying evépyeia is simply the same as
representing the inanimate as though it were animate. They rather claim that this explains
EVEPYElQ in most cases, yet do not specify any further what it could mean to signify
gVEPYElQ in some other way.

This view is the most common among modern interpreters. Differing slightly
from Demetrius, both Whatley (1828) and Cope (1877) hold that signifying evepyeia is
explained in most cases by animating representation, and that this latter is explained in

most cases by personification, which for Whatley is the same as the ancient trope of

prosopopeeia.”® Stanford (1936) likewise argues that Aristotle’s discussion of evépyeto

335 Demetrius, On Style, trans. D.C. Innes (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), §81 (my
translation): <’ AploTn 8¢ Sokel peTodopa TG  APIOTOTEAEL T) KOTO EVEPYEIOV KOAOUHEVT), OTOV TA
ayuxo EVEPYOUVTa eloaynTol kabamep Eupuxa’. Subsequent references to the text of On Style will be
given by author’s name and paragraph number, indicated by the § symbol. In this and other relevant
passages, my reasons for preferring my own translation to that of Innes will be explained as my argument
proceeds.

336 Consider in this regard the following remark from Whatley’s 1828 treatise, Elements of Rhetoric: ‘Of
metaphors, those generally conduce most to that energy or vivacity of style we are speaking of, which
illustrate an intellectual by a sensible object [...]. But the highest degree of energy (and to which Aristotle
chiefly restricts the term) is produced by such metaphors as attribute /ife and action to things inanimate
[...]- The figure called by rhetoricians prosopceia (literally, personification,) is, in fact, no other than a
metaphor of this kind.” Elements of Rhetoric. Reprinted from the 7th (octavo) Edition (London: Parker, Son
& Bourne, 1863), p. 184. Similarly, E.M. Cope writes in his commentary to the Rhetoric that what
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places ‘paramount emphasis on the personifying or animating function of metaphor’,*’

and Kennedy (1991) observes not much differently that évépyeia ‘is sometimes, but not
always, “personification” [...].”>>® As we shall see when we examine Aristotle’s examples
in detail, it is true that a majority of the expressions by which he illustrates what it means
to signify evépyeia are indeed what I have called animating representations. Yet among
the examples that qualify as animating representations, only a few correspond to what we
mean by personification in English. For this reason, to the extent that there is a need to
avoid the overhasty identification of signifying evépyeia and animating representation,
there is an even greater need to avoid the identification of the former with
personification. I will accordingly begin this part of my discussion by characterizing
TpoowToTolla, personification and other related concepts, and thereafter give a
detailed explanation of animating representations.

If it is inaccurate to gloss signifying evépyela in terms of ‘animating
representation,’ it is even less accurate to gloss it in terms of personification. Certainly,
the aforementioned commentators are cautious enough to qualify their statements by
claiming that personification is mostly the same as animating representation, and that the
latter is mostly the same as signifying evépyeia. But at least one other is misled by the
similarities between these concepts into assuming that they are identical. Consider in this

regard Innes’ translation of On Style §81, which renders Demetrius’ phrase 1 KoTO

Aristotle means by gvepyeta ‘is principally shown in animation, literally and metaphorically, in a vivid,
vivacious, style, and in animating, vivifying, inanimate objects; investing them with life, motion, and
personality’. The Rhetoric of Aristotle, With a Commentary (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1877), p.
110, note.
3w, Stanford, Greek Metaphor: Studies in Theory and Practice (New York: Johnson Reprint
Corporation, 1972), pp. 12-3.
38 Kennedy, Aristotle on Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourse (New York: Oxford University Press,
1991), p. 222, note 117.
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gVEpyelav kahoupévn simply as ‘the personifying metaphor’,”* and therefore

presupposes that signifying evépyeia simply is the same as personification. In fact, this
translation assumes two things at once: firstly, that what Aristotle means by signifying
gVEPYela is the same as what Demetrius means by mpocomoTotia; and secondly, that
what Demetrius means by TpocoToTotia is the same as what we mean in English by
personification. Strictly speaking, neither of these assumptions is accurate.

To see why the second of these assumptions is inaccurate, let’s begin with the
standard definition of personification, which according to the Oxford English Dictionary
is ‘[t]he attribution of human form, nature, or characteristics to something; the
representation of a thing or abstraction as a person (esp. in a rhetorical figure or a
metaphor); (art) the symbolic representation of a thing or abstraction by a human
figure.”**” This is indeed similar to Demetrius’ account of Tpocomomotia in On Style,
but a comparison of the two concepts is hindered by an ambiguity in the formulation of
the latter. Much like Aristotle’s accounts of evépyeia in both Rhetoric 11T and
Metaphysics IX, Demetrius defines TpocomoTolla by reference to specific examples
only. Yet these examples can be read in two ways, one of which gives TpocomoTolla a
broader extension than the other. It is only on the narrow reading of Tpocotmototia that
it can be seen as identical to personification.

Beginning at §263, Demetrius introduces TpocoToTolla as one item on a list of
figures (oxnuoTo) that lend “force,” 8e1voTns, to rhetorical and poetic style. Instead of
defining it he immediately illustrates it with three examples: “Imagine that your

ancestors are rebuking you and speak such words, or imagine Greece, or your country in

339 Innes, On Style, p. 499.
M0, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/141506?redirectedFrom=personification#eid.
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the form of a woman.”>*' As a further example of TpocomoTotia, the author then
mentions the funeral oration in Plato’s Menexenus, in which Socrates assumes the
persona of Menexenus’ dead ancestors in order to address words of advice and
admonishment, from beyond the grave, to the living descendants who have survived
them.**

So far, according to the earliest extant account of TpocwToToOlla, it therefore
means the attribution of either human form, and/or conscious thought and speech to
something that does not actually possess these attributes in its own right (such as Greece,
or one’s dead ancestors). This is essentially the same definition of personification that we
saw above. Nevertheless, in the very next line of On Style, the author makes an
explanatory remark that raises a crucial question about whether TpocwToToll« is
indeed limited to the attribution of human form and direct speech to things that are in fact
not human, and cannot speak. He states that the passage of the Menexenus just mentioned
qualifies as TpocoToTolia because Socrates ‘does not speak in his own person but in
that of their fathers.”>*’ The question raised, and left unanswered by this remark is
accordingly whether Tpocwmomolia refers to any attribution of direct speech to a
character other than that of the speaker him/herself, regardless of whether this character
is originally a human being or not; or whether it refers only to the attribution of speech
and human form to things that, in themselves, are non-human. In other words, does

TpoowToTolla extend to every instance in which an orator or poet speaks in the voice

! Demetrius, On Style §263-5: ‘TapahapBdvolTo 8’ &v oxfHo Siavoios Tpos SelvdTnTa <ij>
TPOowWTOTOlla KAAOUNEVT], olov “80arTe UHIV Tous Tpoyovous ovelSiletv kol Aeyelv Tade Tva 1)
v EMada i v matpida Aaoucov yuvaikos oxnuc.’

saael Plato, Menexenus, trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925), 246d —
247c.

3 Demetrius, On Style §266: oUk ¢k Tou 18{ou Tpoowmol Aéyel GAAS &k Tol T ToTépeav.’
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of someone other than himself, i.e. by impersonation (including the impersonation of
both human and non-human things); or does it refer in a more restricted sense only to
instances where the orator or poet directly attributes speech and human form to things
that in actual fact neither speak nor have human form?

If we take the former, more inclusive reading, then Tpocw ool will
sometimes involve what we call personification in English, and at other times what we
call impersonation; if we take the latter, more restricted view, it will only refer to what
we call personification in English.*** This is an important distinction because, in its
translation into the Latin trope sometimes referred to by the transliterated prosopopcia,

. . 345 . . 346 . .
sometimes by conformatio,”” and sometimes by fictio personae,”" Latin writers

3% The author of On Style does not settle this dilemma. He only states that TpocwmoTotia ‘makes the
passage much more lively and forceful (TToAU yap evepyeoTepa Kol SElVOTEPO GOIVETOL UTTO TV
TPOooOTwV), or rather it really turns it into a drama (uaGAov 8¢ SpapaTa aTeXVAS YiyveTal).” (§265)
The fact that Demetrius associates TpoowToTolia and evepyeta through the use of the word
gvepyeoTepa seems partly to explain why Innes is misled into identifying Aristotle’s notion of signifying
gvepyeta and Demetrius’ understanding of mpoowmoTotia. But the fact that the two are related, in the
sense that the latter can contribute to the former, does not mean they are the same thing.

3% The author of Rhetorica Ad Herennium, for example, refers to the trope by the name of conformatio
(personification), which he claims ‘consists in representing an absent person as present (cum aliqua quae
non adest persona confingitur quasi adsit), or in making a mute thing or one lacking form articulate (aut
cum res muta aut informis fit eloquens), and attributing to it a certain definite form and a language or a
certain behavior appropriate to its character (et forma ei et oratio atribuitur ad dignitatem adcommodata aut
actio quaedam) [...].”** Pseudo-Cicero, Rhetoric Ad Herennium, trans. H. Caplan (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1968), IV .1ii.66. Here, conformatio can refer to the direct attribution of speech to
any character other than the orator himself, provided that the character is ‘not present,” non adest. But it
can also refer to the attribution of speech and ‘a certain form’ to ‘a mute thing,” res muta. Much as in
Demetrius’ account of TpoowToTolla, conformatio can thus either be personification (the attribution of
human form and/or speech and thought to a thing that is neither human, nor speaks nor thinks in actual
fact); or it can be impersonation (the direct attribution of speech to a living human being who is not
present.

34 Cicero makes well-known use of TpocwToTolla in his own oratorical speeches. Two of the more
famous examples this trope are /n Catilinam 1.18 and 1.27, where he personifies patria by having her
address words directly both to Catilina (I.18) and to himself (1.27); and Pro Caelio xiv.33, where he
summons Appius Claudius Ceacus from the dead in order to have him rebuke his descendant Clodia. Cf.
Cicero, In Catilinam I-4, trans. C. Macdonald (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1976),
1.18/1.27; idem, Pro Caelio, trans. R. Gardner (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1958), xiv.33-
34. Nevertheless, he does not define it or discuss the trope at length in any extant work. In Book III,
Chapter 53 of De Oratore, he briefly mentions ‘the impersonation of people (personarum ficta inductio),
which he lists as ‘an extremely brilliant method of amplification (vel gravissimum lumen augendi),” but he
is not specific. Cf. De Oratore (trans. H. Rackham), I11.1iii.205.
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evidently understand mpoowmoTotia according to the more inclusive reading, on which
it involves both impersonation (i.e. of other humans, living or dead) and personification
(i.e. the attribution of anthropomorphic qualities, and in particular speech and thought, to

**7 On this more inclusive understanding of TpoocToToria and its

non-human things).
correlates, there is only a partial overlap between it and personification.

Now that we understand both what personification and TpoocwTotolia are and
how they relate to one another, we must grasp the exact nature of what I have called
animating representations. As mentioned, in Rhetoric 111.11 Aristotle finds these kinds of
representations exemplified in Homer’s use of metaphor in particular. Before listing a
series of Homeric examples, Aristotle affirms that ‘Homer often, by making use of
metaphor, speaks of inanimate things as if they were animate; and it is to creating

gvépyela in all such cases that his popularity is due’>*®

. In opposition to the
aforementioned commentators, who take this remark to be an adequate explanation of
what it means to signify evépyeta in general, I understand it to refer specifically to the

way in which Homeric poetry most often signifies évépyeia, and not to all cases of

signifying évépyeia as such. Rather, insofar as signifying evépyeia simply means

347 Quintilian gives a detailed analysis in Book IX, Chapter 2 of the Institutio Oratoria of what he calls
‘[i]lmpersonations (fictiones personarum), or prosopopoiiai as they are called in Greek (quae
mpoowmoTolia dicuntur).” He explains the use of this trope as follows: ‘[w]e use them (1) to display the
inner thoughts of our opponents as though they were talking to themselves (adversariorum cogitationes
velut secum loquentium protrahimus) [...], (2) to introduce conversations between ourselves and others, or
of others among themselves (et nostros cum aliis sermones et aliorum inter se credibiliter introducimus)
[...], and (3) to provide appropriate characters for words of advice, reproach, complaint, praise, or pity (et
suadendo, obiurgando, quaerendo, laudando, miserando personas idoneas damus). We are even allowed in
this form of speech to bring down the gods from heaven (deducere deos) or raise the dead (inferos excitare
concessum est); cities and nations even require a voice ([u]rbes etiam populique vocem accipiunt).” Cf.
Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria (trans. D.A. Russell) ix.2.29, 30-1. Quintilian’s account of prosopopoeia,
much like those found in both On Style and Rhetorica Ad Herennium, thus gives the trope a broad
extension according to which it can be both personification and impersonation.

38 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 2: ‘kéxpnrat “Opnpos moAaxol Té> T& duxo Epuxa Aéyelv S1o Tis
HETOOPAS. EV TTAG! € TG EVEPYELQV TOLEIV EUSOKINEL .
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metaphorically representing things in a state of movement, Homer’s animating
representations are one specific way in which this can be done, but not the only way. In
fact, as we shall see, the final Homeric example considered by Aristotle is of a simile in
which Homer signifies Evepyeia in the opposite way, by representing an animate thing as
though it were inanimate.

To see precisely what is at stake in the notion of animating representations, and to
grasp why they do not explain what it means to signify evépyeia in every case, we must
examine the distinction between the animate (épJuxov) and the inanimate (cuxov) in
more detail. To this end, we must turn to Book II of the De Anima, for Aristotle does not
explain this distinction anywhere in the Rhetoric.

According to Aristotle’s argument in De Anima 11, it is more or less
uncontroversial to say that the general class of ‘animate’ or ‘ensouled’ things, Ta
eupuxa, is comprised of the three kinds of living things that possess the power to
nourish themselves: plants, animals, and humans.**® On the other hand, the class of
inanimate things, Ta auxa, will be comprised of both non-living things (natural
elements, products of art, abstract concepts and qualities), and whatever living things
there are whose life is not rooted in the potential of natural bodies (gods and/or heavenly
spheres, the unmoved mover, etc). To apply the results of this discussion to Aristotle’s

comments about eVEpyela in Rhetoric TI1.11, let’s recall that he there explains Homer’s

e, Aristotle, De Anima 412a 28-9. That this is so is suggested by the word éuuxov itself. The
important thing to grasp is that éuuxov or ‘the ensouled/animate’ means ‘that which has a soul.” But what
is it that has a soul? The answer to this question must be gleaned from Aristotle’s general definition of the
soul at 412a 28, which states that the soul, 1) Juxn, is ‘the first actuality of a natural body potentially
possessing life (EvTEAEXEI0 ) TPWITN OWMATOS Ppucikou Suvapet feony éxovTos)’. The soul is the
principle of life in natural bodies, but it is the living natural body itself that has a soul. The word ujuyov
therefore refers to the kind of natural body that has life through the causal agency of the soul’s powers, and
auyov refers either to a natural body that does not live, or else to a living being that is not a natural body.
This means that only plants, animals, and humans can be described as epuxo.
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ability to signify activity by means of metaphors and similes as an ability to depict
inanimate things, Ta acuxa, as though they were animate, épuxo. Based on the
foregoing examination of the De Anima, we can now say that animating representation
necessarily means representing a thing that is neither a human, nor an animal, nor a plant,
as though it had the characteristics of a human, or an animal or a plant. As we shall see
presently, although this explains the majority of the examples offered by Aristotle to
illustrate what he means by signifying evépyeia, it cannot explain each and every
example. The only concept capable of accounting for what every example shares in
common is, as mentioned above, that of movement.

4.5 Aristotle’s Examples of Tpo ouuo Teov and §vé pysta in Rhetoric T11.10-11
Now that we have a detailed understanding of what is involved in personification,
TpoowToTolla, and animating representation, we can turn to the examples themselves,
by which Aristotle illustrates what it means to signify éveépyeia in Rhetoric 1I1.10-11. It
was necessary to proceed in this manner, because the three aforementioned concepts are
considered by the aforementioned commentators to hold the key(s) to what Aristotle
means by gvépyela in this passage. It will presently be shown that, as I have argued
throughout this chapter, the basic meaning of signifying evépyeia is the metaphorical,
i.e., fictive representation of things in a state of movement. Animating representations,
which involve a metaphorical or comparative transfer of qualities and/or behavior from
an animate (€pJuxov) thing to an inanimate (c\uxov) subject, are indeed the most
prevalent way in which gvépyeia, understood as motion, can be signified. Yet, as we
shall see, the metaphorical representation of things in a state of motion is not limited to

éuuxov-auxov (animate-inanimate) transferences. In terms of Aristotle’s examples,
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this kind of transference is indeed the most common among those that Aristotle offers as
instances of signifying evépyeia, but close attention to the examples themselves
demonstrates that the same effect can be accomplished by three other kinds of
transferences: (1) épuxov-Eupuxov (animate-animate) transferences; (2) auxov-
auxov (inanimate-inanimate) transferences; and (3) ouxov-gupuxov (inanimate-
animate) transferences.

To my knowledge, I am alone in contending that these four categories are
pertinent to Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor in this passage. The categories themselves
(animate-inanimate, animate-animate, inanimate-inanimate, inanimate-animate) are
nevertheless found explicitly outlined in a number of Hellenistic and Roman discussions
of metaphor, most notably in those of Tryphon and Quintilian.”>® Neither of these authors
mentions Aristotle as the source of the categories, but it will presently be shown that all
of Aristotle’s examples implicitly admit division along the same lines. Since the
commentators mentioned above have focused exclusively on the animate-inanimate kind
of transference, which I have called animating representation, we will examine this
category last, after we have seen the outlying groups in advance. I will begin with the
category of inanimate-animate transferences, because this category is the logical contrary
of the animate-inanimate category. Therefore, by demonstrating that at least one of
Aristotle’s examples is of this kind, I will be able to prove that animating representations
simply cannot be taken as a valid explanation of what is common to all the examples in
question. I will label each group with a capital letter, and where a group contains more

than one example I will give each example a number, so that e.g. A.1 will refer back to

330 Cf. Tryphon, TTEPI TPOTTQIN 728.24-730.20, in (ed.) L. Spengel, Rhetores Graeci Vol. I, p. 192;
Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria VII1.6.9-10.
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the first example of the first group. Unless otherwise indicated, all translations are by
Freese, in the Loeb edition.

(A) First Category of Metaphor: Animate-Inanimate Transference

Out of all the examples offered by Aristotle to illustrate what it means to signify
gvepyela, only one involves the transference of motion from an inanimate subject to an
animate one. The sole member of this group is in fact the last example that Aristotle
mentions in Chapter 11; it thus concludes both his discussion of évépyeia in general, and
his discussion of Homeric poetry in particular. The example itself is problematic for a
number of reasons, the first of which is that Aristotle’s text only contains a partial
reference to the Homeric passage in question. According to Aristotle, the example is
meant to illustrate Homer’s use of similes, and it is for this reason different from the
preceding five examples, which illustrate his use of metaphors. Yet the quoted line does
not display a simile: it contains the words ‘[a]rched, foam-crested, some in front, some in
behind”**" and nothing more. We must therefore reconstruct the entire Homeric passage
to see what the simile is, and to understand what is at work in it.

Yet before even doing this, it is first necessary to reconstruct the text in which
Aristotle introduces this simile at 1412a 3-4, because Freese’s translation of this passage
obscures its meaning, and partially prevents us from seeing what differentiates this
Homeric simile from the five preceding Homeric metaphors, which are all examples of
animating representations. In fact, Freese’s translation of this text creates the impression
that Aristotle understands the final example, which as I have said is of a Homeric simile,

to be another instance of an animating representation. Yet the Greek text clearly does not

331 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 4: “kupTd dpaAnpidevTa: mpd pév T° FAN’, alTdp e GAAGC’.
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associate the final example with an animating representation; it rather implies that in
some of Homer’s well-known similes, i.e., in contradistinction to his animating
metaphors, he actually signifies Evépyeia in the opposite way, that is, with respect to the
inanimate. To see how this is so, we must pick up the discussion at the point where
Aristotle has just cited his fifth example of a Homeric metaphor. At this point, the Greek
text states (in my translation) that ‘in all these cases things appear to be in a state of

>332 Two lines below, the Greek

gvepyeta due to the fact they are represented as animate.
text then states (again in my translation) that, ‘[o]n the other hand, in his popular similes
[i.e., Homer] also does these things [i.e., signifies activity] with respect to the
inanimate.”*>>

On my translation, the 8¢ ka is therefore meant to introduce a shift in sense from
the foregoing discussion of Homeric metaphors. Yet Freese’s translation gives the
opposite impression: ‘[i]n his similes also he proceeds in the same way with inanimate
things’.>>* Through the addition of the words ‘in the same way,” which are not accounted
for in the Greek text, Freese’s version therefore suggests a sense of continuity between
the previous examples and the one Aristotle is about to offer. It suggests furthermore that
Aristotle’s point here is that, just as Homer depicts the inanimate as if it were animate

through his use of metaphors, so also does he do this through his use of simile, in the

same way. In the first place, it must be recognized that this is more a paraphrase than a

332 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: ‘v 6ol yop ToUTols Si& TO Fuduxo glvant tvepyolvTa dofveTan.’
353 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 4: ‘olel 8¢ kol €V TA1S eUSOKIMOUCOS EIKOVES ETT TAV auxwV TauTa.’
354 . . .
Freese, Aristotle, Rhetoric, p. 407 (emphasis added).
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translation, as Freese’s translation of Tl TGV auxcv as ‘with inanimate things’ goes
beyond the accepted grammatical senses of the Greek preposition e, >
In the second place, in addition to the rules of Greek grammar, the principle of
charity requires that we translate the passage in the way I suggest, since otherwise
Aristotle himself will be mistaken about the nature of the example under discussion. If
Freese’s translation is to stand, then Aristotle himself must be seen to think that the
Homeric simile he is about to cite (in a truncated form) is an instance of an animating
representation, when in fact it is just the opposite: an inanimate-animate transference. To
see how and why this is so, let’s turn to the passage of Homer from which the example is
taken (/liad xii1.795-801). The scene from which the line quoted by Aristotle is derived is
a familiar one in Homer: two Trojan heroes, Hector and Alexander, lead their men into
battle against the Greek horde. Homer thus writes that
[...] they came on like the blast of dire winds that rushes on the earth beneath the
thunder of father Zeus, and with wondrous din mixes with the sea, and in its track
are many surging waves of the loud-resounding sea, high-arched and white-with
foam, some ahead and behind them others (kupTa® doAnpIOwVTA" TPO UEV T’
aAN’, auTap e’ &AAa); so the Trojans in close array, some ahead and some
behmd the others ﬂashlng w1th bronze, followed their leaders (s Tpooeg Tpo
usv 00\)\01 apnpon—:g, O(UTO(p €M aAAOL, XOAKG UOPUOIPOVTES O’
NYEUOVESTIY ETOVTO).”

A look at the full passage from which Aristotle cites one line in Book III, Chapter 11 of

the Rhetoric thus reveals that it contains a comparison between Trojan soldiers, heading

> Grammatically, Tl TV aUxwV cannot mean ‘with inanimate things’; in fact, the sense of ‘with’ that
Freese’s translation gives to the preposition €1 is rather far from its accepted lexical meanings. According
to Liddell & Scott, there is a fairly exceptional sense in which € can be translated into English as ‘with,’
as in the adverbial phrase T’ apcayT), ‘with favor’. Nevertheless this cannot be the sense that Aristotle has
in mind here, because £ only has this sense with the dative case, and he here uses it with the genitive
plural, TV ayUxwv. A more plausible reading would accordingly be, as I have done, to take €Tl TV
ayUxwV to mean ‘in respect of,” ot ‘with respect to the inanimate’ (L&S list two other instances where
Aristotle uses e in this way); and secondly to read 8¢ as introducing a disjunction with the preceding
discussion leading up to the previous line.
336 Homer, lliad xii.795-801 (trans. Murray).
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into battle behind their leaders, and waves in the sea that have been whipped up by strong
winds. As mentioned above, this example stands out among all of Aristotle’s examples
because it effectively compares an animate thing to an inanimate thing. It is not hard to
see why this is the case: on the one hand, the Trojans, Tpcdes, are most certainly animate
beings; on the other, both wind (avepos) and the waves (kUuoTa) of the sea are
inanimate. The passage therefore portrays the animate as though it moved with the
movements of inanimate things, and yet Aristotle states that this, too, is an example of
gvepyeta. If my reading of the text is accurate, this in itself proves that what Aristotle
means by signifying activity cannot be explained by animating representations. Still, to
substantiate this claim further, we will now proceed to examine the second category of
transference, which is the inanimate-inanimate transference.

(B) Second Category of Metaphor: Inanimate-Inanimate Transference

Much like the previous category, this one has only a single example in it. The
example that belongs in this category is introduced by Aristotle in Chapter 10, as an
illustration of what he means by Tpo OppoTwV. Aristotle himself attributes the
expression to the orator Iphicrates, whom he quotes as follows: ‘as Iphicrates said, “The
path of my words leads through the center of the deeds of Chares”; here the metaphor is
proportional and the words “through the centre” create vividness.”*>’ The proportional
analogy, which Aristotle notes above, needs to be made explicit here. The basic
comparison is between a speech and a road, neither of which are animate things. In the

same way that a speech has a subject, topic or intention, so a road has a general direction

37 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7: ‘Ko ¢ds IdikpdiTns €lmmev “n) ydp 6805 pot Tév Adycov Sid péocov
TV XopnTI TETPOYHUEVEV EOTIV:” pETadopa KaT’ avaAoylav, Kal TO 810 HEGOU TTPO OUHOTGV
molel.” Freese’s translation of the Rhetoric alternates between ‘setting’ or ‘placing’ things ‘before the

eyes,” and being “vivid,” as approximations of Aristotle’s formula TpO OuuaTCOV.
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for the one who travels on it. The orator Iphicrates thus introduces his audience to the
topic of his speech by saying that his words are a road, which leads through the center of
the deeds of Chares — meaning, in other words, that his speech is directed towards
Chares’ deeds as their target or object.

Portraying a rhetorical speech as a road that ‘leads’ straight through the center of
its topic therefore signifies evepyeia, understood as the representation of things in a state
of motion, by attributing a certain kind of movement to something that does not naturally
move in that way (i.e., words), regardless of whether that thing is animate or not. It
matters very little that a road cannot actually be said ‘to move’ according to any of the
senses in which Aristotle’s definition of motion allows us to understand the phenomenon.
What matters is only the image or appearance of motion, which a person automatically
forms in his or her mind on hearing a speech described as a road or a path that passes
through the center of its intended subject matter, as through the center of a court-yard.
Even though a road itself does not actually move, the metaphor creates the appearance
for the audience that they are themselves travelling along a road in listening to a speech

358

about the deeds of Chares.”" This metaphor, which presupposes an analogical

comparison between words and a road, is clearly not an animating metaphor, as it

38 1n fact, Aristotle makes explicit in the De Anima that the perception of motion, kivnats, is involved in
the perception of all common sensibles. These common sensibles, which are characterized as such because
they can be perceived by more than one sense (as opposed to proper sensibles, such as color and sound,
which can only be perceived by one sense), include ‘motion (olov k1vnogws), rest (0TAGEWS ), shape
(oxMuaTos), magnitude (ueyeBous), number (ap1Buov) and unity (Evos)’ (425a 14-7). Although motion is
in fact one of the common sensibles, Aristotle gives it a privileged place among the others when he notes
that none of the common sensibles could be perceived apart from the perception of motion. As he affirms,
‘we perceive all these things by movement (TaUTo yap kivrioel otcBavopeba)’ (425a 17-8). Thus, to the
extent that the above example concerns the image of a ‘road,” 080s, it is the image of a magnitude whose
perception, whether real or imaginary, necessarily involves the perception of motion. To the extent that
signifying evépyeiar means on my reading representing things in a state of movement, Aristotle’s reference
to Iphicrates counts as such because it involves an image whose presentation to the mind necessarily
implies the imaginary perception of a kind of movement. It is in other words a moving image.
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involves a transference between two inanimate subjects. Yet Aristotle clearly says it
places things ‘before the eyes,” and this means it signifies evépyeia as well. Much like
the previous example, this one therefore shows that signifying evépyeia cannot be
explained in every case by animating representation.

(C) Third Category of Metaphor: Animate-Animate Transference

The next two categories of metaphor are more populous than the previous two.
Because there are more than one example to consider in this and the next group, I will
proceed in what follows by listing all the relevant examples in succession, and then
discussing their contexts and any problems they raise afterwards. There are four
examples that we need to consider in this group. The first two are from Aristotle’s
discussion in Chapter 10, and the last two from Chapter 11:

1. ‘Cephisodotus bade the Athenians take care not to hold their “concourses”
too often”*>”;

2. ‘and in the same way [i.e., as the above example] Isocrates, who spoke of
those “who rush together” in the assemblies’**’;

3. ‘thee, like a sacred animal ranging at will’*'; i

4. ‘[t]hereupon the Greeks shooting forward with their feet’.
Examples C1 and C2 are animate-animate transferences because they both compare

Athenian public assemblies to the running together of a mob. C1, which is attributed by

39 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7: “kod comep Kndioodotos evAafeioban exeAue U ToAAGS TOINCWG!
Tas ouVSPOUasS”.

O Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7: ‘et lookpdTns Tpds ToUs GUVTPEXOVTOS &V Tails TavnyUpeoty’.
361 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 2: ‘o¢ 8’ cdomep ddpeTov’. As we saw in the previous chapter, this is a
reference to Isocrates’ Ad Philippum.

392 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 2: “TodvTedBev odv "EAAnues dEavTes mooiv’. Again according to Freese
(p. 405, note £), this fourth example is a slightly misquoted reference to Euripides, Iphigenia at Aulis 80.
Aristotle evidently misquotes the passage as reading Toaiv, ‘with their feet,” rather than Sopt, ‘with their
spears,’ as in the original text. Cf. Euripides, Iphigenia at Aulis, trans. D. Kovacs (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2002) 80 (p. 174/5). Here, Euripides depicts the advance of the whole Greek
army to the straits of Aulis by means of the word a€avTes, the nominative plural first aorist form of the
Greek verb a10ow. Liddell and Scott give the primary sense of this verb as /t/o move with a quick
shooting motion, to shoot, dart, glance’. An Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 7th Edition), p 23.
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Aristotle to Cephistodotus, uses the word ouv5poudg in reference to these meetings; C2,
attributed to Isocrates, uses the word cuvTpexovTas in reference to the people
themselves, who ‘rush together’ in the assembly. As Freese explains in a note to this
passage, ‘[bJoth cuvSpopas and cuvTpexovTas refer to the collecting of a mob in a

state of excitement.’>®

In this example, there is thus no transference of animate qualities
to an inanimate subject. There is rather a transference of a certain kind of movement
from animate beings to other animate beings. More precisely, the transference is between
one kind of human movement (the rushing together of a violent mob of people) and
another kind of human movement (the meeting of a political assembly).

Similarly, C3 does not follow the animate/inanimate distinction either. As we
have already seen in our examination of this expression in the previous chapter, Isocrates
here compares King Philip II, addressed in the second person simply as o€ (you), to a
sacred animal, adeTov, moving freely throughout its sanctuary. Once again, it is a
question of transferring qualities from one kind of animate being (non-human animal) to
a subject that is already itself animate (a human being).

C4 is also of the kind that transfers qualities from one kind of animate being (a
non-human animal) to another kind of animate being (a human or group of humans). In
this particular example the Greek soldiers, EAAnves, are described by Euripides as
‘shooting forward,” qEavTes, in their advance towards Aulis. Although it is not as

obvious as it is with respect to the previous example, this phrase also compares the

movements of one kind of animate being (human) to those of another kind (non-human

363
Freese, p. 402, note c.
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. 364
animal).

This last point requires some support, for it remains obscure as long as we
simply understand a€avTes according to the lexical definition of a6, which
evidently extends in a more or less neutral way to any quick or sudden movement.’®> On
this lexical definition, there is no obvious reason to assume that such a movement should
describe the behavior of non-human animals over and against those of humans, as both
kinds of animate beings are capable of moving themselves with varying degrees of
quickness and suddenness. Nevertheless, a brief survey of the ways in which some other
Greek authors have used the word alooc and its cognates suggests that it does apply
more properly to (i.e. wild) non-human animals than to humans.

There are four passages that deserve attention: three from Homer, and one from
Sophocles. The first, at I/iad vi.510, initially describes the gait and appearance of a horse,
using the word alocovTat to describe the ‘glancing’ movement with which its mane
bounces off of its shoulders as it trots; Homer then transfers this description to the Trojan
hero Paris, characterizing his appearance as he ‘strode down from high Pergamus’.**®
The second, at /liad xi.417, initially describes a hunting scene in which a pack of

‘hounds and lusty youths (kUves BaAepol T° ailnot)’ confronts ‘a wild boar (kampiov)’.

The word alooovTa is used here to describe the rushing movement with which the

364 . . . .
Concerning these two examples, I disagree with Cope, who offers both as instances of ‘a metaphor

which [...] vivifies and animates’ (Cope, The Rhetoric of Aristotle, p. 126, note). To the extent that both
subjects of which these metaphorical words are predicated are already animate beings, it makes no sense to
say that the metaphors animate or vivify something, if this means attributing animate qualities to the

inanimate.

365 ;. . . . . . . .
Liddell and Scott give the primary sense of this verb as ‘/tJo move with a quick shooting motion, to

shoot, dart, glance’. An Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 7th Edition), p

23.

366 Homer, The Iliad, trans. A.T. Murray (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1978), vi.506-512

(emphasis added): ‘[...] [e]ven as when a stalled horse that has fed his fill at the manger breaketh his halter
and runneth stamping over the plain [...] and exulteth; on high doth he hold his head, and about his
shoulders his mane floateth streaming (Gudt 8¢ Xo1Tal wpots alocovTat), and as he glorieth in his
splendor, his knees nimbly bear him to the haunts and pastures of mares; even so Paris, son of Priam,
strode down from high Pergamus [...].”
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hunting party descends on the boar; Homer thereafter transfers it to characterize the
movements of the Trojan soldiers as they rush to attack Odysseus.*®’ Thirdly, at Iliad
Xii.145 and 148 Homer twice uses cognates derived from the word olocw to depict yet
another hunting scene. This time, however, the words are used initially to describe the
movements of a wild boar under attack, rather than those of the hunting party itself; the
scene is then transferred to characterize the movements of two Greek soldiers under
attack by a group of Trojans. Homer accordingly describes the two Greek soldiers as
‘[rushing] forth (a1€avTe)’, in much the same way that a pair of wild boars ‘[charge]

3% In all the cases examined so far,

from either side (alooovTe)’ to defend themselves.
aloow and its cognates function in Homeric poetry by establishing an analogical parallel
between the motions and actions of wild animals, on the one hand, and those of human
beings on the other.

The last example I wish to consider is from line 1074 of Sophocles’ Oedipus
Tyrannus. After the abrupt departure of locaste from the stage, the Chorus asks: ‘[w]hy

has the lady sped away, Oedipus, in bitter pain?”*® Here, apart from the explicit

comparison to an animal, Tocaste is described as having ‘sped away,” a€aca. The

367 Homer, The Iliad (trans. Murray), xi.414-420 (emphasis added): ‘[...] And even as hounds and lusty
youths (kuves Boahepol T> atlnot) press upon a wild boar (kaptov) on this side and on that, and he
cometh forth from the deep thicket, whetting his white tusks in his curving jaws, and they charge upon him
on either side (aud1 8¢ T’ allcoovTat), and thereat ariseth the sound of the gnashing of tusks [...]; even so
then around Odyesseus, dear to Zeus, did the Trojans press.’
308 Ibid, xii.143-150 (emphasis added): ‘[...] but when they saw the Trojans rushing upon the wall, while
the Danaans with loud cries turned in flight, forth rushed the twain (gx 8¢ T c\EavTe) and fought in front
of the gate like wild boars that amid the mountains abide the tumultuous throng of men and dogs that
cometh against them, and charging from either side they crush the trees about them (SOXuwd T’ A1GGOVTE)
cutting them at the root, and therefrom ariseth a clatter of tusks, till one smite them and take their life
away; even so clattered the bright bronze about the breasts of the twain, as they were smitten with faces
toward the foe.’
369 Sophocles, Oedipus Tyrannus, trans. H. Lloyd-Jones (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1994), 1073-1074, p. 437; emphasis added): ‘T ToTe BePnkev, Oi8iTous, U’ ayplas afaca AUTMS 1
yuvn;’

221



qualifying expression UTT’ ayplas [...] AUTns moreover tells us two additional things
about the particular movement with which she departs: 1) it is caused by a sensation of
pain; and 2) the pain in which the movement originates is furthermore ‘bitter,” or perhaps
even ‘wild,” ‘savage,’ or ‘fierce,” all of which are given as common senses of ayplos by
Liddell and Scott.’” Another English translation of Oedipus Tyrannus thus gives the
sentence as ‘[w]hat is it, Oedipus? What savage grief has hurled your wife away?”>""
Much as it does in Homer, the metaphorical use of the word alooc in this passage of
Sophocles therefore serves to depict the movements of a human being at precisely the
point where they resemble those of a wild, non-human animal, acting under the influence
of intense passion.

The examples in this group demonstrate once again that, even when the thing to
be described is already a kind of animal, such as a human, comparing its movements to a
non-human animal can signify Evépyeia better or in a greater degree, which is to say it
can create an even more vivid impression of movement. Why is that? To answer this
question, it is instructive to consult Aristotle’s comments, in the De Anima, concerning
the serial order (¢¢eEns) in which the soul’s powers exist with respect to one another in

animate beings.’’* As a result of this order, only the nutritive capacity can exist apart

370 n Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon, p 8.

37 Sophocles, Theban Plays, trans. P. Meineck & P. Woodruff (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 2003),
1074 (p. 107; emphasis added).

372 See Aristotle, De Anima 412a 14 — 414b 31. With respect to the class of natural bodies that have life,
Aristotle gives a very specific account of what it means to live: he affirms that by ‘life” we mean the
possession of an internal principle of nourishment, growth and decay (Cconv 8¢ Aeyopev Tnv 81” auToU
Tpodnv Te kal aUENactv kol dBlowv).” (412a 14-15; my translation) Life is therefore limited among natural
bodies to those that are capable of self-nourishment. Aristotle’s point here is not that life is limited to
beings that possess nutrition only. His point is rather that, in beings that have a soul, it is only the nutritive
capacity that can exist independently, or separately, with respect to the other powers of the soul.’”* In all
other kinds of animate beings, the nutritive power exists in conjunction with that of locomotion, perception
and thought. As Aristotle states in the opening line of Chapter 3, ‘[o]f the psychic powers above
enumerated some kinds of things [...] possess all, some less than all, others one only (T@Vv 8¢ Suvauewv
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from the other powers of the soul; in non-human animals, it exists in conjunction with
the powers of sensation and locomotion; and in humans it exists together with thought,
sensation and locomotion. Aristotle in fact compares the relationship between different
powers of the soul in animate beings to that between different kinds of geometrical
shapes: in the same way that the triangle is in a sense contained ‘in potential,” Suvael,
in the square, and the square in the pentagon, the pentagon in the hexagon and so on, so
is the nutritive capacity, which exists alone in plants, contained in potential in the
sensitive and locomotive capacities of animals; and so are these latter two powers of the
soul contained in potential in the human being, which alone possesses the capacity for
thought.

This is of course not to say that the nutritive capacity is not actually operative in
animals and humans. It means rather that its operation, which exists alone in plants and
therefore defines them, does not constitute the pinnacle of the soul’s activity for animals
and humans. This is because animals and humans have other capacities in addition to the
nutritive, for which the nutritive capacity acts as a kind of material support or substrate.
Similarly, animals and human beings share in common the capacities for both sensation

and locomotion, but only one — the specifically non-human animal — is actually defined

s Yuxns ol AexBeloan Tols pev UTTap)oUGt Taoal [...] Tols 8¢ TIVeS aUTAVY, eviols 8¢ pio uovn).’
(4142 29-31; McKeon, p. 559; translation modified) Because of the order that determines the relationship
between the soul’s various powers in animate beings, only the nutritive power is capable of existing apart
from the others, as it does in plants. All animate beings that possess perception also possess nutrition, and
those that possess the capacity for thought necessarily possess these latter powers as well. Consequently,
Aristotle goes on in Chapter 3 to observe that there is a certain serial ‘order’ or ‘succession,” epens, that
determines the relationship between the soul’s different powers in animate beings. On the basis of this
serial order, Aristotle in fact compares the relationship between different powers of the soul to that
between different geometrical solids at 414b 28-31. This serial order in which the soul’s powers exist
necessarily means that if a natural body cannot nourish itself, it necessarily cannot move itself, perceive or
think either, because these higher capacities all presuppose the existence of the nutritive capacity as their
material support. Conversely, if a natural body possesses the capacity for thought, it necessarily also
possesses the capacity for nutrition, sensation, locomotion, growth and decay.
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by these as its highest and most developed capacities. Insofar as humans possess the
capacity for thought in addition to those for nutrition, sensation and locomotion that they
share with both plants and animals, the human is defined by thought alone, and the
capacities of locomotion, sensation and nutrition exist in a sense in potential with respect
to it. In humans, these capacities operate as a kind of potential substrate for thought, and
therefore do not define the human being as they do non-human animals.

In this sense, when we speak of an animate being, whether plant, animal or
human, it is crucial to recall that we are speaking about a natural body whose life derives
from having a soul as its active form. Up to and including the locomotive and sensitive
capacities, the soul’s role as causal agent of the life in natural bodies is accounted for
precisely by the fact that it is the form of a natural body. Yet Aristotle observes that this
may not be the case with respect to the soul’s capacity for thought, because this capacity
might not be dependent on the soul’s role as the form of a natural body. On the one hand,
he argues in Book II, Chapter 1 of the De Anima that the soul in general, and certain of
its parts (if it has parts), are inseparable from the body, because the activities of these
parts or powers of soul involve the exercise of a particular bodily organ (as sight is
dependent on the eye etc). Yet on the other hand, he also claims that this does not prevent
certain other of the soul’s parts or powers from being separable from the body, ‘because
they are not the activities of any body.”>”> Although Aristotle does not specify in this
passage which of the soul’s capacities may be separable from the body, he suggests in
the next chapter that, if there is a capacity of soul that could be separable from the body,

it is thought: ‘in the case of the mind and the thinking faculty nothing is yet clear; it

373 Aristotle, De Anima 413a 7-8 (translation modified): ‘St To unBevos elval oL paTos EVTEAEXELDS.’
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seems to be a distinct kind of soul, and it alone admits of being separated, as the
immortal from the perishable.”*"*

This means that the soul’s capacity for thought, which defines the being of the
human animal as the capacity to which its highest and most developed activity
corresponds, relies least of all (or perhaps not at all) on the body. What determines the
being of the human is therefore, paradigmatically, the capacity for thought alone (both
theoretical and practical). Humans are in other words exemplars of this capacity, which
most characterizes and distinguishes them from all other animate beings. Although they
also share characteristics such as locomotion and sensation in common with other, i.e.
non-human animals, the latter possess these characteristics pre-eminently, in an
exemplary fashion, whereas in humans they exist in some sense ‘in potential,” as
Aristotle says above, as a support for the capacity of thought. The most cursory
biological comparison of humans and non-human animals bears this reflection out with
very few exceptions. Although the human being is in many ways a more developed form
of life than a non-human animal, this difference in development does not at all manifest
itself in physical characteristics; indeed, if we compare the two groups of animate

creatures in terms of their physical capabilities, we must conclude without question that

animals are much better endowed than humans.®”

374 Aristotle, De Anima 413b 25-7: “mepl 8¢ Tou vou kol Ths BecopnTikns Suvapews oUSEV T
dovepov, aAN’ Eolke YUXNS YEVOS ETEPOV EIVQL, Kol TOUTO HOVoV EvSEXETal Xwpileabat, kabomep TO
ai81ov Tou pBapTou.’

B terms of their capacities for both locomotion and sensation, non-human animals are in the majority
of instances much more developed than human beings. There are countless species of animal that can move
themselves with much more speed and force than humans can, and there are no fewer species whose
capacities for sensation (most senses, at any rate) are much more developed than those of humans. When
we compare the human animal’s capacity for locomotion and/or sensation to the speed of a cheetah, or
even an ostrich; to the strength of an orangutan or an elephant; to the hawk’s keen eyesight; to the bat’s
ability to perceive sound; or the dog’s sense of smell; it seems in fact that humans are the /ess developed
class out of the two. With respect to the capacity for sensation in particular, Aristotle observes in Book II
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In other words, what defines the human being and sets it apart as a more
developed animate creature than non-human animals is not immediately observable to
the senses. Certainly there are some observable traits that distinguish humans from non-
human animals, but these are traits that suggest the former are in fact /ess developed than
the latter. It is consequently obvious that animals are able to move themselves, and also
to be moved by things that they perceive in their environment, much more effectively
than humans, even though humans do possess these capacities as well. We can therefore
say that the powers of the soul that are connected to the body, and which necessarily
involve certain kinds of physical movement (conceived as both the capacity for self-
motion and for being moved in sensation), are indeed exemplified above all by non-
human animals.

This is why, in the Rhetoric, where evépyeia is understood as specifically
physical locomotion, this is represented more paradigmatically by animals than by
humans. Although there are times when, acting under the influence of intense passion,
the physical movements of human beings resemble those of non-human animals in their
suddenness and impetuosity, it is in non-human animals that these kinds of movements
have their proper context. This explains why, in example 2.4 above, Aristotle observes
that Euripides’ use of the word aEavTes in reference to the Greek army is an instance
both of metaphor and of vépyela: it signifies Evépyeia because it is a word that vividly

expresses movement, and it is a metaphor because this kind of movement is ordinarily

of the De Anima that this difference between humans and non-human animals holds for every sense except
for that of touch. As he argues, ‘in the other senses [i.e., man] is behind many kinds of animal, but in touch
he is much more discriminating than the other animals (¢v Tolls dA\ais Aeimetanl ToAAQV TQV Liwv,
kata 8¢ TNV adnv ToAAG TV dAAwv SiadepovTws akpiBot).” (421a 21-3) Yet in terms of physical
characteristics, having a heightened sense of touch (in addition to a lack of protective covering such as fur
or scales) is a disadvantage insofar as it means a lower tolerance for extremes in temperature specifically,
and therefore a greater degree of vulnerability with respect to the elements.
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376 1t makes no

used to refer to the motions of non-human animals, such as a wild boar.
difference whatsoever that this metaphor is not applied across the inanimate-animate
distinction, for evépyeia simply means movement. The third category of metaphor thus
shows, yet again, that animating representation is not an exhaustive explanation of what
it means to signify evepyeia.

(D) Fourth Category of Metaphor: Animate-Inanimate Transference

We now come to the final category of metaphorical transference, which is the
animate-inanimate transference that I have referred to throughout as animating
representation. It should be clear by now that, even if a statistical majority of Aristotle’s
examples belong to this category, it is invalid to assume that this kind of metaphor
explains what it means to signify évépyeia in each and every case. As we have seen,
signifying évépyeia, which simply means representing things in a state of motion, can be
accomplished through no less than three other kinds of transference. Nevertheless,

animating representations are a particularly salient way of doing this, as is evident in

Aristotle’s praise for Homer’s use of metaphors in Chapter 11. The first four of these

70 1tis coincidentally worth noting that, parallel to the way in which Homer repeatedly singles out the
wild boar (kaTpos) as being paradigmatic of the quick and impetuous movements to which the word
aloow normally refers, Aristotle mentions the boar in Book II, Chapter 4 of De Partibus Animalium, as
being exemplary among animals for its ‘passion,” BUpos. This is above all because, according to Aristotle’s
physiological analysis, the boar (as well as the bull) has especially fibrous blood, which causes it to heat
very quickly. The heating of the blood is in turn the physiological correlate of violent passion, or thumos:
‘[...] there are animals that have specially plentiful and thick fibres in their blood; these are of an earthier
nature, and are of a passionate temperament and liable to outbursts of passion (T 8¢ ToAAas ExovTa
Aov Tvas kol Toxelos yewSeoTepa TNV PuUGIY EGTI kal Bupcddn To BBos kol EKGTATIKG Sia TOV
Bupov). Passion produces heat (BepuoTnTOS yop ToinTikov 6 Bunos); and solids, when they have been
heated, give off more heat than fluids. So the fibres, which are solid and earthy, become as it were embers
inside the blood and cause it to boil up when the fits of passion come on (a1 8’ Tves oTepeov kal yYeaddes,
COTE YlvovTal olov Tuplal £V TQY ool kol (EGv TotoUotv év Tols Bupois). That is why bulls and
boars are so liable to these fits of passion (810 ol TaUpot kol kaTpol BupcdSels kol ekoTaTokol). Their
blood is very fibrous (To yop oiua TouTwv 1vwdeoTaTov) [...]." Aristotle, Parts of Animals, trans. A.L.
Peck (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1955), 650b 33 — 651a 4.
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examples are from Aristotle’s discussion in Chapter 10, and the last six are from Chapter

11. They are as follows as follows:

1. ‘Aesion used to say that they had “drained” the State into Sicily, which is
a metaphor and sets the thing before the eyes.”*”’

2. ‘His words “so that Greece uttered a cry” are also in a manner a metaphor
and a vivid one [i.e., literally, set things before the eyes].”*”®

3. ‘And the example in the Funeral Oration, that “Greece might well have
her hair cut off (go into mourning) over the tomb of those who died at
Salamis, for her freedom and their valor were buried in the same grave”;
for had he only said “that she might well weep for the virtue that lay
buried with them”, it would have been a metaphor and a graphic touch
[translating TTPO OupATwVY], but the (addition of) “freedom with the
virtue” carries with it a kind of antithesis’.””

4. ‘And Lycoleon said on behalf of Chabrias, “not at all ashamed at seeing
his statue reduced to supplication,” a metaphor for the moment, not for
all time, but still vivid; for while Chabrias is in danger, his statue, which
is a memorial of his deeds for the polis, supplicates on his behalf *.>*

377 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7: “Aloicov 8%, 811 eis SikeAiav Ty mSA eEéxeav: TolTo ydp
HETOPOPO KOl TTPO OUHATV.”

¥ Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7: kal “coore Borfioot ThY 'EAAGS0™ kel ToUTo TPSTOV TV peTadopd:
KO(\I TPO OUUG TV’

Ar1stotle Rhetorlc 1411b 7 (translated by Cope) Ko 010v EV TQ EmTO(cblco S0t a€lov Av M TR
To«bw Tco TQV £V 2 aAapivt TE}\EUTT]GO(VTOJV Kslpcxoeal v “HAAGSo WS ouyKO(TO(GO(rrTousvng m
aPETN oUTAV Ths EAeuBeplas: 1 HEV Yop €1V OTI GElov SakpUoal oUyKaTabamToUEVnS TNS
APETNS, METAPOPA Kol TTPO OUUATWV, TO 88 “TN) apeTh) Ths EAeubepias avTifeoiv Tiva exer’. Cf.
E.M. Cope, The Rhetoric of Aristotle, With a Commentary (London: The University Press at Cambridge,
1877), p. 120 (emphasis added). Freese’s translation of this passage runs as follows: ‘[a]nd as Lysis says in
his Funeral Oration, that it was fitting that Greece should cut her hair at the tomb of those who fell at
Salamis, since her freedom was buried along with their valor. If the speaker had said that it was fitting that
Greece should weep, her valor being buried with them, it would have been a metaphor and a vivid one,
whereas “freedom” by the side of “valor” produces a kind of antithesis.” Although Aristotle’s Greek is
itself not as explicit as one would like, Cope’s translation of this passage is preferable to that of Freese in
that the former makes it slightly clearer that antithesis and metaphor are not mutually exclusive devices.
Freese’s translation could be taken to imply that only the second expression would be a metaphorical one
that places things before the eyes, whereas the former is an instance of antithesis and not of metaphor.
Cope’s translation emphasizes somewhat more clearly that both expressions are vivid metaphors, but that
the former differs from the latter by the ‘addition’ of words that produce the effect of antithesis as well. In
his commentary, Cope moreover substantiates this translation in a note to this passage, observing that
‘[t]he metaphor lies of course in the word kelpacBai, by which Greece is personified and compared to a
woman who, according to the national custom, cuts off her hair as a sign of mourning’ (p. 121). This in
itself demonstrates that, although Aristotle himself is somewhat vague here, the first expression is an
instance of metaphor in addition to antithesis, whereas the second would have been an instance of
metaphor only.

O Aristotle, Rhetoric 1411b 7 (my translation): ‘karl AukoAEwov fmf-:p XO(Bp(ou ‘0USE Tﬁv iKsTnp(ow
oucsxuveswsg auTOoU, 'rr]v E1KOVO TT]V )(O()\KT]V usTo«bopa yap EV T Trcxpovn aAN’ OUK O(El aAa
Trpo ouuo('rmv KlV6UVEUO\)TO§ Y0P OUTOU IKETEVEL T) EIKCV, TO Guxov 81 Eppuxov, TO UTTOUVIHO
TV Ths TOAews Epywv’. Freese obscures the meaning of the quoted section in this passage by

228



‘of one having his life in full bloom’*®'.

‘Again the ruthless stone rolled down to the plain.
“The arrow flew.”**

‘[ The arrow] eager to fly [towards the crowd].
‘[ The spears] were buried in the ground, longing to take their fill of
flesh.”*®’

10. “The spear point sped eagerly through his breast.

5382

»384

A SRR

5386

Having established that signifying évépyeio most generally concerns either (a) the

attribution of any kind of motion whatsoever to a thing that does not naturally move at

translating oU8e [...] aloxuvBevTes as ‘not even reverencing’ (p. 403). The French translation of Pierre
Chiron is more accurate: “sans méme rougir de voir sa statue de bronze réduite a supplier”. Cf. Aristote,
Rhétorique, trans. P. Chiron (Paris: GF Flammarion, 2007), p. 475 (emphasis added). This translation
makes more sense given the context of the expression, part of which Freese himself explains as follows:
[t]he statue of Chabrias, erected after one of his victories, represented him as kneeling on the ground, the
position which he had ordered his soldiers to take up when awaiting the enemy. The statue was in the agora
and could be seen from the court. Lycoleon points to it and bases his appeal on its suppliant attitude.” (p.
403) Cope relates more or less the same story, but adds the crucial fact that, after distinguishing himself as
a general in battle and having the aforementioned statue erected in the agora in his honour, Chabrias was
subsequently ‘brought to trial with Callistratus, the orator, on a charge of misconduct leading to the loss of
Oropus.’ (Cope, p. 122) The exact context of the phrase cited by Aristotle is thus that Chabrias’ apologist
Lycoleon points to his kneeling statue from the court where he is speaking on his behalf, and demands of
the judges if they are not ashamed to see what was formerly a hero and defender of the polis reduced to the
attitude of a supplicant, as if the statue itself were brought low by the trial against Chabrias. With this
expression, as Aristotle explains, the inanimate statue is thus made ‘animate,” and a stone memorial to the
past is transformed by metaphor into a living supplication for the actual person of whom it is the lifeless
image. This is why Aristotle says it is a metaphor ‘for the moment,” €v T¢d TopovTi; for it is only while
Chabiras is in danger, i.e. only as long as the trial him continues, that the statue could be described
metaphorically as supplicating on his behalf.

38 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 2: “T6 “Gubotoow £XOVTOS TNV OKUMV.’

382 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: ‘a0Tis €l Sademovde kuhivdeTo Adas avandns.’ This is a reference to
Odysseus’ encounter with Sisyphos in his journey to the underworld in Book XI of the Odyssey. Fitzgerald
translates the metaphor here as ‘the cruel boulder’. Cf. Homer, The Odyssey, tr. Robert Fitzgerald (New
York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 1998), xi.598 (p. 205).
383 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: ‘€mTaT’ 010TOs.” This refers to the arrow shot by Menelaos to avenge the
death of Deipyros by the Trojan Helenos in Book XIII of The Iliad. Fitzgerald translates this line as ‘the
bitter arrow bounced up and away’. Cf. Homer, The Iliad, tr. Robert Fitzgerald (New York: Doubleday,
1974), xiii.587 (p. 317).
384 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: ‘4mimTéofan pevaiveov.” This is a reference to the initial volley, made by
Pandaros after being encouraged by Athena in disguise, which effectively starts the Trojan War in Book IV
of the liad. Fitzgerald translates the line as ‘the arrow whizzed away, needlesharp, vicious, flashing
through the crowd’. Cf. Homer, /liad iv.126 (Fitzgerald, p. 92).
385 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: 4w yain foTawto Aihaidpeva xpods doat.” This refers to a scene
described by Homer in Book XI of the Iliad. Fitzgerald translates the line as ‘the rest [i.e., of the spears]
stood fixed midway in the earth before they reached the white flesh they were famished for’. Cf. Homer,
1liad xi.574 (Fitzgerald, p. 269).
386 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1412a 3: ‘aixun 8¢ 0TEPVOLO S1E00UTO HOIHwoa.” This is a reference to the
scene in Book XV of the /liad where Menelaos rescues Mégés by sneaking up and killing his aggressor
Délops from behind. Fitzgerald translates this line as ‘the famished spearhead, driven hard, passed through
his chest’. Cf. Homer, /liad xv.541 (Fitzgerald, p. 366).
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all, or (b) the attribution of one kind of motion to a thing that naturally and
characteristically moves according to another kind, we are now in a better position to
understand why animating representation is a prevalent instance of signifying activity,
and not an exhaustive explanation of it. Example D1, according to Freese, refers to ‘the

3% in which Athens attempted to conquer Sicily in 415-

disastrous Sicilian expedition
413 BCE. The expedition was much longer and more costly than at first expected and,
ultimately, despite a massive armada sent partway through to reinforce the Athenians,
unsuccessful. The metaphor in D1 thus compares the expedition itself to the physical act
of ‘pouring out’ or ‘draining’ the contents of a container, which is ‘the state,” Tnv TOAv,
itself. In the same way that a jar contains its contents, then, a state ‘contains’ its citizens;
and the loss of life connected to the Sicilian expedition was so significant that Aesion
could say that, as a result, the people responsible for the war had “drained (exéxeav)’ the
contents of the state into Sicily. The metaphor thus compares the war itself, which is
inanimate, to the physical act of emptying a container, which suggests human (and
therefore animate) behavior.

Example D2, ‘so that Greece uttered a cry’ is more straightforward, in that it
transfers the animate movement of crying to the inanimate subject of Greece,
v EAAada. Similarly, example D3 depicts Greece as ‘cutting her hair (kelpacbai)’ in
mourning over the deaths of those who fell at Salamis, once again transferring a
movement associated with animate (human) beings to Greece, conceived abstractly as the

land itself. In example D4, the statue of Chabrias is said to be ‘supplicating’ on behalf of

Chabrias the man (see note 380 for a full explanation of this phrase and its context),

387 Freese, p. 402, note b.
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which again attributes a movement characteristic of animate beings to an inanimate
object. D5, which compares the prime of a person’s life (Tnv axunv) to a flower’s
blooming (avBolcav), is another instance of an inanimate-animate transference, since
although a person is indeed an animate being, the acme or prime of that person’s life,
conceived as an abstract point in time, is not.

Lastly, examples D6-10, which are all drawn from Homer’s metaphors, are
certainly transferences of this kind (inanimate-animate), according to Aristotle’s own
explicit remarks. At the same time, since Aristotle does not go into detail about exactly
how each Homeric example depicts an inanimate thing using animate qualities, I will
attempt to explain each one briefly. D6 (‘the ruthless stone’) transfers the animate and
human quality of cruelty (or shamelessness, depending on translation) to an inanimate
rock; D7 (‘the arrow flew”) depicts the flight of an inanimate object as though it were
that of a bird, which is self-moving; D8 likewise attributes an affective state of
‘eagerness (ueveaiveov),” which exists only in animals and humans, to an inanimate
arrow; D9 similarly attributes the affective state of ‘longing (MAc10uEVQ)’ to a spear
buried in the ground; and similarly, D10 attributes the animate quality of ‘hunger
(MOHEWGoa)’ to the inanimate tip of a spear. Among all the examples in this animate-
inanimate group, only four (D2, D3, D4 and D6) qualify as what is called personification
in English, since only these examples contain reference to exclusively human qualities.

It should be evident by now that, as I have argued throughout this chapter,
movement (klvnols) is indeed the only factor capable of establishing a meaningful link
among all these disparate examples. In some cases (such as B1), it need not even be a

legitimate sense of movement, as any word that creates the mere appearance or
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impression of movement in the mind will be a word that according to Aristotle signifies
gvepyeta. In other cases, signifying evepyeia means metaphorically attributing the
capacity for self-movement to an inert object (such as a wooden arrow) or abstract
concept; in still others, it means attributing an emotional state (which is a special kind of
qualitative alteration, and therefore falls under Aristotle’s definition in the Physics) to an
inert object (such as a spearhead); and sometimes it involves representing one kind of
animate thing (such as a human being) as having the movements of another kind of
animate thing (a non-human animal). These examples themselves are the main reason
why it seems advisable to accept Bekker’s emendation of the Aristotle’s text from
HIUNOLS to KIVNols.

The foregoing considerations are sufficient to show that the aforementioned
commentators are right to assume that Aristotle’s discussion of evépyeia in Rhetoric
II1.10-11 concerns the precise nature of the representations that are accomplished in a
rhetorical speech through the use of metaphors and similes. Yet the above analysis of
Aristotle’s examples also shows that most of these commentators are wrong to assume
that signifying evépyeia is adequately explained by what I have called animating
representation, which we can clearly see by now only represents one out of four different
kinds of transferences that, according to Aristotle, are capable of depicting evépyeia.

Of all the views we have examined so far, the position that is closest to the one I
have advocated is that of Moran. Although Moran goes further than I am willing to, by
arguing that evépyeia also refers to the mental image provoked by a vivid metaphorical
expression, his account of the “first side’ of evepyeia, according to which it refers to

motion in an object that is metaphorically depicted, agrees with my understanding of the
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text. In fact, there is another commentator who takes the view I have advocated for, but
his views are not commonly (or ever, to my knowledge) consulted in this context: this is
the 17th century Italian literary critic and professor of rhetoric, Tesauro, whom I
mentioned at the end of the previous chapter. Before I cite him as an authority, it must be
noted that Tesauro is regarded by many to depart from Aristotle’s views on style both
freely and frequently, at least to the extent that he seems to want to elevate the study of
style to a level of importance that is independent of, and possibly even greater than those
of poetic imitation and rhetorical argumentation, which are the main foci of Aristotle’s
Poetics and Rhetoric respectively.”® Nevertheless, his specific comments on Evepyeia
accurately represent it as concerning the depiction of movement (movimento) in the
objects that are signified by metaphors and comparisons.

In Hersant’s translation, Tesauro thus advises his reader that, ‘quand tu voudras
donner de la force et de la vivacité a tes propos (dar forza e vivezza al tuo dire), tu auras
recours a des métaphores pleines de vie, signifiantes le mouvement et la violence
(adoprerai metafore vivaci, significanti movimento e violenza).”** Although Tesauro
does not mention either Aristotle or évépyeta explicitly in this passage, that this is his
view concerning the precise sense of évépyela is confirmed by other commentators more
familiar with his work as a whole. R. Montgomery supports this view, pointing out that
Tesauro, in a passage not included among the exerts translated into French by Hersant,

holds ‘that energeia comes from metaphors of proportion that use terms of movement

388 See in this regard H. Hatzfeld, “Three National Deformations of Aristotle: Tesauro, Gracian, Boileau,”
Studi Secenteschi 2 (1961): 3-21.

389 Tesauro, Il cannochiale aristotelico, in La métaphore baroque, p. 117 (emphasis added).
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and adds that these give “force and nerve to an oration”.”*”" Still, even if Tesauro is not
to be trusted as a faithful commentator on Aristotle, the exhaustive survey that I have
conducted in this chapter of the examples themselves, which Aristotle provides to
illustrate the concept of évépyeia in its rhetorical context, leaves little room for doubting
that evépyeia refers to the attribution of movement through the use of metaphors and
similes.

4.6 Conclusion

The close association traced by Aristotle between certain metaphors and the
representation of evépyeta (understood here simply as motion, kivnois) must be placed
within the context of the function that Aristotle explicitly attributes to metaphor in the
Poetics: that is, the discovery of similarities between disparate things. In the previous
chapter, I argued that Aristotle privileges precisely those similarities that exist between
sensible things, on the one hand, and things that are remote from the senses, on the other.
Remoteness from the senses can here be understood to refer either to a physical event
that has taken place in a distant time and/or place, and or a general or abstract quality,
state or affection, which is immaterial and therefore, by nature, imperceptible. In
appending the notion of Evépyeia as motion to his discussion of metaphors in Rhetoric
I1.10-11, Aristotle thus elaborates on what kind of similarities metaphors should ideally
be employed to disclose. Expanding on the basic notion that metaphors should be drawn

from the domain of sensible things, Aristotle thus further illustrates with examples that

3 Terms of Response: Language and Audience in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century Theory
(University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1992), p. 20 (citing Tesauro, //
cannochiale aristotelico, p. 332). Although Montgomery recognizes that Tesauro interpreted Aristotle’s
discussion of evépyeta in this way, he himself ignores this view, claiming rather that évépyeia concerns
animation and personification only (ibid).
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the metaphors most effective at comparing things that are remote from the senses to
things that are familiar to them are metaphors involving the representation of motion.

As I have already mentioned, motion has a very special place in Aristotle’s
account of sensation in the De Anima, not only as a phenomenon that is accessible to all
the senses in common, but moreover as that without which none of the other common
sensibles would be perceptible in the first place. In itself, the fact that sensation is so
tightly intertwined with motion of different kinds explains the latter’s importance in the
examples Aristotle gives to illustrate Tpo oppaTov and evépyeta in Rhetoric TI1. To the
extent that they signify évépyeia, metaphors reveal similarities between things, placing
one of them before the eyes by (ideally) comparing it to something that moves. If the
thing that is to be compared is already a thing that moves, metaphors and similes can still
place that thing before the eyes by comparing its movements to another thing that moves
to a greater extent (more quickly, more powerfully).

There is in fact no reason why metaphors must signify activity. Indeed, there are
many metaphors (such as ‘a good man is four-square’) that do not do so, and there are
many words that signify activity in perfectly non-metaphorical contexts. Aristotle’s point
in Book III of the Rhetoric is rather that metaphors are most effective at placing things
before the eyes when they compare these things, through the exchange of names, to
things in that are in a state of movement. The reason why evépyeia, considered as
movement, is so important to Aristotle’s discussion is that movement is what is most
familiar to everyone through sense experience. Thus, when the comparison underlying a

metaphorical transference is an analogical one that allows the compared thing to be
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imagined as though it were moving, it thereby makes that thing more accessible to the
mind and places it directly, as it were, ‘before the eyes.’

It will be helpful to connect this consideration to the results of the previous two
chapters, by drawing out its philosophical implications a little more. To this end,
O’Rourke’s comment on the importance of Evépyeia to Aristotle’s discussion of
metaphor is a good point of departure. For O’Rourke, the fact that Aristotle valorizes
analogical metaphors in general and, among these, those that depict things in a state of
movement in particular, suggests that ‘it is action [i.e., évépyeia] which constitutes the

31 1f this is true, then it also means

metaphysical foundation of metaphoric resemblance.
that in binding the production of metaphors to the comprehension of what vépyeia is,
Aristotle once again links the study of rhetoric and poetic style to the philosophical
understanding of things in their analogical connectedness, subtly implying that the latter
is a sufficient condition for the former. In other words, if evépyeia is the principle of
both the perfect metaphysical likenesses that lead to a philosophical comprehension of
the cosmos, and of the imperfect, secondary likenesses that, according to Aristotle,
underlie the most popular metaphors and similes, then the one who knows the former
will necessarily have the highest aptitude for the former. This means, in concrete terms,

that in order to master the rhetoric and the poetry established as TExva by Aristotle, one

ought ideally either to be, or to become, a philosopher.*”

391 O’Rourke, “Aristotle and the Metaphysics of Metaphor,” p. 174.

392 11 also must not be forgotten that, according to some of the historical sources we consulted in the first
chapter, Aristotle’s course in rhetoric was allegedly delivered in the afternoons to a general audience, who
would not necessarily be familiar with his or the Academy’s more theoretical teachings. Introducing
gVEpPYELQ in this context, on the one hand, provides a concise explanation of how to develop a clear and
lively oratorical style through the use of metaphors and similes; but on the other hand, for any students in
the audience who might become interested in the study of more esoteric, theoretical topics, introducing
EVEPYELD as motion may also have been intended by Aristotle to provide a starting point from which they
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5. Chapter 4: Metaphor and Science

5.1 Introduction

This chapter argues that Aristotle’s prohibition against the use of metaphors is limited to
those contexts in which the terminological precision of a definition, or of a scientific
demonstration, is at stake.

In arguing this, the chapter aims to present and elaborate Aristotle’s complex
position regarding the use of metaphors in the context of scientific reasoning. The first
thing to be noted about this position is that it is, as just indicated, a critical one. This is
surprising insofar as it seems to be at odds with Aristotle’s aforementioned discussions in
the Poetics and Rhetoric, which by and large extoll the use of metaphors, to the extent
that this is appropriate, in virtue of their didactic merits. Nevertheless, as we shall
presently see, there are a small number of other, isolated texts (7Topics, Posterior
Analytics) in which Aristotle universally censures the use of metaphors in the context of
scientific discussions. It will be shown in what follows that, to the extent that this censure
can be given a precise justification, it must be seen to follow implicitly from the
important place given to the procedure of definition in Aristotle’s theory of science.
Furthermore, it will be shown that the importance of definition, in turn, must be
understood in its connection to scientific demonstration or amodei€is, which according
to Aristotle is a special kind of syllogism ideal for expressing scientific knowledge
(EmoTNuN).

If, as I hold, there is a critical dimension in Aristotle’s theory of metaphor, it must

be recognized that it has largely been ignored by many of the recent commentators who

could more readily grasp its more abstract meaning, which is the central concept of Aristotle’s entire
metaphysical system.
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have sought to reconstruct this theory. As we saw in the previous two chapters, much of
the scholarly literature published on this topic in the past 30 years or so seems
preoccupied with the question of how Aristotle’s original assessment of metaphor
compares to one or more contemporary theories — in most cases, to the dominant
‘cognitive view of metaphor’ elaborated most fully by Lakoff and Johnson.
Consequently, in the effort to determine whether or not Aristotle’s theory of metaphor
agrees with contemporary theories (and more often than not, with one theory in
particular), most recent commentators have focused exclusively on Aristotle’s remarks in
the Poetics and Rhetoric. As a result, many recent reconstructions neglect even to
mention that there is another side to Aristotle’s views on metaphor, which in fact seems
inconsistent with the laudatory things he says about metaphors in the two aforementioned
texts.””> As will be shown in what follows, a complete account of Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor must take this other side into consideration, for it is only such an approach that
can fully show how this theory fits into the broader context of Aristotle’s
epistemological, psychological, logical and metaphysical teachings.

If, in other words, there is another side of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor that
appears to contradict the one we have already examined, any account of the theory that
neglects this other side necessarily remains incomplete. Consequently, it is to the

examination of this other side of Aristotle’s views, and the resolution of the apparent

393 Indeed, among those who have commented on this and/or related topics, very few even mention that
there is another side to the more or less laudatory assessment of metaphor given by Aristotle in the Poetics
and Rhetoric. One of these few is G.E.R. Lloyd, who recognizes that Aristotle’s treatment of metaphor can
be characterized as a ‘negative evaluation’. The Revolutions of Wisdom (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1987), p. 183. Lloyd’s awareness of this negative evaluation is evident in an earlier of his works as
well, where he notes that Aristotle ‘condemns [i.e., metaphor’s] use in reasoning altogether.” Polarity and
Analogy: Two Types of Argumentation in Early Greek Thought (Cambridge University Press, 1966), p.
405. More recently, both A. Marcos (1997) and F. O’Rourke (2005) have drawn attention to this critical
side of Aristotle’s comments about metaphor. I will address the views of both Marcos and O’Rourke in this
and the following chapter.
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contradiction that it raises, that this and the following chapter will be dedicated. As
mentioned in the general introduction to this dissertation, the apparent contradiction
raises the question of whether Aristotle is, in the final analysis, a pro- or anti-
metaphorical philosopher. Since, as we shall see, Aristotle’s extant texts present evidence
of varying strength in support of both alternatives, the answer to the above question, to
the extent that one is possible, seems likely to fall somewhere in between them. In that
case, the way in which and the reasons for which it does so demand a nuanced
explanation that, for reasons that will shortly become apparent, must take into
consideration Aristotle’s understanding of scientific knowledge and the means by which
it is attained and expressed.

Once we have examined the texts in which Aristotle censures the use of
metaphors in formulating definitions, and explained them by placing them in the context
of Aristotle’s definition of homonymy and his theory of science, we will see two things:
on the one hand, that Aristotle censures the use of metaphors in science because they
undermine the terminological precision of definitions, and therefore threaten the material
necessity that distinguishes scientific demonstration from other kinds of syllogism; and
on the other, that this consideration still does not preclude the use of a certain kind of
metaphor in philosophical discussions, insofar as these discussions are of a dialectical,
rather than a demonstrative, nature. The role played by metaphors of a certain kind in
Aristotle’s own dialectical discussions of various philosophical subjects will be taken up
at the end of this chapter and pursued throughout the next, with particular attention paid

to his discussion in the Metaphysics.
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The plan for the current chapter is therefore as follows: 1) I will first examine
Aristotle’s critical comments in Posterior Analytics 11.13 about the use of metaphors in
formulating definitions, and then place these comments in context by highlighting the
implicit connection between metaphor and homonymy, according to Aristotle’s
discussion of the latter in Categories 1; 2) second, I will underscore the importance of
definition to scientific knowledge by relating it to Aristotle’s discussions of the syllogism
in the Prior Analytics, and of demonstration, as a special kind of syllogism, in the
Posterior Analytics; and finally, (3) I will outline Aristotle’s discussion of induction
(emoywym) as the epistemological counterpart to demonstration, and show in what ways
this discussion ultimately relies on his account of the human intellect (vous) in De Anima
I11.4-6 for its intelligibility.

5.2 Definition, Metaphor and Homonymy

We will begin, as mentioned, by examining Aristotle’s critical attitude towards the use of
metaphors in formulating definitions. In this section, Aristotle’s criticisms can be taken
in a general way as implying that the use of metaphors is universally to be avoided in
formulating definitions. Yet to the extent that Aristotle’s comments in Posterior
Analytics 11.13 evidently presuppose this view without elaborating or justifying it
explicitly, it is necessary to connect Aristotle’s basic understanding of the metaphorical
word to his analysis of homonymy in Categories 1. If, as I hope to show, there is an
overlap between the concepts of metaphor and homonymy, then Aristotle’s comments
about homonymy can be used as a supplement to explain why metaphors, as well as
homonymies, are to be avoided in formulating definitions. This approach is

recommended in part by the text of Posterior Analytics 11.13 itself, which seems to
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suggest a vague connection between the two concepts by implying that they can both be
prevented by one and the same procedure.

Before proceeding to the text in question, it must be noted that Aristotle’s views
on definition (0p1GpOs) raise many important philosophical questions that it will not be
possible to consider in sufficient detail here. It will therefore be helpful to begin by
saying something general about how Aristotle understands definitions. Above all, it is
crucial to grasp that, as Aristotle affirms in Posterior Analytics 11.10 and elsewhere,
‘definition means “an account of what a thing is””.>** In other words, a definition is a
linguistic expression intended to reveal what it is to be a certain kind of thing. According
to M. Deslauriers (2007), Aristotle inherits the concern that definitions should express
the real essences of things, rather than an arbitrary collection of properties, from his
teacher Plato. Not only that: he inherits, and revises, the method of collection and
division mentioned and practiced in various Platonic dialogues (i.e., Phaedrus, Sophist,
Statesman, Theaetetus, Philebus) as the proper procedure for arriving at such
definitions.” Aristotle characterizes this procedure in Topics V1.1, noting that ‘he who

defines must put the subject into its genus and add its differentia; for, more than any of

the other component parts of the definition, the genus is generally regarded as indicating

9% Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 93b 29-30: “ Opiouds [...] Myetat lvat Tob Ti 2071’ This definition
of definition emerges also in Topics 1.5 (101b 38 — 102a 1), where Aristotle affirms that ‘[a] definition is a
phrase indicating the essence of something (FoT1 8’ 0pos eV Adyos O TO T RV Elval ONuaivev).’
Similar formulations can also be found in Metaphysics VIL.S and VIII.1 as well.

39\, Deslauriers, Aristotle on Definition (Boston: Brill, Philosophia Antiqua, 2007), p. 11. On the
reading of Deslauriers, Aristotle and Plato agree on three fundamental points: (1) that ‘the purpose of
definition through division to be to make clear the nature of kinds’; (2) that ‘there are natural kinds to be
defined, kinds that have unity quite apart from our recognition of them’; and (3) that ‘definitions are
unique, and hence that there will be only one correct division, or set of divisions, which will render exactly
one characterization of a kind.” (p. 26)
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the essence of a subject of the definition.”*”°

Definition ‘by division’ therefore indicates
the process of dividing genera into their component parts through a progressive
delineation of specific differences. Posterior Analytics 11.23 presents some of the
innovations by which Aristotle sought to improve this method of division, whose
Platonic heritage is suggested subtly by the remark in the opening lines of the chapter
that we must ‘now consider how we should hunt (Tcds 8¢ 8¢l Bnpevetv) for the attributes
which are predicated as elements in the definition.”*’ Concerning precisely what is
unique about Aristotle’s approach to definitions vis-a-vis that of Plato, Deslauriers
observes that, whereas Plato recognizes the danger of arbitrary divisions, and merely
cautions against them, Aristotle in fact introduces a number of methodological

requirements evidently intended to prevent them altogether.’®

For the purposes of the
present discussion, it is not important to go into detail about these requirements. Rather,
what we need for our starting point are simply the facts that (1) Aristotle inherits and

revises the Platonic method of definition by division, and that (2) he adds certain

considerations to this method in an attempt to prohibit the possibility of arbitrary

Ar1stotle Topics 139a 29-31: ‘651 yap TOV opl(;ouevov £ls TO YEVOS BevTa Tas Blad)opas
Trpooarr'rslv HOAIOTO YO TV €V TG) OPIOH TO YEVOS Sokel TV Tou opilougvou ouciav
OMUaIVELY.

o7 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 96a 22-3 (emphasis added). It is difficult not to see this remark as an
oblique reference to Plato’s Sophist, in which the theme of hunting emerges over and over in the course of
the discussion. On the one hand, Socrates and his interlocutors employ the method of division initially to
‘the angler’ for practice, and then proceed from there to define the sophist by comparison with the angler,
repeatedly likening him to a ‘hunter’ of young, rich men (see 216a — 222a). On the other hand, and more
importantly, at 261a Theaetetus compares the very search for the sophist’s attributes, and therefore the
search for definitions itself, to a hunt: ‘[t]he sophist is a hard kind to hunt down (SuoBrpeuTov &in To
yévos).” (Trans. White, in Plato: Complete Works, p. 284)

8 Deslauriers, Aristotle on Definition, p. 26/7: ‘Plato does not suggest systematic ways in which one
might ensure natural divisions, contenting himself with warning of the danger of arbitrary divisions and
issuing general guidelines for avoiding such divisions. [...] Aristotle, by contrast, is motivated in part by the
concern to avoid arbitrary divisions to introduce several modifications to the procedure of division.’
According to Deslauriers, the modifications introduced by Aristotle are (1) ‘the prohibition on
dichotomous and privative divisions,” and (2) ‘the requirement for successive differentiation.” Deslauriers
offers an extended discussion of these two requirements on pp. 27-32 passim.
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divisions, and thereby that of imprecise definitions. As we shall see in the following
section, the importance of precise definitions cannot be overstated because the possibility
of scientific demonstration depends in part on the former.

Aristotle’s implicit injunction in Posterior Analytics 11.13 against the use of
metaphors must be understood within the context of (2). Specifically, one of several
considerations suggested by Aristotle to avoid arbitrary divisions in the formulation of
definitions is that ‘it is easier to define the particular [i.e., the species] than the universal
[i.e., the genus]; and therefore we should proceed [i.e., in formulating definitions] from
particulars [i.e., species] to universals [i.e., genera].”*”’ Aristotle’s point here is that it is
easier to define a genus by first defining the particular species that belong to it, than by
attempting to grasp directly what defines the genus in itself. Significantly, the reason
given by Aristotle to explain why this is easier is that ambiguities, o Opcovuplia, ‘are
harder to detect in universals than in infimae species.”**® Consequently, the method
Aristotle recommends here requires that one define the genus ‘separately in each class of
objects (Ev ekaoTa Yevel opilecBat xwpls) [...] and so advance to the general
definition, taking care not to become involved in homonymy (ur opcvuuia vtuxm).”*"!

An example Aristotle gives to illustrate this method is the definition of ‘sharpness
in respect of sound (GEU TO &v pcovn)’.*** The point of this example is to show that

sharpness means one thing in reference to sound, but another in reference to, say, a knife

or other physical object. Aristotle means in this passage that one should posit a definition

399 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 97b 28-30: “P&Sv Te T kab’ Ekaotov SpioocBat fi T kaBShou* 815
€l oo TV Kab’ EkaoTa e To kaBohou peTafaivetv.’
490 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 97b 30-1: ko y&p of Spcovupion AavBcvoust pGhAov &v Tois
kaBohou 1} €v Tols adiadopais.’
1 Atistotle, Posterior Analytics 97b 33-7: “[...] ko oUTcas ¢ TS koivov Basiletv, ebAaPoupevov
OMQVUHIY EVTUXT).’
402 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 97b 35.
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of the predicate sharpness with respect to each species of thing of which it can be
predicated before proceeding to define it universally. By doing this, one can determine in
advance whether any of these are merely homonymous forms of predication, which
ought not to be included in the real definition of the predicate (for reasons I explain
below).

In fact, Aristotle differentiates between the different senses of the predicate
‘sharp’ in Topics 1.15, observing that it has different and unrelated senses depending on
whether it refers to a musical ‘note (Ev ¢pcov))’ or a ‘material substance (EV OYKw)’.
Since the different meanings refer to essentially unconnected things, Aristotle there
concludes that ‘sharp is a homonymous term (oucovupov To 6EU)’.*" In a similar way,
as we have just seen, Aristotle’s remarks in Posterior Analytics 11.13 also imply that
proceeding from particular (specific) to universal (generic) definitions is concomitant
with the effort ‘to avoid homonymy.’ According to this passage, homonymy (Opcovupic)
therefore appears as the undesirable consequence of imprecise definitions, which do not
posit individual accounts for each separate species before postulating a more general one
of the genus in question. As the effect of such imprecision, homonymy here seems to
arise whenever a merely nominal connection between things is mistaken for, or simply
glossed over as a substantial one.

What is most significant for the purposes of the present discussion is that, after
mentioning homonymy as something his proposed method of definition is supposed to
mitigate, Aristotle shifts in the next line to speaking about the avoidance of metaphors as

well: ‘[i]f we are to avoid arguing in metaphors, clearly we must also avoid defining in

403 Aristotle, Topics, 107b 22-5 (translation modified).
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metaphors and speaking in metaphorical terms; otherwise we are bound to argue in
metaphors.”*** On a superficial reading, this passage seems to suggest that the avoidance
of homonymy and the avoidance of metaphors are one and the same thing. But exactly
how strong a connection does the passage allow us to establish between the two
concepts? Indeed, there is some kind of connection posited between metaphors and
homonymy here, but the connection is not made clear.

Two questions need to be posed here: (1) what, if anything, connects homonymy
and metaphor? And (2) why does Aristotle seem to want to exclude both homonymy and
metaphor from the sphere of scientific reasoning, as being in some sense inadequate to
it? In the remainder of this section, I will answer the first of these questions; the second
can only be answered precisely once we have examined Aristotle’s accounts of
demonstration and induction, and must accordingly be postponed until the end of this
chapter. As for (1), let’s begin by asking what can be argued on the basis of the passage
just considered. Although the claim that both metaphor and homonymy are capable of
being avoided by the same procedure does suggest some kind of relation between them,
is this a necessary relation? A counter example suffices to show that the passage does not
provide conclusive evidence for an answer to this question. Consider the example of
yoga: doing yoga is commonly said to reduce both (a) bad posture and (b) mental stress.
But does this mean that (a) and (b) are necessarily related? Certainly, the fact that they

can both be reduced by the same procedure implies a relation between them, but it does

0% Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 97b 35-39 (translation modified): e} &% pr StoAéyeoBo 8¢l
HeTadopals ShAov 0Ti oud’ opilecBal oUTe peTadopais oUTE O0C AEYETAL HETAPOPAIS”
Staheyeabot yap avaykn éaTal peTadopals.’ I have altered Tredennick’s version of this passage,
which in the same line gives two different translations of the Greek word SiaAéyecban (‘defining’ and
‘arguing’), and then in the next line uses one of these same English words (‘defining’) to translate a
completely different Greek word (opiCeaBart).
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not in and of itself explain what this relation is. Similarly, the passage under
consideration is therefore suggestive of a certain relation between metaphor and
homonymy, but inconclusive as to whether this relation is necessary or merely
accidental.**

Aristotle’s schematic definitions of both metaphor and homonymy also suggest a
proximity between the two concepts. For starters, recall that Aristotle defines metaphor
in the Poetics as ‘the application of a word that belongs to another thing’ (1457b 7).
Quite similarly, in the opening lines of the Categories he defines homonymy, 1
oucvupia, according to the following formulation: ‘[t]hings are homonymously named,
when they have the name only in common, the definition [...] corresponding with the

name being different.”*"

These two formulations thus present an overlap between the
concepts of homonymy and metaphor, insofar as the latter is conceived in terms of an act
in which the name of one thing is transposed to another thing, and the former is
conceived as the relationship inhering between two different things sharing a name in

common. Homonymy seems precisely for this reason to be a relationship in ‘name only

(OVOuG HOVOV KOLVOV)’.

93 A similar passage that could be taken to suggest an implicit connection between metaphor and
homonymy can be found in Aristotle’s discussion of imagination, avTactia, in Book III, Chapter 3 of the
De Anima. At 428a 1, Aristotle says that ‘[i]f imagination is (apart from any metaphorical sense of the
word) the process by which we say that an image is presented to us (¢1 81 0TV 1) davTacio kb’ Ny
Aeyouev dovTaopo Ti NUIV yryveoBot kol pn €l Tt KoTa peTadopav Aeyousv) it 1s one ofthose
facultles or states of mind by which we judge and are either right or wrong (Ulor Tis €0TI TOUTwV SUVOHLS
1 €15, ka®’ N kpivopev kol aAnbevouev kai YeuSopeba)’ (emphasis added). The fact that Aristotle here
brackets the metaphorical sense(s) of imagination as irrelevant to his analysis seems to imply that these
senses bear no necessary connection to what imagination essentially is. In the language of the Categories —
as we will come to see briefly — this also suggests that the metaphorical senses of imagination are merely
homonymous. Yet as we shall also shortly see, a connection between metaphor and homonymy cannot be
made without qualification.

9 Aristotle, Categories, 1a 1-2 (translation modified): ‘Opcivupca AEyETa1 COV GVOUO HOVOV KOLVOV, O 88
KaTo ToUVoUa AOyos Ths ouoias ETepos’. As explained in note 4, I have opted to alter the translation of
opwvupa AéyeTan from ‘equivocally named’ to *homonymously named’, so as to be consistent with the
discussion of homonymy that follows.
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Nevertheless, a passage from Topics V1.2 makes any straightforward
identification of metaphor and homonymy problematic. There, Aristotle observes that

407 \which in itself

‘[w]ords are sometimes used neither equivocally, nor metaphorically,
indicates quite clearly that homonymy and metaphor are distinct concepts. Otherwise,
there would be no need to mention the metaphorical use of words in addition to the
homonymous one; but what then is the difference between the two?

To answer this question, it is first of all necessary to recall the example of a
homonymous term, which we saw Aristotle address in Topics 1.15: that of the predicate
‘sharpness,” To o€u. This predicate is deemed equivocal because it can be used in
relation to sounds, material objects and, although Aristotle does not explicitly mention
this, tastes and odors as well. Another example that can be used to illustrate this point is
the word ‘bark’: the English language permits the use of this word in reference both to
(a) the protective covering of a tree’s trunk, and (b) the sound that a dog makes. Yet to
the extent that a tree’s bark and a dog’s bark are essentially unconnected things, Aristotle
would seemingly agree that the word ‘bark’ is a homonymous term, much like the Greek
ofu. In other words, both these terms seem to correspond to what Aristotle in the
Nicomachean Ethics calls ‘things that bear the same name merely by chance (TO\s Ye

GO ThS TUXAS OpwvUpols). "

While this passage does not indicate in and of itself
whether all homonymous terms will be homonymous ‘by chance,” amo Ths Tuxns, it

does establish that at least some cases of homonymy will disclose entirely empty (and

therefore meaningless) connections between essentially unrelated things.

407 Aristotle, Topics, 140a 7 (emphasis added): ‘oUTe kaf’ oucovupiov oUTE KaTa HETOPOPAV’.
408 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, tr. H. Rackham (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1934),
1096b 26 (emphasis added).
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Had Aristotle said no more after defining metaphor in the Poefics as ‘the
application of a word that belongs to another thing,” his conception would be general
enough to permit an identification between it and homonymy. Yet, as we have seen, what
Aristotle’s subsequent discussion of metaphor in both the Poetics and the Rhetoric adds
to this conception is the consideration that it is not simply the exchange of names
between any two things that makes metaphor what it is; it is rather an exchange of names
between two things that, while remaining specifically, generically or analogically
distinct, nevertheless bear some perceptible similarity to one another. We have already
seen Aristotle affirm this in the Poetics; he does so in Topics V1.2 as well, stating that
‘those who use metaphors always do so on account of some similarity.”*”

At this point, it seems possible to establish a tentative account of the relationship
between metaphor and homonymy as follows: homonymy is a purely empty relation
between things that share a name only, and nothing more; whereas metaphor, although
connecting things that are essentially unrelated, nevertheless reveals how they are similar
in some noteworthy respect. According to this preliminary adumbration, it seems that
homonymy and metaphor both concern essentially unconnected things, but the former
has its basis in chance, while the latter has its basis in the perception of a certain non-
essential resemblance. Metaphor can therefore be distinguished from homonymy by the
consideration that it reveals more than a chance relation between things, but less than an

essential one, while homonymy (at least according to the texts we have examined thus

far) appears restricted to purely chance connections.

409 , . . e v e , . <y , ,
Aristotle, Topics, 140a 11-2: ‘TavTeS yop Ol HETAPEPOVTES KOTA TIVO OHOIOTTTO HETAEPOUTIV.
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Yet one important factor complicates this neat conceptual distinction.
Specifically, it concerns an issue of interpretation with respect to Aristotle’s definition of
homonymy in the Categories, which we briefly analyzed above. Precisely what is at
issue is whether or not Aristotle’s notion of homonymy is fully restrictive, or whether it
admits of a variety of degrees of connection between homonymously related things. If
this means that on Aristotle’s account there may in fact be more than one kind of
homonymy, one of which would be based in chance, and the other(s) in an overlap of
common, yet non-essential features between two things, then the association between
homonymy and metaphor becomes somewhat more complicated. If, in other words,
Aristotle’s treatment of homonymy allows for a connected as well as a chance variety,
then the former kind of (connected) homonymy could be seen to disclose a parallel
relationship to that which metaphors disclose between two distinct things: that is, an
overlap or identity of certain features that, nonetheless, fall outside a substantial
identification of the things in question.

In order to address this issue, it will be helpful to begin by placing Aristotle’s
definition of homonymy alongside those of its sister-concepts in the Categories,
synonymy and paronymy. The former of these two is articulated as follows: ‘[t]hings are
univocally [i.e., synonymously] named, when not only they bear the same name but the

> 410

name means the same in each case’.” " The latter, paronymy, is defined as inhering

between things ‘that derive their own name from some other, that is given a new verbal

410 , . . , Cas % / » \ ‘e s
Aristotle, Categories 1a 6-8: ‘Cuvcovupa 8 AEYETAL €OV TO TE OVOHE KOLVOV KOl O KATO TOUVOUX
A\oyos Ths ouclas O auTos”.
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form, as, for instance, ‘grammarian’ from ‘grammar’, from ‘heroism,” ‘hero,” and so
on. 4!

It is important to place these relationships within the context of Aristotle’s project
in the Categories as a whole. The categories, kaTnyoplal, are basic modes of
predication. As such, they represent different ways in which something may be
predicated of, or said ‘to be’ another thing. In Chapter 4, Aristotle lists 10 of these
categories or ‘predicables’ in terms of the interrogatives to which each can be seen to
answer: (1) ‘what {or substance} (ouciav)’; (2) ‘how large {that is, Quantity} (Tocov)’;
(3) ‘what sort of thing {that is, Quality} (Toiov)’; (4) ‘related to what {or Relation}
(rpos T1)’; (5) “where {or Place} (ToU)’; (6) ‘when {or Time} (TwoTe); (7) ‘in what
attitude {Posture, Position} (k€lcBar1)’; (8) ‘how disposed {State or Condition} (Exev)’;
(9) ‘how active, what doing (or Action) {moigiv}’; and (10) ‘how passive, what suffering

9412

{Affection} (rooxetv).”*'* The fact that there are no less than 10 ways in which one
thing may be predicated of another is the basis for Aristotle’s frequent remarks, in the
Metaphysics and elsewhere, that being is said in many ways, TO 6v AfyeTol TOAGXGS.
Yet this is not primarily a semantic observation on the lexical senses of the word being.
Rather, the many ways in which being can be said is a reflection of the many modes in
which one thing can be predicated of, or said ‘to be’ another.

Effectively, this means that homonymy and synonymy must be understood to

arise from the different ways in which things may be predicated of one another. The

example given by Aristotle to illustrate the former concept is that of the predicate

Ar1stotle Categorzes la 12-5: rrapoavuua Se )\EysTcxl 000( amo Twos. ™ nTmosl TT]V KOTO
TOUVONO TTPOCTYOPIaV EXEL, 01OV GTTO TNS YPOMUATIKAS O YPOUUATIKOS Kol G TTO ThS GUSPElas O
avdpelos’

12 Aristotle, Categories 1b 25-8 (translation modified).
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‘animal’ in relation to ‘a man and a portrait’: animal can be predicated of both ‘man’ and
‘a portrait’, yet ‘if you are asked to define what being an animal means, you give in

**13 In this way, ‘animal’ can be

either case a definition appropriate to that case alone.
predicated of both a man and a portrait, but in each case the predication is in a different
mode: in the case of a man, the predicate ‘animal’ picks out a feature that answers the
question ‘what’ a man is; it therefore is predicated of man as a ‘substance (oucica).” In
the case of a portrait of a man, however, the predicate ‘animal’ picks out a different
feature than it does when it is said of a real, living man. It signals that the portrait is a
likeness or representation of an animal (i.e., a man), and therefore is predicated in the
mode of a relation (mpos T1).*'* Since ‘animal’ is predicated of a man and a portrait
under different categories, it is said homonymously of both things. Conversely, with
respect to synonymy, ‘animal’ can be predicated of both a man and an ox, and because

the predication picks out the same feature in both of them (i.e., the substance), it is used

in the same mode for each. Animal is therefore said synonymously of both.*"> While it is

13 Aristotle, Categories 1a 4-5: “&v yop Tis GToSISG Ti 20Tt Al TV tkaTépcd TO Lcdeo elva, (Siov
EKaTEPOU Aoyov amodwice!’.

414 Indeed, as we saw already, in Chapter 8 of the Categories Aristotle affirms that similarity, To ouoiov,
is predicated as a form of relation (TTpos Tt) between two or more things.

15 Aristotle explains synonymy in relation to the examples of man and ox by saying that ‘if you are asked
what is meant by their both of them being called “animals,” you give that particular name in both cases the
same definition (Eav yap oS8 TIS TOV EKATEPOU AOYOV, Tl ECTIV OUTMV EKATEP TO fww Elval,
Tov auTov Adyov amodidwoel).” (1a 6-12; emphasis added) Yet Cooke’s translation here seems to
superimpose on the text an interpretation that is in fact quite controversial. He translates Tov ouTov Aoyov
amod18cd0E! as ‘you give that particular name in both cases the same definition’; but in the Greek text
there is no mention in this sentence of the word Gvopa or its cognates. Accordingly, this translation already
seems to lean in the direction of a purely semantic reading of Aristotle’s treatment of homonymy and
synonymy, according to which this and other analyses of homonymy concern the relationship between the
meanings of words. This linguistic, or semantic interpretation of homonymy is explicitly elaborated by
G.E.L. Owen’s seminal article, “Logic and Metaphysics in Some Earlier Works of Aristotle”. There, Owen
addresses the apparent contradiction between fact that (1) in Book I, Chapter 7 of the Eudemian Ethics
(1217b 33-5), Aristotle claims that because both being and good are said in many ways, there can be no
special science of either of them (0USE ETMIGTNUN EGTI Pl OUTE TOU OVTOS oUTe Tou aryaBou); and (2) in
Book IV, Chapter 2 of the Metaphysics Aristotle says that a general science of being is possible, because
the many senses of being [point] toward one principle (&Tav Tpos piav apxnv).” Aristotle’s
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tempting to view homonymy and synonymy as exclusively concerning the meanings of
words, they are instead to be viewed ontologically in relation to the different modes of
predication. On this reading, the different meanings of words are in fact indications of
the many ways in which something can be predicated of another. This means that, for
Aristotle, it is primarily because things can be predicated of others in different modes
that words come to take on different significations, and not the other way around.

As mentioned, the issue of interpretation that confronts us with respect to the
passage under consideration concerns exactly how restrictive Aristotle’s definition of
homonymy is. On the surface, homonymy and synonymy here seem to be defined in
strict opposition to one another. They accordingly seem to occupy two extreme poles of a
spectrum, at one end of which (homonymy) are things with no essential relation to one
another, sharing only a common name, and at the other end of which (synonymy) are

things sharing both a common name and a definition. On this reading, it would fall to a

Metaphysics, trans. J. Sachs (Santa Fe, NM: Green Lion Press, 1999), 1003b 6 (translation modified).
Owen supposes firstly that the idea of a pros hen relationship uniting the various meanings of being is a
sign that Aristotle’s thoughts on homonymy developed in between the time of writing the FE and MP, and
secondly that the pros hen relationship is one between the different meanings of the word being, which are
united in reference to what he calls a ‘focal meaning’. See (eds.) I. During & G.E.L. Owen, Aristotle and
Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century (Goteborg: Elanders, 1960) p. 169. Cf. also J. Hintikka, “Different Kinds
of Equivocation in Aristotle”, Journal of the History of Philosophy 1X, 3 (July, 1971), p. 371.
Nevertheless, the semanticist reading of Aristotle’s treatment of homonymy and related topics has since
been called into question, especially by Irwin (1981). Irwin attempts to retain the idea of a focal
connection, which Owen posits, but insists rather that the connection is one between the natures of things
and not primarily between the meanings of the names that refer to them. He claims that the idea of focal
connection improves on that of focal meaning because it ‘[avoids] the misleading suggestion that Aristotle
means to indicate a relation between senses of a word [...] rather than the things the word applies to.’
“Homonymy in Aristotle,” The Review of Metaphysics 34, no. 3 (March 1981), p. 531, note 12. This same
criticism is made by K. Fraser, who argues that ‘homonyms are entities, not words. Homonymy in
language — words corresponding to multiple definitions — would seem to arise from homonymy in entities.’
“Aristoteles ex Aristotele: A Response to the Analytical Reconstruction of Aristotelian Ontology”,
Dionysius XX (Dec., 2002), p. 57. Shields nevertheless argues that Aristotle’s theory of signification, on
which the theory of homonymy is founded, involves both an ontological and a semantic dimension. His
answer to the problem is at once to allow that signification is a relationship of meaning, and to posit a
distinction between ‘deep’ and ‘shallow’ meaning, according to which shallow meaning concerns words
and deep meaning concerns the essential natures of things: ‘[fJor meaning relations are sufficiently elastic
that they accommodate essence specification as a form of deep meaning.” C. Shields, Order in Multiplicity:
Homonymy in the Philosophy of Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), p. 101.
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third concept — that of paronymy (Tapcovupia) — to explain the relationship between
things with the same or similar names, and partially overlapping definitions, which do
not satisfy the criteria for either homonymy or synonymy.

Yet some recent commentators have sought to exploit a conceptual ambiguity in
Aristotle’s discussion of homonymy to show that this reading is not the only possibility.
The ambiguity in question concerns whether the conditions outlined in the definition of
homonymy are both necessary and sufficient, or merely sufficient ones. The definition
posits that the conditions allowing things to be considered homonymous are (1) that they
have only the same name in common; and (2) that the definition corresponding to the
name is different. Nevertheless, this can be taken logically to mean either (a) that
homonymous things share a name in common and nothing else; or (b) that homonymous
things have the same name but not the same definition. In other words, on reading (a) the
word ‘only (Hovov)’ serves to exclude all other forms of commonality between two
things with the same name, meaning that the relation between them is purely nominal.
Yet on (b), uovov operates by excluding a common definition underlying two things of
which the same term can be predicated, while leaving open the possibility that they may
still share one or more common features that fall short of an overlap in essential

definitions.*'® Consequently, depending on whether one takes (a) the extreme reading or

6 A noted by both Irwin (1981) and Ward (2008), the first reading leads to a restricted definition of
homonymy according to which two things will be homonymous if and only if they share nothing but a
name in common, whereas the second allows that things could also be homonymous by possessing the
same name as well as certain shared characteristics, as long as these characteristics do not amount to a
complete identity of definitions. Ward argues that, with respect to the two possible readings noted above, if
we take the first reading ‘all cases of homonymy become cases of what we might call accidental
homonymy [...]. In contrast, by adopting the second reading [...], we leave open the possibility that
homonymous things may possess overlapping features and definitions although they lack identical
natures.” (p. 16). Irwin labels the latter as the ‘moderate view’, and the former the ‘extreme view.” He
notes that the moderate view allows both ““unconnected homonyms,” with different definitions having
nothing in common, and “connected homonyms,” with different definitions having something in common.’
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(b) the moderate reading, homonymy can mean either a fundamental lack of connection
between two things with the same name, or it can indicate a range of possible
connections between such things, extending from a total lack of connection to a partial
overlap in certain unessential features.

On the basis of this ambiguity, some recent commentators have attributed to
Aristotle a doctrine of ‘connected’ (Irwin), ‘core-dependent’ (Shields), ‘related’ or
‘systematic’ (Ward) homonymy. On these readings, Aristotle’s account of homonymy in
the Categories allows for both a connected and an unconnected variety. The unconnected
kind would then correspond to what we have seen Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics
call ‘things that bear the same name merely by chance.’ Indeed, the fact that Aristotle
feels compelled to specify certain kinds of homonymy as chance or accidental, oo Ths
Tuxns, seems to imply the existence of another kind of homonymy that expresses more
than a purely nominal, empty connection, yet less than a fully substantial identity

between things that share the same name.*'” On the other hand, the moderate reading also

Conversely, on the extreme view ‘all homonyms are unconnected homonyms.’ (“Homonymy in Aristotle,”
p. 524.)

47 Accordingly, the aforementioned proponents of the moderate reading (especially Irwin and Ward) have
sought to provide examples of what could be seen as connected homonymies from Aristotle’s other works.
Although some of these examples are more problematic than others, they nevertheless demonstrate a range
of possible connections outside of the identity of definitions to which synonymy is limited. At the forefront
of these examples are the mpoOs €v Aeyopeva — things said in relation to a common principle — which
Aristotle mentions in Book IV of the Metaphysics. As examples of things that are said pros hen, Aristotle
there mentions ‘the healthy (TO Uy1evov)’, ‘the medical (T 1aTpikov)’, and ‘being (To ov)’ (1003a 33 —
1003b 10). Yet he also says that, precisely because these things are understood in relationship to a primary
referent, they are not said ‘ambiguously (oUx OuwVUHWS)’ (1003a 34). This is a problem for proponents of
the moderate reading of Categories 1 who want to suggest that these terms are examples of connected
homonymy, since Aristotle’s claim in MP IV, 2 that the terms are not said ‘ambiguously’ must then be
taken to mean that they are not wholly, i.e. accidentally homonymous. While this is not entirely
convincing, there are yet other examples of things that Aristotle claims are said in many ways, yet which
are not for that reason said to be homonymous. One such example is Aristotle’s discussion of the different
senses of ‘not to see (U BAemev)’ in Book I, Chapter 15 of the Topics (106b 16-7). Although Aristotle
concludes that this means ‘not to see’ is said in many ways (TTAeovoxcs), it is by no means the case that
the instances to which its two possible meanings refer are unrelated. ‘Not to possess sight (To un Exetv
oyv)’ and ‘not to exercise the faculty of sight (To ur évepyeiv T Oet)’ are connected because their
contraries — ‘to possess sight (To exetv [i.e. oytv]” and ‘to exercise the faculty of sight (To un evepyeiv
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raises some fairly common sense questions about why Aristotle would bother to
introduce a third modality — paronymy — if he recognized that the connected variety of
homonymy already serves as an intermediary between synonymy and (unconnected)
homonymy. In this way, proponents of the extreme view of homonymy retain a crucial
place for paronymy as the intermediate between homonymy and synonymy, whereas
proponents of the moderate view (such as Irwin, Shields and Ward) tend to arrive at a
deflationary account of its importance, because connected homonymy can do the work
that, on the extreme view, is left to paronymy to do.*'®

In fact, however, it seems possible to question whether it is necessary to associate
what Aristotle means by paronymous terms either with (a) the notion of connected
homonymy in general, or with (b) the pros hen legomena (such as being, good etc.) that
some commentators have sought to relate to the notion of connected homonymy. It must

be admitted that Aristotle simply characterizes paronymous terms in the Categories as

those that derive their names from other terms (as ‘grammarian’ is derived from

[i.e. T 0Yel )’ — are fundamentally related as two interdependent species of what Aristotle calls activity,
gvTeAexela, in the De Anima. There Aristotle suggests that all kinds of sensation admit of two
interconnected kinds of activity, which correspond to the distinction made within activity itself in Chapter
1 between the possession of a disposition and its active exercise. Far from being two unconnected things,
the different senses of both ‘to see’ and ‘not to see’ reflect an overlap in their essential definitions as
related instances of activity, evteAexela, and its opposite. In this regard I agree with Ward when she
distinguishes the senses of ‘not to see’ from the properly accidental kinds of homonymy examined by
Aristotle earlier in Topics 1.15: ‘being able to see and actually seeing are but two modes of one thing,
enumerated as a first and second actuality of the sense faculty [...]. So, the ways in which something is
seeing or not contrasts with the previous examples of accidental homonymy, being sharp or light. As is
evident, the case of seeing [...] refers to two states that have overlapping definitions [...]." (p. 60)
418 Accordingly, both Ricoeur (1977) and Ross (1924) take Aristotle’s discussion of things said pros hen
in Metaphysics IV.2 to be paronyms rather than homonyms, because they evidently take a restrictive
reading of homonymy. Ricoeur thus claims that ‘there is a continuous chain formed from the paronyms in
paragraph 1 of the Categories to the reference pros hen, ad unum in Metaphysics G 2 and E 1.” The Rule of
Metaphor, p. 272. Ross, for his part, holds that the things said pros hen in Metaphysics IV.2 must be
‘intermediate between synonyma which [...] have both a common name and common definition and
homonyma which have only a common name.” He therefore concludes that the healthy, the medical and
being all ‘answer to the definition of a third class recognized in Cat. [...] namely, paronyma, things called
by a name derived from some other name.” W.D. Ross, Aristotle Metaphysics (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1924), p. 256 (cited in Ward, p. 17 note 22).
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‘grammar’); he does not say anything in that text about the reason why such derivations
take place. Conversely, in Metaphysics 1V, he characterizes pros hen legomena as those
that are understood in reference to a primary sense, but is this the same thing as a name
being derived from another name? Although the commentators mentioned in the previous
note have pointed to some very suggestive parallels between the examples given by
Aristotle in the Categories to illustrate paronymous terms, and those given in the
Metaphysics to illustrate pros hen legomena, this connection perhaps goes beyond what
can be argued strictly on the basis of the text. Had the text of the Categories stated that
paronymous terms are derived from other primary terms because they point to a single
meaning, then it would be possible to argue this; as it is, the text is inconclusive.

What are the conclusions that can be drawn from this discussion with respect to
the relationship between homonymy and metaphor? To the extent that the similarity
revealed by a metaphor can be taken as evidence of an overlap or identity in certain non-
essential features between two things, the moderate reading of Categories 1 suggests a
partial connection between metaphors and what some commentators call ‘connected’
homonymies, while maintaining a distinction between metaphors and the unconnected
(i.e., chance) variety. On the other hand, the restrictive reading of Categories 1 demands
a clearer distinction between the two concepts, on the basis of the fact that homonymy is
limited to a purely chance relationship between two things that necessarily share nothing
more than a name in common, whereas a metaphor discloses a partial overlap in
inessential features in the form of a resemblance between them.

In fact, there is no need to take a stand on this issue for the purposes of the

current discussion. Regardless of which reading one assumes, it is possible to arrive at a
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preliminary formulation of the implicit reasoning according to which Aristotle opposes
the use of metaphors in formulating definitions. The reasoning is that, even if metaphors
reveal similarities between things, these similarities express an overlap in merely
accidental properties — that is, the kinds of properties that tell us little about the essential
natures of the things in question. In other words, the similarity revealed by a metaphor,

which Aristotle claims in the Topics ‘in a way adds to our knowledge’*"”

, nevertheless
reflects an overlap in precisely the kinds of features with which the essential definition of
a thing is not concerned.

As we shall see in what follows, all scientific knowledge (¢ mioTnun) is for
Aristotle dependent on an understanding of the necessary causal factors that determine a
thing’s essential properties. In the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle therefore indicates that
the necessary connections between things, with which the scientific understanding of the
world is above all concerned, are to be found in the essential properties that define the
genera to which they belong.**’ This means that, as already mentioned, the possibility of
a scientific understanding of things is tied partly to the possibility of defining them by
means of precise linguistic formulations that reveal their essence. As Deslauriers argues,

in this sense, ‘[t]he importance of accurate and natural definitions for Aristotle is then

that the elaboration of bodies of knowledge depends on the accuracy of the definitions

19 Aristotle, Topics 140a 9: 1) PtV peTadopd TOIET TGS YVCHPILOY.

420 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 75a 28: ‘[s]ince in each genus it is the attributes that belong essentially
to that particular genus that belong to it of necessity (¢mel 8’ € qvoykns UTapXEl TEPL EKAGTOV YEVOS
ooa ka®” oUTa UTTAPXEL), it is evident that scientific demonstrations are concerned with essential
attributes and proceed from them (povepov 0TI Tepl TAV KB’ oI TA UTOPXOVTV O ETIOTNUOVIKAL
amodei€els Kol €k TOIOUTV £1G1V).”
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which serve as the starting-points of demonstrative syllogisms.”**' Yet Aristotle
explicitly states in the Topics that ‘metaphorical expressions are always obscure’.**?
Consequently, insofar as this obscurity undermines the clarity and terminological
precision of the formulations in which definitions must be expressed, from a linguistic
standpoint metaphors (like homonymies) are actually an obstacle to the communication
of scientific knowledge. Put somewhat differently, metaphors and homonymies both
contribute to the kind of deception, amoTn, that Aristotle in On Sophistical Refutations
attributes to similarities that are merely nominal.**’ To the extent that they reveal (non-
essential) similarities between things, metaphors provide knowledge in a way (Tws), and
thus can be conceptually distinguished from homonymy. But this qualified knowledge is
nonetheless inadequate to the epistemological demands of the definition, which ought to
disclose a thing’s essential nature and thereby form the starting-point of a scientific
demonstration, which is capable of logically proving the inherence of various properties
in a given subject (or subjects). It is for this reason that, even if metaphors can be
conceptually distinguished from homonymies by the consideration that the former are
based on some perceptible resemblance whereas the latter are based in chance, the fact

that a metaphor reveals inessential traits means that, scientifically speaking, the

similarities between metaphor and homonymy outweigh their differences.

21 Deslauriers, Aristotle on Definition, p. 15.
22 Aristotle, Topics 139b 34-5: “mGv yop doadts TO kAT HeTadopdy Aeyduevoy.”
423 Aristotle, On Sophistical Refutations 169a 37 — 169b 3. In this passage, Aristotle closely links the
problem of deception with that of purely linguistic, or nominal similarities. Accordingly, deception occurs
more often when discussing a topic with other people, for which language is a necessity, than when
contemplating something alone: “firstly, because the deception (1] aaTn) occurs more commonly when
we are inquiring with others than by ourselves (for an inquiry with someone else is carried on by means of
words (8ta Aoywv), whereas in our own minds it is carried on quite as much by means of the thing itself
(80" aTou ToU TpaypaTos); secondly, because, even in solitary inquiry, a man is apt to be deceived
when he carries on his inquiry by means of words; and thirdly, the deception arises from the similarity, and
the similarity arises from the language (1) UEV GTTO(TT) €K TS OHOIOTNTOS, T} 8 OHOIOTNS €K TNS
Ae€ewos).”
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5.3 Demonstration and the Syllogism
In this section I will show that, in principle, Aristotle’s injunction against the use of
metaphors in formulating definitions is consistent with his account of scientific
demonstration (amodei1s) in the Posterior Analytics. To the extent that, as we shall see,
scientific demonstration requires precise, essential predication of concept-terms in the
premises of a formally valid syllogism, and to the extent that the use of metaphorical
words undermines this kind of predication, the latter are indeed disruptive to the proper
expression of scientific knowledge as Aristotle understands it. Moreover, it will be seen
that this injunction against the use of metaphors applies no less to the metaphorical word
than it does to the simile or comparison, which as we saw in the previous two chapters
also qualifies as a metaphor according to Aristotle’s own broad definition in Poetics 22.
In what follows, two things must accordingly be borne in mind: (1) the first is
that, because Aristotle’s own definition of metaphor allows it to be taken in a more
narrow or more broad way, I will hereafter refer whenever relevant to metaphor taken in
the narrow way (i.e., as the metaphorical word) as metaphor-A, and metaphor taken in
the broad way (i.e., as an act of comparative predication) as metaphor-B. In cases where |
use the generic word ‘metaphor’ in an unspecified way, it must be understood that I mean
it in the a neutral way, as referring to either —A) or —B) above. (2) The second is that
Aristotle’s theories of induction and demonstration, which we will be examining in this
and the next section, have been subject of intense debate for over two millennia, and
have generated an immense tradition of commentary that continues to this day. Although
I will attempt to draw on these theories in the following, it is crucial to recognize at the

outset that they are both fraught with interpretive issues whose resolution, to the extent
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that it is possible, would necessitate an entire thesis (or several entire theses) of its own.
Accordingly, insofar as my focus here is to elaborate Aristotle’s justification for why
metaphors of any kind are inadequate to the purposes of scientific knowledge, I will
permit myself to leave certain questions unanswered wherever their resolution requires
too great a digression from my main topic.***

To begin with, in order to understand demonstration as a means of expressing and
organizing scientific knowledge, it is first necessary to say something more about
scientific knowledge itself. As mentioned above, Aristotle understands scientific
knowledge, émoTNUN, to be characterized by the kind of account that can explain why a
thing is what it is, and also (in the case of natural beings) why it is becoming the thing it
is becoming. In other words, scientific knowledge is inherently tied to the discovery of a
thing’s essential causes. This point is made explicit in the opening lines of the Phsyics,
where Aristotle affirms that ‘we conceive ourselves to know about a thing when we are
acquainted with its ultimate causes and first principles, and have gotten down to its

clements.”*?

424 Specifically, it may be noted that my account of induction in the final section of this chapter perhaps
goes beyond what can plausibly be attributed to Aristotle on the basis of extant textual evidence. In this
section I follow the reading of Biondi (2004), who turns quite liberally to the Aristotelian tradition of
medieval, scholastic and modern commentators in order to fill in the gaps left by the paucity of texts in
which Aristotle says anything substantial about induction. In order to address this potential objection, it
would be necessary to determine whether and to what extent this traditional reading is supported by
Aristotle s own text, which would require another thesis of its own.

Ar1stotle Physzcs 184 12-5: “toTe yap oloueba YlYVOJOKElV EKAOTOV, OTOV TA I TIA YVGIPIOUELY
Ta TPATO Kol TOS APXAS Kol HEXP! TGV OTOIXEIV.” Aristotle reiterates this claim in Physics I1.3 (and
elsewhere), stating that ‘we never reckon that we understand a thing till we can give an account of its “how
and why” (618évat 8’ oU TpoTepov olopeda ekaoTov TPiv av AaPBeopev TO Sia Ti Tepl EKAGTOV, TOUTO
8’ eoTi To AaPetv T pdTNY aitiaw)’ (194b 19-20). In the same chapter, Aristotle suggests that the
question of a thing’s cause (a1Tio) can be answered in no less than four distinct, but interrelated ways.
Although this seems to contradict Aristotle’s claim in Book I, Chapter 7 that there are only three primary
causes or ‘principles (apxai)’ (191a 21) and not four, there is in reality no contradiction between the two
enumerations; the second one in Book II is simply a more detailed, and more abstract elaboration of the
causes articulated in Book I. Aristotle himself explains this in Book II, Chapter 7 when he notes that three
of the four causes often ‘coincide (EpxeTot 8¢ Ta Tpla €15 €V TOAAGKIS); for the essential nature of a
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It is in the Posterior Analytics that Aristotle outlines the means by which
scientific knowledge is to be accessed and communicated. As we shall see in what
follows, Aristotle characterizes two basic processes for the acquisition and expression of
scientific knowledge: ‘induction (emorycoyn)’ and ‘demonstration (amoSei€ls)’.
Succinctly, Aristotle claims in Posterior Analytics 1.18 that ‘we learn either by induction

or by demonstration.”**

Beginning with the latter, in order to understand what
demonstration (amodei1s) is, we must begin with Aristotle’s account of the syllogism
(ouM\oyiopos) in the Prior Analytics, because demonstration is conceived in the
Posterior Analytics as a special kind of syllogism. For starters, in the first chapter of the
Prior Analytics, Aristotle defines the syllogism as follows: ‘[a] syllogism is a form of
words in which, when certain assumptions are made, something other than what has been
assumed necessarily follows from the fact that the assumptions are such. By “from the
fact that they are such” I mean that it is because of them that the conclusion follows; and

by this I mean that there is no need of any further term to render the conclusion

necessary.”**’ According to this definition, we can say that the syllogism is composed of

thing and the purpose for which it is produced are often identical (TO HEV yap Ti EGTI Kol TO OU EVEKX EV
€0T1) [...], and moreover the efficient cause must bear some resemblance in ‘form’ to the effect (To 8’ 0fev
1 KIVNols TPATOV TA 186l TOUTO TouTols)’ (198a 25-27). In this way, because of the overlap that often
occurs between the formal and final, and again between formal and efficient causes, it makes sense in the
case of some natural things to speak of there being only three causes, and in others to speak of four. In the
abstract, however, a thing’s causes can always be analyzed into four distinct categories, even if more than
one of these turn out to be the same cause (i.e. the form) considered from slightly different standpoints.

426 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 81a 40 — 81b 1: ‘uavBcvopey § imaywyf i modeiEer’.

427 Aristotle, Prior Analytics, trans. H. Tredennick (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973), 24b
19-23: “Zulhoyiopos 8¢ EaTt AOYOs €V G TEBEVTCOV TIVAV ETEPOV TI TAV KEIPEVV EE dvoykns
oupBaivel TEY TaUTa elval. Afyw 88 TG TaUTa Eival TO St TauTa oupPaivetv, To 8 Sia ToUTo
oupPaivetlv To pndevos tEwbev Opou TPoadelv TPos TO yéveaBal To avaykoiov.’ For a more or less
identical definition of the syllogism, see Topica 100a 25-26. Biondi offers the following as an alternate
translation: ‘[a] syllogism is discourse in which, certain things being posited or laid down, something other
than what is posited follows of necessity from their being so. By “from their being so” I mean that they
produce the consequence, and by this, that no further term is required from without in order to make the
consequence necessary.” P. Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19: Introduction, Greek Text,
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an antecedent (that which is assumed or ‘laid down’) and a consequent (that which
‘follows’ from [i.e. the antecedent’s] being so). The antecedent is in turn composed of
two premises, in the form of propositions each predicating a certain property of a given
subject, such that their conjunction produces the consequent of necessity, €€ avoykns.

To illustrate how syllogistic reasoning functions, let’s consider the following
well- known example:

All men are mortal.

Socrates is a man.

Therefore, Socrates is mortal.

In the same way that the syllogism taken as a whole can be divided into two parts
(antecedent and consequent), each proposition taken individually can be divided into two
terms (subject and predicate). In syllogistic reasoning, the terms of each proposition are
given technical names (major term, minor term, middle term) in light of the role played
by each in generating the conclusion.

The logical force of the syllogistic inference, which necessitates the movement
from antecedent to consequent (or from premises to conclusion), results from the rapport
of subordination between the terms of each proposition, one of which is a subject and the
other a predicate, as well as that between the propositions or premises themselves. In the
Prior Analytics, Aristotle outlines several different ways in which the major, minor and
middle terms may be organized, and accordingly presents several different ‘figures’ of
syllogistic reasoning. In addition to the differences in the arrangement of terms in each
figure, two other factors affect the logical force of a syllogistic inference: the first of

these is the quantification of the subject terms (i.e., whether the predication is universal

Translation and Commentary Accompanied by a Critical Analysis (Saint-Nicolas: Les Presses de
I’Université de Laval, 2004), p. 71.
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or particular, or in other words whether the predicate is attributed to all or only some of
the subject), and the second is the quality of each proposition in the antecedent (i.e.,
whether the predication is affirmative or negative).** Depending on these factors, a
consequent will either follow from its antecedent, or it will not. It is only when the
inferential movement from antecedent to consequent follows of necessity that there is
truly a syllogism.**’

The fact that the logical force of a syllogistic inference depends partly on the way
in which the terms are predicated of one another in the premises means that, as in the
formulation of definitions, there is a need for precise signification in all syllogistic
reasoning. The syllogism is a conceptual operation but it is only by means of words that
concepts can be signified. Consequently, logic demands a precise use of words so as to
avoid the kind of confusion that arises when one word refers to more than one thing. In
this sense, as Biondi observes, Aristotle’s account of the syllogism constitutes an implicit
backdrop to his discussion of the law of non-contradiction in Metaphysics IV. There,
Aristotle argues that the law of non-contradiction is not ‘the demand that one say
something either to be or not to be [...], but rather that what he says must mean

something to both himself and someone else (dAAt TO GTIUAIVELY YE T1 KA1 TG OUTG

428 A Biondi explains, ‘[f]or an affirmative proposition, only part of the predicate’s extension is in use,
while for a negative one the entire extension is being considered. Whether one says all or some animals are
mortal, animal is subordinate only to part of the extension of mortal because the latter is conceived as
being predicable of things other than animals. If one says all or some animals are not mortal, it is
necessary to place animals outside the entire extension of mortal [...].” (Aristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19,
p. 74)

29 In Biondi’s words, ‘[o]ut of all the possible systems of subordination using three terms, a syllogism
arises only when the consequent follows from an antecedent whose terms are arranged in such a way that
the predication of one term of another in the premises and the subordination of one premise to another
leads necessarily to a conclusion strictly by the terms’ “being so.” If the conclusion is not produced with
necessity, there is no syllogism.” (4ristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19, p. 75)
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83911 other words, the

ko aAAw); for this is necessary, if he is going to say anything.
law of non-contradiction concerns the meaning of words used to refer to things in the
world, and to explain what kinds of things they are. Consequently, Aristotle affirms that
obedience to this law demands consistent definitions for the words we use, which in turn
calls for a precise delineation of the many things to which a given word can refer. As a
result, Aristotle goes on to conclude, ‘[i]t makes no difference if one says [i.e., a word]
means more than one thing, but only a limited number, since one could set down a
different word for each formulation [...]. But if one were not to posit this, but said it
meant infinitely many things, it is clear that there would be no definition; for not to mean
one thing is to mean nothing’.*"'

The use of univocal concept terms, which signify something definite and unitary
both to the one doing the reasoning and whoever else is listening (or reading), are
necessary to the proper functioning of the syllogism as Aristotle understands it.
Consequently, insofar as scientific demonstration (amoS8el€1s) is conceived as a specific
kind of syllogism, the univocal signification of concept-terms is a necessary condition of
the latter as well. As mentioned, the Posterior Analytics presents Aristotle’s account of
scientific demonstration as a specific kind of syllogism, and also (in a much sketchier

form) of the process of induction through which the mind accesses the indemonstrable

principles of the former. It is clear that Aristotle’s account of demonstration presupposes,

430 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1006a 19-23, trans. Sachs (p. 60).

1 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1006a 35 — 1006b 8, trans. Sachs (p. 61): T yo&p ) £V onuaivety ouBiv
onuaivelv eoTiv’. Reading this passage in connection with Aristotle’s account of the syllogism in Prior
Analytics, Biondi accordingly reasons that ‘[s]ince the act of predication [i.e., in a syllogistic proposition]
is performed according to the signification of the terms involved, it is therefore necessary that each term
signify something definite and unitary. In logic, this means using only univocal concept-terms, concept
terms that unambiguously express only one meaning. [...] In other words, predicating something of
something [...] is rooted in the prior and more fundamental activity of expressing something significant.’
(Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19, p. 77)
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and is intended to answer to the conception of knowledge that we examined briefly
above: the conception, that is, that knowledge is fundamentally a knowledge of causes
responsible for a thing’s being what it is.

Before defining demonstration in Posterior Analytics 1.2, Aristotle thus repeats
the definition of knowledge he gives in both the Physics and Metaphysics: he argues that
we suppose ourselves to know whenever we grasp the cause through which a thing exists
and is, and understand that the cause is of that thing alone, and that it could not be
otherwise.”” Six lines below, Aristotle then defines amodeiEis as ‘a syllogism which
produces scientific knowledge, in other words one which enables us to know by the mere

fact that we grasp it.”**’

The important thing to see here is that, as Biondi explains,
‘Aristotle affirms that science is a knowledge of that which is necessary [...], and since
the necessary is only that which belongs to something in itself (or per se) [...], a
demonstration can only be about that which belongs to a thing in itself.”*** Above all this
means that a scientific demonstration is characterized not only by the necessity of the
inference from antecedent to consequent, but also by the fact that the predications on
which each premise is based must be essential, rather than accidental predications. In
Biondi’s terms, this means that demonstration exhibits material as well as formal
necessity.

Given the framework of Aristotle’s discussion of scientific demonstration, there

is thus a very clear reason why metaphors of whatever kind do not promote the

432 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 71b 9-12: “EmioToacbon 8¢ 01oued’ EkaoTov amA®s, GAAA Uty Tov
0OdIGTIKOV TPOTTOV TOV KATA GUMBERNKOS, OTaw TNV T” ol Tiow oledpeda yryvadoketv 81” fv 1O
TPAYHO EGTIV, OTI EKEIVOU O TIO E0TI, KO W1} EVSEXETAN TOUT’ GAAGS EXEIV.’
33 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 71b 18-9: “‘GmSSe1€1v 8t Aéyc ouMAoy 10UOV 2 TIOTHHOVIKSY"
EMOTNUOVIKOV 88 Ay Kab’ OV TG Exelv aiTOV EMIOTOEDO .
434 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19, p. 81.
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communication of what Aristotle understands to be scientific knowledge. From the
assumptions that (a) scientific knowledge takes the form that Aristotle claims it does, and
that (b) metaphors function in the way that they do, it follows logically that not only can
demonstrative science function properly without metaphorical expressions and
comparisons, the latter may in fact be an obstacle to scientific knowledge because they
merely present things in relation to what they are like, rather than to what they are in
themselves.

Moreover, insofar as one can be said fully to possess scientific knowledge of a
subject by possessing a demonstration about it, and a demonstration is a kind of
syllogism that requires the use of strictly univocal concept-terms, metaphors could not
but disrupt this procedure, and lead it astray. This applies no less to metaphor-A, which
is the metaphorical word, than to metaphor-B, which is the transpositional process of
comparing two things. The former can only threaten the movement of scientific
demonstration by generating terminological ambiguity in virtue of the fact that the word
it presents actually refers to something other than its purported referent. The latter is not
necessarily a threat, but it does not contribute anything positive, because scientific
demonstration is only concerned with the essential and necessary properties that reveal
what a thing is in itself, without which it could not be the thing it is. To the extent that
metaphor-B, in the form of a simile or comparison, can only reveal what a thing is like
rather than what it is itself; it is irrelevant to the expression of properly scientific
reasoning. Regardless of whether we take metaphor in its narrow or broad meanings, at
best it can have no significant role in the process of demonstration, and at worst it can

actually undermine it.
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As mentioned, however, demonstration is only one of what I have called the two
‘poles’ of Aristotelian science. The other is what Aristotle calls ¢ Torycoyn, which is
conventionally translated in English as ‘induction.” In order to understand the role played
by induction in scientific knowledge as Aristotle understands it, we must first ask why
demonstration in and of itself is insufficient to account for the acquisition and
development of science. The answer Aristotle gives to this question in the Posterior
Analytics is that, although scientific knowledge is said to be had in the form of a
demonstration, the knowledge of principles (apxoil) on which demonstration is based is
itself indemonstrable. By principles, presumably, Aristotle means both the propositions
that form the premises of a demonstrative syllogism and the concept terms that play the
role of subject and predicate in each of the premises.*>” Aristotle thus contends that “if
knowledge is such as we have assumed, demonstrative knowledge must proceed from
premisses which are true, primary, immediate, better known than, prior to, and causative

1436

of the conclusion.”™”” In the next paragraph, he adds moreover that the premises ‘must be

3 There is some uncertainty here over exactly what constitutes the principle of a scientific demonstration.
On the one hand, it seems that the principle of a demonstration can be taken as what Aristotle calls an
‘immediate (cpecos)’ proposition or premise. Biondi notes that apecos can be taken in two closely
related ways: both as meaning that a proposition depends ‘on no prior proposition’, and also that the terms
in a given proposition are themselves not related by any middle term. As he explains, ‘these two meanings
of immediate are actually intimately linked: an immediate proposition cannot be the result of a syllogism,
for there would then be propositions prior to it; as a result, the two terms in such a proposition cannot be
joined through a middle term but must instead be united through themselves.’ (4ristotle Posterior Analytics
11.19, pp. 91/2) In other words, to the extent that Aristotle understands the principles of scientific
demonstration to be indemonstrable qua immediate, and immediacy applies in one sense to the proposition
taken as a whole and in another sense to the terms of which the latter is composed, the immediate,
indemonstrable principles of science can be taken either as the propositions on which a demonstration is
based, or the terms from which these propositions are composed. Biondi thus observes that ‘the terms used
to form such primary indemonstrable immediate premises can also be understood to be primary since all
the terms used in a science would be reducible to these.” (4ristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 93)

436 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 71b 20-3: ‘El Totwuv toTi T6 émioTaobat olov £Bepev, Gudiykn ko Thv
amoSeIkTIKNV EMoTNUNV €€ aANBAY T’ glvai Kol TPWTWY KA1 GHECV KAl YVWPIHWTEPWVY Kol
TPOTEPOV Kol O TICIV TOU CUNTIEPOICHOTOS .
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primary and indemonstrable (ek TpTwV 8’ avamodeikTwv), because otherwise we
shall not know them unless we have proof of them’.*” What exactly does this mean?

It means that, as Aristotle explains in the following chapter, the demand for a
demonstration of the first principles on which scientific demonstration is based
necessarily leads to an infinite regress, which would in fact make scientific knowledge
impossible. In this chapter, Aristotle develops his position concerning the indemonstrable
nature of first principles with a view to mediating two extreme viewpoints, one of which
holds that ‘there is no knowledge,” and the other of which holds that knowledge is
possible but that ‘all facts are demonstrable.”**® Aristotle’s own way out of this dilemma
steers a middle path between these two extremes: he agrees with the former view that the
need to demonstrate all scientific facts leads to an infinite regress, but does not assert that
all knowledge is therefore impossible. His solution to the problem is to declare

that not all knowledge is demonstrative; the knowledge of immediate premises is

not by demonstration. It is evident that this must be so; for if it is necessary to

know the prior premises from which the demonstration proceeds, [...] the latter
must be indemonstrable. [...] Indeed we hold not only that scientific knowledge is
possible, but that there is a definite first principle of knowledge by which we
recognize ultimate truths.*’

In a footnote to this passage, Tredennick indicates that what Aristotle means here by ‘a

definite first principle of knowledge by which we recognize ultimate truths’ is in fact

7 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 71b 26-8: 6k TpcdTeav 8 quaTodeikTeov, STI olk $TOTHoETA U
ExwvV amoSelIv auTAY.’

38 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 72b 5-7:  Eviols ptv odv 81 T6 8¢1v T TpédTar émioTaobat ol Sokel
EMOTNUN Elvat, TOls 8 elval pev, TavTwv HEvTol amodeifls elval’. Aristotle goes on in this passage
to point out that both of the aforementioned positions are in fundamental agreement about the fact that
knowledge must be demonstrated; the former simply argues on the basis of this assumption that knowledge
is not possible, because the need to demonstrate first principles leads to an infinite regress, while the latter
argues that knowledge is possible, because it is possible to arrive at all facts by demonstration.

439 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 72b 19-25: “Huels 8¢ dopev oUTe TEOOV EMGTNUNY ATOSEIKTIKTV
glval, GAAG TNV TAV GUECV AVaTOSEIKTIKOV (K&l TouB’ OTI avaykolov, PavepOV” £l YO aVaykT
Hev emloTooBol Ta TpoTepa kol €€ v 1) amodeifls, ToTaTol 8 TOTE T GUECH, TOUT’ GVOTTOSEIKTO
AVAYKT) ElVal) — TAUTO T’ OUV OUTCO AEYOUEV, KO OU HOVOV ETOTAUNY GAAG Kol GpXnV ETIOTHUNS
glvarl TIVO papEV 1) ToUs Opous yvwpilopev.’
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440 .
9.7 More precisely, as we

‘vous or intuition’, which is taken up in Book II, Chapter 1
shall presently see, this chapter deals with the process through which the human intellect
abstracts the first principles of science from sense experience, and accordingly dovetails
with Aristotle’s discussion of the faculty of vous in Book III of the De Anima. As
mentioned, the name given by Aristotle to this process of abstraction is EToycwyT| or
induction.

5.4 Induction and Intuition

Before turning to examine Aristotle’s comments on induction in detail, two things must
be noted at the outset. (1) The first is that there is a startling disparity between the
relative abundance of extant writings in which Aristotle discusses demonstrative and
other forms of deductive reasoning, on the one hand, and the scarcity of those in which

. . . 441
he discusses induction on the other.

This is all the more puzzling given Aristotle’s
contention above that, not only are the indemonstrable principles of demonstration seen
to be true, they are in fact ‘better known than’ and ‘prior to’ (YVePIUWTEPWVY KAl
mpoTépov) the knowledge expressed in the conclusion of a demonstrative syllogism,

which effectively means that they are ruer than the latter as well.*** (2) The second is

that the two extant texts in which Aristotle seems to give a general characterization of

440 . . . . .
Tredennick, in Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, p. 38, note a.

44l Accordingly, as Biondi observes, Prior Analytics 11.23 and Posterior Analytics 11.19 are ‘the sole
passages throughout the entire Aristotelian corpus that deal with the mechanics of induction in any detail.’
(Aristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 219)

442 Indeed, this is consistent with Aristotle’s claim in the very first line of the Posterior Analytics that ‘[a]ll
teaching and learning that involves the use of reason proceeds from pre-existent knowledge (TTaoo
Si8aokaia kal TGoo pobnols SlovonTikn EK TPOUTTOPXOUCT)S YIYVETA YVWIoEws).” (71a 1-2) As
pointed out by Biondi, if the indemonstrable principles of science are considered by Aristotle to be the
cause of the truth of a demonstration’s conclusion, then they are in fact truer than the latter: ‘Aristotle
generally says that something is more of or to a greater degree an X or a better X when it is the reason why
(aitia) other things possess the property of X.” (4ristotle Posterior Analytics 71.19, p. 96) Cf. Aristotle,
Metaphysics 993b 25-30, where the same point is made with respect to the specific example of fire, which
is the hottest thing, as the cause of hotness in other things. As we shall see, this is confirmed by Aristotle’s
comments in the closing lines of the Posterior Analytics.
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induction are both, for their own reasons, quite problematic. The text of Prior Analytics
I1.23 is problematic insofar as it can be taken to claim that all induction requires a
complete enumeration of particulars falling under a given class, which according to many
commentators makes induction (and therefore science) impossible. The text of Posterior
Analytics 11.19 is problematic because, even if it presents a slightly more feasible account
of the abstractive process through which the mind naturally intuits the essence of the
particular things it encounters in sense experience, this explanation itself is metaphorical.
In the latter case, Aristotle’s discussion of induction relies on metaphors in two ways:
firstly, it explains the nature of sense perception prior to induction by comparing it to the
chaos of a military rout; and secondly, to the extent that the discussion as a whole
dovetails with Aristotle’s discussion of the human intellect (voUs) in De Anima 111.4-6, it
also derives part of its intelligibility from the analogical comparisons Aristotle makes
there between the passive part of the intellect and a drawing tablet, on the one hand, and
between the active part of the intellect and physical light (¢cs), on the other.

Before approaching the text of Prior Analytics 11.23, it will be helpful to look at
some other passages, which are indeed limited in number, where Aristotle mentions
induction. For starters, Topics 1.12 defines induction as ‘the progress from particulars to
universals’**. According to this brief definition, induction can be seen to move from a
manifold of disparate particulars to the unity of an essential attribute or set of attributes
that they share in common, which is for that reason universal. Nevertheless, to avoid
confusion in what follows, it is necessary to specify, as Biondi does, that ‘the terms

particular and universal become relative to the matter or content taken into consideration

443 . . » el oy A , o IR , » s
Aristotle, Topics, 105a 13-14: ‘emoycwyn 8s amo Twv Ko’ ekaoTov emt Ta kaBolou epodos’.
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*4 This means, for example, that induction can be a process

in a given type of induction.
beginning with a manifold of individual, sensible human beings (Callias, Socrates etc)
and culminating in the (proximate) universal human being; it can also be a process
beginning from a manifold of these proximate universals (or species), such as human
being, dog, and elephant, and culminating in the still more general universal animal.

This initial sketch of induction as the passage from particulars to universals is
supported by a later section of the Topics in which Aristotle argues that, for the purposes
of constructing inductive arguments in dialectical discussion, the consideration of
similarities (1) ToU opoiou Becopia) is particularly important. He thus argues that ‘it is by
induction of particulars on the basis of similarities that we infer the universal; for it is not

"4 Right away, it

easy to employ inference if we do not know the points of similarity.
must be recognized that induction and metaphor seem to share a common concern for
similarities between things. The putative distinction between them, which Aristotle never
draws explicitly, seems to be that induction selects substantial similarities that inhere
between things of the same kind, whereas metaphors select accidental similarities
between things of different kinds (or different species). This distinction is made clear by

Ernst Cassirer (1953), who argues that, for Aristotle,

the concept is no mere subjective schema in which we collect the common
elements of an arbitrary group of things. The selection of what is common

44 Biondi Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19, p. 193.

Ar1stotle Toplcs 108b 7-12: “H ToU opolou Sscopla xpnoluog TPOS Te Toug ETI'O(KTIKOUS‘ )\oyous
Ko Trpos Tous sg UTobecewds ou}\)\oylououg Kol TI'pOS Tnv amo806IV TV oploucov TPOS HEV OV
TOUS ETOKTIKOUS Aoyous, S10TI T ko’ EKaGTo T TAOV OUOLV ETaYwYT] TO kaBohou aEiolpev
ETOYEIV" OU yap PaSIOV ECTIV ETTCYELY T} E180TOS To Opota.” This passage seems to suggest that it is
at least possible to gain a view of universals by some means other than the perception of similarities
between a number of sensible particulars, insofar as Aristotle merely says it is ‘not easy’, but does not go
as far as to claim it is impossible. As we shall see in what follows, Aristotle can be taken to hold in the
Posterior Analytics that it is possible for the human intellect to intuit the causal nature of a thing from only
a single instance. To the extent that at least two things are needed in order for there to be a similarity, this
means that the perception of similarities is important, but not indispensable to induction.
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remains an empty play of ideas if it is not assumed that what is thus gained is, at
the same time, the real Form which guarantees the causal and teleological
connection of particular things. [...] The process of comparing things and of
grouping them together according to similar properties, as it is expressed first of
all in language, does not lead to what is indefinite, but if rightly conducted, ends
in the discovery of the real essences of things.**
Cassirer is correct to recognize that induction, ‘if rightly conducted,’ leads on Aristotle’s
account to the discovery of the real, essential forms responsible for making things what
they are; it is precisely for this putative reason that the similarities uncovered by
metaphors, and those uncovered by induction, are able to be distinguished at all. What he
does not explain is exactly what criteria Aristotle offers to facilitate a distinction between
those similarities that indicate an essential, causal connection between things and those
that indicate merely inessential connections between them. In other words, taking for
granted that one thing may be similar to another in innumerable ways, and that some
similarities will indicate an essential connection while others will not, the question is
how, according to Aristotle, the mind is able to distinguish the meaningful similarities
between things, which lead to the discovery of the first principles of science, from the
meaningless ones, which highlight purely contingent relations.

As mentioned above, one answer Aristotle appears to give to this question is that,
in order to be valid, induction must be based on a complete enumeration of the
particulars falling under a given class. Nevertheless, as also mentioned above, if the
standard of complete enumeration that Aristotle introduces in Prior Analytics 11.23 is to
be taken as a programmatic statement concerning the validity of all induction as such, it

seems to problematize the whole picture of induction as operating through the perception

of similarities between several distinct particulars or species of particulars. This is

46 Ernst Cassirer, Substance and Function & Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, tr. W.C. Swabey & M.C.
Swabey (New York: Dover Publications, 1953), p. 7.
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because the notion of a total set implies that the mind must actually count each and every
instance of a given species or kind in order for any induction to be valid, yet it is unclear
how this could be possible without the use of circular reasoning.

In the passage in question, Aristotle thus affirms that the enumeration on which
induction is based must consider ‘all the particular instances; for it is by taking these into
account that induction proceeds.”**’ In order to grasp precisely what is problematic about
this passage, it is crucial to see that Aristotle’s meaning in this final sentence can be
taken in two different ways, depending on how we understand his intention in the
passage as a whole: it can be taken either (1) as saying something about all induction in
general; or (2) as saying something about a specific context in which induction can be
used. On the second reading, Aristotle’s point would seem to be that in certain cases, an
enumeration of particular instances can be used as the middle term of a syllogism, and
consequently that the formal validity of the syllogistic inference in these cases demands
in principle that this enumeration itself be formally valid. This in turn requires (again in
principle) the examination of a complete set of particulars falling under the class in
question. Biondi takes the second reading, arguing that the words 0 ek ETaywYTns

oul\oyiopos in the first line of the chapter must be taken to refer to “a syllogism

7 Atistotle, Prior Analytics 68b 28-30: “S¢1 8¢ voeiv T I’ T 4 GmavTeov TGV kab’ fkaoTov
OUYKEILEVOV" T) YOIp ETAYwYT) S1a TavTwv.” Aristotle raises a similar point in Posterior Analytics 11.13,
where he formulates three criteria for establishing a definition by division (To kaTaokeualelv opov Si
TV Stadepececv). The first criterion is ‘to select attributes which describe the essence (Tou AaBelv Ta
KOTT)YOUMEVD €V TG T1 £0T1)’; the second ‘to arrange them in order of priority (kol ToUTo TaEot Tl

TP Tov T} SeUTepov); and the third is ‘to make sure that the selection is complete (ko OT! ToUTO
TavTa).” (97a 23-26; emphasis added) As in Prior Analytics 11.23, the phrase ‘0Tt TaUTor TavTa’ thus
stipulates that a proper induction is one that takes into consideration @/l of the relevant particular instances
before any generalizations are made about what these particulars share in common. In Prior Analytics
11.23, Aristotle illustrates his point by giving the example of a syllogism concerning ‘long-lived’ and
‘bileless animals’.
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coming from induction,” and not to the inherently syllogistic nature of all induction in
general.***

The main reason cited by Biondi for adopting the second reading is that, if
Aristotle means here that all induction depends on a complete enumeration of particular
instances, this would seem to make it impossible. Specifically in cases where the
induction depends on an enumeration of sensible individuals, the verification of whether
or not a set of instances is complete presupposes that one already has in view the
underlying species or genus to which they belong, which in fact serves as a criterion for
selecting them in the first place. In other words, considered as the activity of counting,
the actual enumeration of particular instances already presumes that what is counted are
instances of the same kind, and therefore if all induction must satisfy the condition of
complete enumeration it can only prove itself to have done so by means of petitio

principii.**® Moreover, as noted by Biondi, the notion of a complete enumeration of

% 1n this passage, Aristotle begins by considering ‘[i]nduction, or inductive reasoning ( Eworycoyn [...]
KO O €K ETOywYNs ouAAoy1ouos),” which has puzzled many commentators since induction is commonly
understood in opposition to the syllogism (or de-duction). (Aristotle, Prior Analytics 68b 15, emphasis
added) Nevertheless, Biondi argues convincingly that ‘much of the confusion generated by the assimilation
of induction to the syllogism can be dissipated if one respects Aristotle’s restriction that the inductive
syllogism is, in fact, “a syllogism coming from induction,” because instead of having a properly universal
term serving as middle of the syllogistic inference, there is an enumeration of particular instances.’
(Aristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 195) Groarke (2009) takes a different approach, and following J.S.
Mill argues that there is a way to syllogize inductive arguments by finding in them a hidden premise that
implicitly affirms the essential regularity of experience. On this reading, for example, the inductive
argument [t looks like a duck, it quacks like a duck, therefore it’s a duck can be turned into a formally valid
syllogism by adding the implied premise that Whatever looks and quacks like a duck is necessarily a duck.
Groarke thus cites Mill’s claim that ‘every induction is a syllogism with the major premise suppressed,’
where this major premise affirms in some way ‘that the course of nature is uniform.” Cf. J.S. Mill, System
of Logic Ratiocinative and Inductive (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1952), Book 3, Chapter 3, §1,
201-2; cited in L. Groarke, An Aristotelian Account of Induction (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2009), p. 110/1.

4 Considering as an example the induction All crows are black, one can see why such a statement cannot
legitimately be based on a complete enumeration. For without prior knowledge of the exact number of
crows that currently exist — which already demands an understanding of what crows are in the first place —
it is impossible to know when one has counted the last crow. And insofar as it is impossible to know when
one has counted the last crow, it is impossible to know whether the next crow one counts will be white or
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particulars seems not only to demand a total survey of all the particular instances that
currently exist in the world right now, but also of all those that have ever existed and will
ever exist.”’ Biondi therefore argues that, ‘if taking the requirement of all cases in this
simplistically literal sense of having to actually enumerate all the sensible individuals in
order to have a complete or perfect induction is too far-fetched, unbelievable and, in fact,
impossible [...], and therefore something that can never exist, then “all cases” must mean
something else.”*"

Though I follow Biondi’s solution to this problem, it is important to recognize
that others have been offered (see note 448 above). My aim in what follows is not to
provide an exhaustive presentation and resolution of the problems inherent in the concept
of induction, but rather to show how Aristotle’s theory of science, which constitutes the
backdrop for his view that metaphors have no place in the formulation of definitions,
nonetheless depends on a series of interrelated metaphors, in the form of analogical
comparisons and similes, for its intelligibility. To see how this is so, we must grasp how
Biondi resolves the problem of perfect or complete induction by way of Aristotle’s
doctrine of the human intellect (vous), which according to De Anima 111.6 is the faculty
by which the soul infallibly grasps the universal essence of things. Aristotle thus asserts
that ‘the thinking (voUs) of the definition in the sense of the essence is always true and is

not an instance of predication’.* In accordance with this formulation, Biondi also

argues that ‘an induction can be held to have gone through all the particular instances,

black. The counter-example to foil the induction could always be around the corner, which means that the
completeness of a given set of sensible particulars cannot be verified in practice.
450 . . o . .

Biondi thus notes that the criterion of an actually complete enumeration of instances ‘appears to be a

totally unrealistic demand.’ (Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19, p. 202)

1 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 203.

452 Aristotle, De Anima 430b 28-9: 6 8t vous [...] & Tou Ti 0TI KaTd TO Ti A elvan GAnbrs, Kai ol Ti
KOTO TIVOS .
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not because it has actually enumerated every single particular instance possible for
enumeration, but because it has done so potentially by having acquired the cognition of

. . . 453
the universal essence of the particulars being enumerated.’

Rather than a complete
enumeration of instances, what induction requires on Biondi’s reading is that the mind
considers as many instances as are needed in order to grasp the common essence
underlying them. In some cases, this could require many instances; in some, few; and in
some, at least according to certain commentators such as Groarke (2009), the mind can
discover this underlying essence from the consideration of only a single instance.*”
The approach advocated by both Biondi and Groarke is thus to assume that
Aristotle’s subordination of induction to the standard of formal validity is limited to just

those cases in which the inductive enumeration of particular instances plays the role of

the middle term in a syllogism.*> Therefore, if Aristotle’s comments in this passage are
yliog passag

453 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 207. The author explains the reasoning behind the
distinction between potential and actual enumeration as follows: ‘[o]ne way of dealing with having to
actually enumerate an indefinite number of particulars would be to call on the aid of nous (as Aristotle
himself does) at some point in the induction. One could then maintain that the noetic grasp of all the
particulars signifies an imagining or assuming that all the particulars have been actually enumerated.’

(Aristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 204)

B Like Biondi, Groarke opposes the idea that Aristotle intends the complete enumeration of particulars to

be a criterion of validity for induction in general. Yet Groarke goes further than Biondi in contending that,
on Aristotle’s account, induction can be successfully accomplished through the consideration of a single
instance. In support of this reading, Groarke refers to Posterior Analytics 1.31, where Aristotle considers
the question of induction through the specific example of the transparency of a ‘burning-glass (Uohos)’.
On Groarke’s interpretation of this passage, Aristotle’s point is to show that the mind can intuit the causal
essence underlying a number of particular instances just by viewing a single example. Although Groarke’s
point seems not to contradict Aristotle’s understanding of the human intellect in the De Anima, I am not
completely convinced that Aristotle means what Groarke says he means in this passage. Nevertheless,
Groarke does agree with Biondi concerning Aristotle’s comments about complete induction: ‘Aristotelian
inductive reasoning is not about the enumeration of repeated instances but the understanding of the most

fundamental causes of things.” See L. Groarke, An Aristotelian Account of Induction, p. 137.

499 Lloyd also agrees that the criterion of complete enumeration only makes sense in the context of a

subordination of induction to the formal demands of the syllogism: ‘[w]hen induction is judged from the
point of view of the syllogism, the enumeration of particulars is clearly of key importance, for only if the
induction is “perfect” is the conclusion formally valid.” Cf. Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy, p. 411. In the
same passage, Lloyd also observes that ‘if we consider the actual instances of what are called “inductive
arguments” in Aristotle, we find that it is extremely difficult to point to a single clear instance where he
carries out in practice a complete enumeration of particulars [...].” (p. 410/11) Earlier in the study, he cites
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not to be taken as a programmatic statement concerning induction in general, then we are
left with Posterior Analytics 11.19 as the sole text in which Aristotle can be seen to give a
general characterization of induction and the way it operates. Putting aside the
preliminaries of Aristotle’s discussion in this chapter, the point of departure here is to see
that induction is contemporaneous with the transition in the human soul from memory
(uvnum) to experience (EUTEIPIC).

This means that our understanding of induction depends to a degree on how we
understand these powers of the soul, and to the extent that a full elaboration of Aristotle’s
De Anima is outside the scope of this discussion, it is necessary to summarize the basic
account of memory and experience that supports Biondi’s account of induction.
Succinctly, for Biondi, memory records the composite images of individuals perceived
piecemeal through the five senses and reconstructed by the common sense, but the
principle according to which it records them is necessarily one of sensible likeness. The
mind perceives one individual of appearance X, and on perceiving another individual of
similar appearance X it can have a memory of the first individual perceived. Still, what
characterizes memory is that it is a more or less mechanical activity of organizing
individual images along the lines of sensible or phenomenal resemblance. The human
mind, on perceiving other individuals of appearance X, continues this process until the
point at which it recognizes that the sensible similarities linking these individual

. . . . . . . . 456
perceptions are in fact indicative of an essential or logical connection between them.

Aristotle’s discussion of the function of the testes in On the Generation of Animals (788a 3-10) as one of
many examples of incomplete induction throughout the Aristotelian corpus. For Lloyd, this is an
incomplete induction because Aristotle’s ‘theory of the function of a part or organ in the body is influenced

by his observation of a similarity of form between it and some object outside the body.” (p. 366)
4

>® Also crucial to this reading is the distinction drawn by Aristotle in the De Anima between three
different kinds of sensible object (a1ofnTa): (1) proper sensibles (1810); (2) common sensibles (kolva);
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At this point, the mind is able to recognize an individual perception, which is held
in common with a number of other memories with respect to which it is seen to be the
same, as an instance of a determinate kind of thing. In other words, it is at this point that
the mind recognizes the phenomenal similarities linking several memories together to be
no mere coincidence; they are thereafter seen to indicate an essential rather than an
accidental relation. Regardless of whether or not the mind knows what kind of thing this
is, the passage from memory to experience, in which the mind first recognizes an
individual thing in its essential universality, is the most basic form of induction, and
constitutes the human intellect’s intuitive grasp of a thing’s universal essence, which
forms the basis not only for the regularity and continuity of human experience, but also

for the higher universals that constitute the ultimate principles of science.

and (3) accidental sensibles (koo oupRePnkos). Cf. Aristotle, De Anima 418a 7-26 passim. On Biondi’s
reading, the common sense (kovr] aicfnols) is a unique faculty whose function is to gather ‘sensible
objects received through the external senses to form a composite, unified appearance of the sensible reality
constituting the actual field of sensation at any given moment.” (4ristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19, p. 147)
Insofar as substance (oUcia) corresponds to what Aristotle means when he mentions ‘the son of Darius’
and ‘Cleon’s son’ as instances of accidental sensible objects (De Anima 418a 22, 425a 26), there is a
difference for Biondi in the ways that substance is ‘accidentally’ or indirectly perceived by the five
external senses, on the one hand, and the common sense on the other: ‘[w]hereas the external senses are
said to sense substance per accidens because it is completely imperceptible to them, the common sense can
be said to sense substance per accidens because the whole appearance it composes from the sensible
qualities captured through the external senses can be a presentation of an individual substance in its
sensible integrity or wholeness, thus permitting an indirect and vague perception of its universal substance.
[...] In other words, the coherence of sensible qualities perceptible to common sense, their unity and
wholeness, is a sign of the presence of a principle and a cause of this unity. The principle and cause of this
sensible (material) unity is the substantial form itself, and though it is not itself perceived by the common
sense, the effect of its causality is certainly perceived; and in this restricted sense substance becomes an
indirect and vaguely sensible object.” (4ristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 150) This both shows that only
intellect can directly intuit substance, and underscores the role played by the senses in furnishing the
material for this intuition by presenting the intellect with an indirect image of substance as a unique and
integral sensible whole. At its most basic level, the intellect’s immediate intuition of the essence
underlying a sensible image (or images) is what Aristotle means by emorycyT.
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Aristotle accordingly characterizes experience in the following lines as ‘the
universal in the soul’, and argues that it ‘is the principle of art and science’.*’” These
latter two, he claims, are

are neither innately existing in us in a determinate form, nor do they come to be

from other higher states of knowing; instead they come from (sense-)perception,

the way that, in battle, after [soldiers] in combat have been in flight, one stands
firm, then another, then another, until some degree of (self-)control is reached.

The soul is (such as to be) capable of undergoing this.*®
Immediately following this rare image (100a 14-5), Aristotle admits that his account of
induction has been stated unclearly, ou cadcds St eAexBn, and resolves to reformulate it
(oAt el meopev). In so doing, he reiterates that ‘one of the logically undifferentiated
[perceptions] standing firm [is] the primary universal in the soul; (for though the act of
[sense-]perception is of the particular, the capacity of [sense-]perception is of the
universal, for example, of man, not of Callias the man.) Again in these [logically
undifferentiated perceptions another universal] stands firm, until the partless and
universal stands firm, for instance, such-and-such an animal [stands firm] until animal
[stands firm], and similarly in the latter case.”*’

Indeed, even if it is expressed in more precise theoretical terminology, Aristotle’s

subsequent reformulation of his military simile itself seems to raise as many questions as

Ar1stotle Posterzor Analytzcs 100a 6 9 s|< 6’ surrslplas n EK Trourros npeunoowTos TOU Kaeo)\ou gV
™ Yuxn, Tol svog 1'r0(pcx TO( TOAAG, O Qv sv AoV sv EVT] EKEIVOIS‘ TO OUTO, TEXVNS OPXT) Kol
EMOTIUNS, EQV PEV TEPL YEVEGIV, TEXVNS, EQV 8 TEPL TO OV, EMOTNUNS.” Unless otherwise indicated,
all translations of Posterior Analytics 11.19 in what follows are Biondi’s. Cf. Biondi, Aristotle Posterior
Analytics 71.19, pp. 17-9.

>% Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 100a 10-14 (emphasis added): ‘oUTE Sﬁ évurrdpxouolv o’tcbooptouévm ol
sF,slg, ouT’ am’ cx)\)\cov sgswv ylyvovrou yvmoleoo'rspoov 0(}\)\ on‘ro ano@nosws, 010v £V uaxn
TpoTRs yevousvng EVos O'TO(VTOS ETEpOS o, €16’ sTspog, s €T apxmVv NABev. i 8 Yuxn
UTTapxEl ToloUTn oloa ola SuvaoBal Taoxelw TouTo.”

439 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 100a 14 — 100b 2: ‘0TdVTOs Yop TV S81adSpav £vds, TpAToV piv
gv T Yuxn koaBohou (ko yap aloBaveTot pev To kab’ ekacTov, i 8 aicbnots Tou kabolou eoTiv,
olov avBpcdtou, aAN’ ou KaAAlou avBpcdtrou): TaAiv v ToUTols 10TaTal, Es AV TG GUEPT] OTT) KAl
Ta kaBoAou, otov Tolovdi Lodov, ws Laov, kal £V TOUTw WoaUTWS.’
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it purports to answer; as Biondi observes, [i]t is rather unfortunate that Aristotle’s
clarification is itself so unclear.”*®” Specifically, according to Biondi, the words oToVTOS
yap TV adiadopwv evos at 100a 15-6 (“one of the logically undifferentiated
[perceptions] standing firm,” in Biondi’s translation) admit of no less than three possible
interpretations, depending on how one understands the referent of the genitive Tcov
adiadpopwv: it ‘could mean either: 1) the memories composing an experience that are
logically indistinct or similar, or maybe even the specific concept predicable of them; 2)
a generic image that is sensibly indistinct or similar; or 3) an intellectually confusing

*461 What is significant about this dilemma is that, in order to determine

sensible whole.
which of these interpretations is correct, Biondi is to an extent guided by the image itself
as a hermeneutic key to the explanation that is meant to clarify it. In other words, on
Biondi’s reading, the military simile in fact clarifies its subsequent reformulation just as
much as the opposite can be said to be true. Significantly, this indicates that a simile (and
therefore on Aristotle’s own account, a metaphor) plays a positive role in determining the
meaning of the passage as a whole.**”

The importance of the military simile in Biondi’s interpretation is that it allows

the intellect’s active role in organizing sense-perception to be imagined, by comparing

this organization to the (re-)formation of order after a military rout. In order to see what

460 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19, p. 51.
a0l Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics I1.19, p. 53.

492 At the same time, the meaning of the simile itself is also determined in relation to what comes before it,
and in particular by Biondi’s decision to translate yiveabo Aoyov at 100a 2 as meaning that ‘an order is
generated’ in experience by the persistence of memories relating to the same kinds of thing. It is ultimately
the ordered nature of experience that requires the intellect (voUs) to take an active role in both organizing
the contents, and guiding the activities of the soul in relation to sense perception. Indeed, for Biondi, it is
only insofar as the intellect can be seen to co-operate with sense perception to regulate and order
experience that Aristotle’s account of induction, considered as the process by which the mind comes to
recognize a sensible individual as an instance of a determinate kind of thing, can be seen to make sense at
all. (4ristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 17.)
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the simile contributes to the discussion, Biondi argues that it is first necessary to take the
word apxnv at 100a 13 in a primarily military sense. He notes that, in reference to
military matters, cpxn and its cognates can have either a transitive or intransitive sense:
the former sense refers to ‘a ruler or commander over others,” while the latter refers to

463 From here, the next

‘self-rule or a command of oneself, applicable to each soldier.
step is ‘to recall that in Aristotle’s time Greek warfare relied on the hoplite phalanx’, a
tactic that ‘required a high degree of discipline on the part of the soldiers so that the wall

formed by their shields remained impenetrable.”***

With this basic understanding of the
context of Aristotle’s military simile, Biondi then returns to the cognitive context, and
reasons that ‘the battle metaphor would seem to suggest mainly the intransitive meaning
of self-rule: the soul is able to resist the onslaught of the sensory stimuli and return to an

unperturbed state;’ but it also involves the transitive meaning, to the lesser extent that it

symbolizes the soul’s ability ‘to reach some degree of command over those perceptions

463 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19, p. 48. Biondi also points out the implicit connection
between this military image as an account of induction and the Platonic account of knowledge as
reminiscence, according to which (i.e., at Republic 529d) ‘the illusory world of the sensible can, at best,
only offer a model (Topadelypa) of the true reality of ideas [...]; consequently, the soul must do battle
with the sensible particulars it perceives in its efforts to turn its gaze away from them and toward the ideal
reality.” (Ibid) Furthermore, elaborating on the transitive and intransitive senses of apxn introduced above,
Biondi goes on to argue that ‘[t]hey express the idea of being in control and, consequently, the idea of
order that having control can bring, whether it be the leader of the army having control over his troops so
that they march into battle in an orderly fashion “as one man” [...], or an individual soldier having control
of his emotions, specially fear and panic, so that he can maintain his position in the formation and face the
approaching enemy army.’ (p. 48/9) It is interesting to note that when this military image reappears in
Book XII of the Metaphysics, Aristotle introduces it to raise the general question of how the good, as a
principle of order, exists in the world; he thus queries whether the good exists ‘as something separate and
independent, or as the orderly arrangement of its parts. Aristotle then suggests that both of these are likely
true, ‘for the efficiency of an army consists partly in the order and partly in the general (ka1 yop €v T
Takel To €V Kol © 0TPaTNYOs)’. Cf. Metaphysics 1075a 11-7.

a04 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 49. The full discussion of this military formation is worth
quoting at length: ‘The phalanx had to respond to the orders of the leader as one man while it attacked in
an attempt to shatter the enemy line in one blow. When two opposing hoplite phalanxes met, it was the side
that, once their formation was broken, let panic overtake them and turned to run and flee the enemy that
exposed themselves since they would have to drop their large, heavy shields; and it was not uncommon for
the side that did this to suffer a great number of casualties while the other side marched on to victory
virtually unscathed. Thus, it was vitally important for the hoplite to regain command of his panic-stricken
self and reestablish the original formation despite the chaos of battle.” (p. 49)
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now retained in itself, putting them into order in its attempt to acquire universal
knowledge.”*®

Concretely, this means that induction, as the cognitive movement that connects
sense experience to thought, properly begins with the soul’s recognition of the things it
encounters in sense-perception ‘in their essential universality, not their sensible
particularity’.**® As mentioned, the mind’s recognition of a thing’s essential universality
is figured in the simile by the point at which ‘some degree of (self-)control is reached’ in
the hoplite phalanx. More than the conclusion of this argument itself, what interests us
here is the positive role played in it by Aristotle’s military simile. As mentioned,
although Aristotle offers a series of remarks by which to clarify the simile itself —
seemingly, by way of apology — these remarks themselves no less demand an
understanding of the simile for their comprehension.

In fact, it is perhaps more to the point to say that these remarks rely on a network
of interconnected metaphors for their comprehension, to the extent that the simile in
question ultimately underscores the active role played by the intellect (voUs) in its
organization of the data of sense-experience. If it is true that this process begins in sense
experience with the intellect’s grasp of a “first universal,’ it is no less true that it
culminates according to Aristotle with an infallible intuition of the ultimate principles of
science. Aristotle concludes his discussion of induction in the closing chapter of the
Posterior Analytics by reasoning ‘that there can be no scientific [i.e., demonstrative]
knowledge of the first principles; and since nothing can be more infallible than scientific

knowledge except intuition (T voUV) it must be intuition that apprehends the first

465 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 49.

466 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics 11.19, p. 55.
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principles.’*®” As mentioned already, this account of vouUs dovetails with Aristotle’s
discussion in De Anima 111, which as we saw above also claims that the mind’s intuitive
grasp of the universal essence is always true. In the De Anima, the notion that the
intellect’s knowledge of a thing’s essential nature is infallible is one of several points of
comparison established by Aristotle between vous and sensation (aic8nois). In De
Anima 11.6, for example, Aristotle argues that ‘each sense has its proper sphere,” and
‘cannot be deceived (oUk aTaTaTa) concerning the sensible object that is proper to
[ 468
Another important (and problematic) point of comparison between sensation and
thought is the way in which both seem to require an already existing agent to be brought
into activity. To begin with, Aristotle makes this point in De Anima 11.5 by stating that
‘the faculty of sensation has no actual but only potential existence’; he compares the act
of sensation in this regard to ‘the case of fuel, which does not burn by itself without
something else to set fire to it”.** This comparison supports the subsequent conclusion
that ‘everything is acted upon and moved by something which produces an effect and
actually exists (UTTO ToU TOINTIKOU Kol EVepYEla OvTos). Therefore, [...] a thing is
acted on in one sense by like, in another sense by unlike; for while it is being acted upon

1470

it is unlike, but when the action is complete, it is like.””"" This means that, according to

467 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 100b 11-13 (emphasis added): ‘TGV apXdV ETIOTAUN WEV OUK GV €T,
el 8’ oUSEV aAnBecTEPOV EVSEXETON ElVal EIGTTUNS T) VOUV, VOUS GV EIT) TV apXQV’.

9% Aristotle, De Anima 418a 15.

499 Aristotle, De Anima 417a 7-9: TS ofoBnTIKOV ol £0TIV 2vepyeiar, GAAG Suvdipel pdvov. 515
kaBaTTEP TO KOUGTOV OV KaIETO GUTO KB’ oUTO GVEU TOU KOUGTIKOU .

470 Aristotle, De Anima 417a 17-8: “mcvTa 8 TEOXE! Kol KIVEITal GO ToU ToIMTIKOU Kol #vepyeia
OVTOS. 810 EOTI EV S UTTO TOU OHOIOU TTAGXEL, EGTI 88 S UTTO TOU alvouoiou, koo TTep 1 TTOUEY
TOOXE! HEV YOp TO qvopolov, TemovBos 8 Ouolov €0Tiv.” As explained by Polanksy, ‘[i]f sense
perception can be either actual or potential, the sensitive capacity (c108nTikov) as such is a potentiality put
into actuality by an external agent in actuality, as fuel is ignited by fire.” (4ristotle’s De Anima, p. 228)

283



Aristotle’s general account of sensation, the sensitive act is dependent on an external
object as its proximate cause. In perceiving a proper sensible object, a given sense is
(actually) initially unlike its object, while remaining like it in potency; through the act of
sensing it becomes actually likened to it. In De Anima 11.12, Aristotle pursues this idea
further by arguing that every one of the soul’s sensitive powers is such as to receive ‘the
form of sensible objects without the matter, just as wax receives the impression of the
signet-ring without the iron or gold, and receives the impression of the gold or bronze,
but not as gold or bronze’.*"!

The consideration that the sensitive act consists in the soul’s reception of the
forms of sensible objects without their matter is ultimately what allows Aristotle to assert
both that (a) each faculty of sense, which is potentially like its object before sensing it,
becomes actually likened to it in the act of sensing; and (b) that this transition in the soul
from a state of potentiality to a state of activity is not, properly speaking, an alteration
(aAhoicdots).*’? In receiving the immaterial forms of sensible objects, the soul is only

‘altered’ in a sense, since this change really only counts as a change if it constitutes a

transition to another state, and therefore a privation of its initial one. The fact that what it

Concerning the notions of ‘like’ and ‘unlike’, Polansky moreover asserts that ‘[i]n the case of [i.e.,
perceptive] alteration, the mover, what is active and in actuality, causes what is acted upon and moved to
take on the sort of being of the mover. What is moved or passive to the action of its mover is initially
potentially like its mover, but actually unlike it, and will in the course of the motion become actually
likened to it. What is just like something else cannot change it in the respect that it is just like it, so what
causes alteration must initially be unlike. Since the sense is like itself, something else must move it.” (p.
229)

Ar1stotle De Amma 424a 17-23: ‘KaBoou 8¢ 1TEpl rracng aloenoscog Sel )\O(stlv OTIL T) MEV
oucsenclg 0TI TO SEKTIKOV TCOV ouoﬁm'cov 18V Gveu Ths UANS, olov O knpos Tou SakTuliou kai
TOU XpuooU SEXETaL TO onuelov, oA’ oUX 1) XPUOOs T XaAKOS .

? I discussed Aristotle’s qualified use of the language of change and alteration in relation to the soul in
the previous chapter. In Polanksy’s terms, Aristotle understands the soul’s acts as belonging to a class of
what Polansky dubs ‘non-standard alteration’ (Aristotle’s De Anima, p. 16), which is consistent with
Aristotle’s fundamental claim that the soul is not moved, and that its acts are complete activities
(evepyelon) rather than incomplete motions. Ultimately, this general account of sensation raises questions
about the relationship between each physiological organ (a1cfnpiov) and the psychic faculty to which it
corresponds, but a full elaboration of these questions is outside the scope of this discussion.
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receives in becoming like its object is an immaterial form, which is akin to the soul’s
nature as the immaterial form of a natural body, means that perception is in fact ‘a
change to a positive state, that is, a realization of its nature (E’ETI‘\I Tos %gslg Kol Tﬁv
ducIv).”*"

The foregoing considerations provide a basis for both comparing and contrasting
the activities of sensation and thought. They must be contrasted insofar as each
individual sense has a limited range of sensible qualities that it can receive in immaterial
form (hot, cold, wet, dry, sweet, sharp, white, red, etc.), whereas the mind is unlimited in
the objects it can think. Furthermore, although each sense corresponds to a physiological
organ that has its basis in the body (the eyes for sight, ears for hearing, etc.), Aristotle
suggests early in the De Anima that the intellect is not the actuality of any bodily organ,

and confirms this in Book II11.*"*

Insofar as the intellect is not associated with a bodily
organ, and therefore cannot be brought into activity by an already existing, external
object, Aristotle must account for how the intellective act comes about in a slightly
different way, while at the same time maintaining a basic, analogical rapport between

475

sensation and thought.”” He does this by postulating a crucial distinction between two

kinds of intellect: on the one hand, a material or passive intellect that ‘is such because it

473 Aristotle, De Anima 417b 16.

47 Aristotle, De Anima 413a 7. Cf. De Anima 429b 2-6, as well as Polansky, Aristotle’s De Anima, pp.

163-70.

475 , . o S o . ) e VA .
7 Aristotle thus argues that, ‘if [i.e., thinking] is analogous to perceiving (g1 1 0Tl TO VOEIV wdOTEP TO

atoBaveoBat), it must be a process in which the soul is acted upon by what is thinkable, or something else
of a similar kind. This part, then, must (although impassive) be receptive of the form of an object, i.e., must
be potentially the same as its object, although not identical with it: as the sensitive is to the sensible, so
must the mind be to the thinkable (cooTep TO aioBnTIKOV TPOS TO Tal &icbNTA, OUTE TOV VOUV TPOS
Ta vonTa).” Several lines below, Aristotle mentions that what differentiates sensation and thinking,
despite the aforementioned analogy, is the fact that ‘sense loses sensation under the stimulus of a too
violent sensible object; [...] but when mind thinks the highly intelligible, it is not less able to think of
slighter things, but even more able; for the faculty of sense is not apart from the body, whereas the mind is
separate (TO UEV YOp olGBNTIKOV OUK GVEV GLIUOTOS, O 8¢ XwptaTos).” (De Anima 429a 13 —429b 6
passim)
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becomes all things’; and on the other, an active or productive intellect ‘that is such
because it makes all things’.*’® Quite significantly, Aristotle illustrates the difference
between these two kinds of intellect with two similes: firstly he claims that the material
intellect contains its objects in potential ‘in the same sense as letters are on a tablet which

s477

bears no actual writing’" "', and secondly he asserts in the following chapter that the

active intellect ‘is a kind of positive state like light; for in a sense light makes potential
into actual colors.”*’®

Thus Aristotle’s discussion of the active intellect in De Anima 111.4-6, much like
his discussion of induction in Posterior Analytics 11.19, places a heavy emphasis on the
mind’s natural capacity to intuit the essence of sensible individuals in their specific
universality, in a way that is analogous to the way in which the five senses recognize
their proper objects. Perhaps more importantly, much as in the Posterior Analytics, here
also Aristotle resorts to metaphors, in the form of similes and analogies, to illustrate this
natural capacity, and to explain the crucial distinction he draws between its two forms.
5.5 Conclusion
To conclude this chapter, it will be helpful to point out two basic facts that were

ascertained above: (1) the first is that Aristotle prohibits the use of metaphors in

formulating definitions, and that this prohibition is consistent with his understanding of

476 Aristotle, De Anima 430a 14-5: ‘koi £0TIV & tv Tol0UTOs vols TG TavTa yiveoBat, & 88 6>
TOVTX TOIEV.

477 Aristotle, De Anima 430a 1-2: “S¢1 8’ oUTeas COOTEP 2V YPOHUATE G & UnBEv UTdipxel fuTehexeia
yeypoupevov.” Significantly, after stating this, Aristotle declares at 429a 27-30 that ‘[i]t has been well said
that the soul is the place of forms, except that this does not apply to the soul as a whole, but only the
thinking capacity, and the forms occupy it not actually but only potentially (ko €0 81 ot AeyovTes T
Juxmv elvat ToTov 183V, ANV 0Tt oUTE OAN AN’ 1) von Tk, oUTe evTeAexeiar GAAD Suvauel T

Aristotle, De Anima 430a 15-7: ‘cds £Eis Tis, 0lov TO G@dS* TPOTOV Yap TIVK Kol TO $dS TOLEL T
SUVCHEL OVUTO XPWIUOTO EVEPYEIQ XPLHOTC.’

286



what a definition is, and why it is important to scientific demonstration; (2) the second is
that Aristotle’s theory of scientific knowledge is comprised of two poles, demonstration
and induction, the latter of which Aristotle characterizes by means of metaphors in
Posterior Analytics 11.19, and also in De Anima 111.4-5 where he discusses the faculty of
intuition that makes induction possible.

(1) Beginning with the first fact, it is important to recognize that the prohibition
against the use of metaphors in the formulation of definitions has a conceptual and
linguistic dimension, both of which are intimately related. The conceptual dimension of
the prohibition is that, although metaphors reveal similarities, the similarities they reveal
are purported by definition to be similarities between essentially unrelated things. In
other words, they are precisely those similarities that do not tell us anything direct about
the essence of a thing, because they only reveal how a thing resembles something else
that is necessarily of a different species or kind. This is ultimately why, from a logical
and scientific standpoint, metaphors and homonymies are equally vacuous. Although
metaphor can be distinguished from homonymy (on a certain account of the latter, at any
rate) by the consideration that metaphors are based on similarities, whereas homonymies
are based purely in chance, to the extent that these similarities are nevertheless non-
essential ones, they do not contribute positively to the formulation of definitions or

scientific demonstrations.*”” Above all, this is because these latter two procedures depend

479 Indeed, the relevance of this argument is not simply limited to ancient science, and the metaphysical
logic of natural kinds that it presupposes. C. Elgin raises a similar point with respect to modern science,
arguing that metaphors ‘pick out extensions that are semantically unmarked [...]. Because we have no
enduring interest in such extensions, we have never introduced predicates to designate them. But since they
are semantically unmarked, their extensions are not likely to exhibit the sort of regularities science seeks.
The truths they express are not suitable for incorporation in rigorous deductive systems suitable for
science.” “Construction and Cognition,” Theoria 65 (2009), p. 141. This does not prevent Elgin from
upholding the inherently cognitive and untranslatable character of (at least some) metaphorical
expressions.
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on the possibility of grouping things into their natural kinds, and defining what belongs
to each kind in itself. At best, if metaphors could be seen to have any kind of scientific
relevance from this perspective, it would be an entirely negative one: the knowledge of
metaphors could contribute to the communication of scientific knowledge, but only by
pointing out the kinds of connections that are ultimately to be avoided in defining the
essences of things, and in demonstrating the entailments that follow necessarily from
these definitions.

The linguistic dimension of the prohibition against the use of metaphors assumes
that, as a kind of false predication, metaphors undermine the terminological precision of
definitions. Aristotle’s concern with the procedure of definitions, which he inherits from
Plato, must be understood within the context of his theory of scientific demonstration.
Scientific demonstration depends on the possibility of defining a genus in terms of what
it is in itself, and this definition must be formulated using univocal linguistic terms.
Consequently, metaphors can only lead this process astray, by presenting things under
names that belong to other, essentially unrelated things. In situations where the
terminological precision of a definition or a demonstration is at stake, Aristotle can thus
be said to hold in general that metaphors are to be avoided, because in such contexts
metaphorical words are no less deceptive than homonymous ones. When formulating
definitions, these accidental similarities between things, which in On Sophistical
Refutations Aristotle attributes primarily to language, often deceive the mind and lead it
away from the real essences of things.

Accordingly, it follows from the above considerations that metaphors have no

proper place in the actual communication of scientific reasoning, and at best can make
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what I have called a negative contribution to the latter. At the same time, it is possible
from a slightly different perspective to see that metaphors can indeed make a positive
contribution, if not to the actual communication of scientific reasoning, then at least its
preparatory stages. As we saw above, Aristotle associates the birth of science in the
human soul with the discovery of a first (or proximate) universal, which is concomitant
with the passage from memory to experience. Even though, once science has begun with
the discovery of causes and principles relating to a determinate group of phenomena,
metaphors are seen as an obstacle to its precise communication, this is not to say that
metaphors do not play a role in bringing the mind to the threshold of scientific discovery.
Above, we saw Cassirer claim that the process of comparing things and grouping
them into primitive classes, which science brings to its completion (if done correctly), ‘is
expressed first of all in language’. This point is elaborated by Biondi, who also draws a
connection between language and what he calls ‘[t]he rational movement appropriate to
experience’, which ‘takes the form of collating or gathering together a multiplicity to

compare them in one act.”**’

Precisely because experience takes this form, language
acquisition becomes an important facet of human experience, and it is in the growth of
historical languages that the mind’s inchoate perceptions about the similarities between
things are initially recorded. In other words, according to Biondi, ‘[b]y perceiving,
naming, and describing these similarities, language gradually comes to express the
essential and reflects a knowledge approaching the knowledge of a universal [...].”*"'

The association made above by Cassirer and Biondi between linguistic experience

and the preparatory stages of science is also pointed out by Gadamer, who speaks in

480 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /1.19, p. 181.
481 Biondi, Aristotle Posterior Analytics /.19, p. 186.
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Truth and Method of ‘the genius of verbal consciousness’.*** To the extent that this

genius expresses itself for Gadamer in the ‘the free universality of language and its

**83 it is inherently connected to the metaphorical activity of

principle of word formation
transposing the names of things so as to compare them; indeed, Gadamer goes so far as
to identify the genius of verbal consciousness, the very principle of language itself, with
metaphor.*™ Insofar as Gadamer identifies language itself with the metaphorical activity
of freely comparing things, he can say that ‘at the beginning of generic logic stands the
advance work of language itself.”*® Thus if linguistic experience, which is animated by
metaphor, brings the mind to the threshold of science, then it is true both that (a)
metaphors do not permit the actual expression of scientific reasoning, but also that (b)
they nevertheless clear the way for it, so to speak.

In other words, in the more primitive stages of human experience, metaphor’s
capacity for pointing out all forms of similarities between things effectively helps science
get off the ground, by providing it with a storehouse of clues to assist it in grouping
things tentatively into classes according to a principle of phenomenal. To the extent that
this primitive stage is a necessary preliminary in the long process of habituation that
leads to the more accurate scientific procedures of definition and demonstration, the
‘genius of verbal consciousness,” which is exemplified by metaphor, can be seen to

contribute positively to science at least insofar as it forms a crucial dimension of the

human experience out of which science develops in its later stages.

482 H.-G. Gadamer, Truth and Method (second, revised edition), trans. J. Weinsheimer & D.G. Marshall
(New York: Continuum, 2012), p. 428.
83 Gadamer, Truth and Method, p. 429.
84 Gadamer, Truth and Method, p. 428.
5 Gadamer, Truth and Method, p. 429.
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Furthermore, it is also important to point out that, although Aristotle nowhere
explicitly states this, scientific knowledge does not happen all at once; there is no
absolute beginning for science as a general pursuit that would enable a firm line to be
drawn between the scientific, in which metaphors have no place, and the pre-scientific
that is their natural milieu. Speaking concretely, science must rather proceed gradually
and piecemeal, with respect to different kinds of things at different times, since it must
begin with sensible individuals and work its way towards the (proximate) universal kinds
to which they belong, and then towards the still more general (ultimate) kinds to which
these proximate universals belong in turn. If this is true, it follows that science is in some
sense always in a state of ongoing development, at least to the extent that there are
regions of being that one does not yet know scientifically. In other words, provided there
is at least one domain of experience about which we are not yet scientifically informed,
then even if we somehow have demonstrative knowledge of all the others, metaphors can
still guide us towards the knowledge of what we do not yet know, even if they are
inadequate to the purposes of communicating what we already know scientifically.

This means that, although it is possible in principle to say that metaphors have no
place in the formulations of definitions or scientific demonstrations for the reasons we
have examined, it is no less true that these two procedures represent the terminal state
towards which scientific knowledge tends, and not the process through which the mind
attains it. Scientific demonstrations presuppose definitions, and definitions are composed
of genera and specific differences; this means that the procedures in which scientific
knowledge is to be communicated only become possible once the ultimate universals,

such as the generic concept animal, have been discovered. While it is therefore true that
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metaphors have no place in the communication of scientific knowledge, this need not be
taken to mean that they cannot guide the mind towards an understanding of those
principles themselves, which it is the ultimate task of definition and demonstration to
articulate.

One example of this kind of guidance by metaphor is Aristotle’s discussion of the
analogical similarities between wings and fins in Progression of Animals. In Chapter 18,
Aristotle observes that ‘[b]irds in a way resemble fishes. For birds have their wings in the
upper part of their bodies, fishes have two fins in their fore-part; birds have feet on their
under-part, most fishes have fins in their under-part and near their front fins; also, birds

have a tail, fishes a tail-fin.”**

What is crucial to see here is that the structural analogy
between a bird’s wings and a fish’s fins, which ultimately underscores the parallel
functions performed by each, is already indicated metaphorically in the very words used
to describe them. The word used by Aristotle in reference to fins, TTepuyIq, is
extremely close to the word for wing, mTépuE. According to Liddell & Scott, in fact,
TTepUYytov can refer loosely to anything that is wing-like, such as ‘the wing of a building,
a turret or pinnacle’ *®’ In other words, the structural analogy Aristotle draws between
wings and fins is already guided by the linguistic fact that the latter evidently derives its
name from a kind of metaphorical transference implicitly comparing it to the former. Yet

this is no mere metaphor, at least to the extent that Aristotle also discovers a deeper

similarity of teleological functions underlying the formal and nominal similarities

86 Aristotle, Progression ofAnimals trans. A.L. Peck (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1961),
714b 2- 8 ouowag K sxouotv ol opweeg Tporrov TIva TOlS‘ lxeuow TOlS‘ usv yap opwotv ave al
TrTspuyss ElOl TOlg 55 TrTspuylcx 8Uo &V T® rrpcxvsl Kol TOlS‘ HEV EV TOIS UTI’TIO!S‘ 01 no&sg, Tols 8¢
£V Te TOIS UTI'TlOlS Ko syyug TV TPAVAV TTEPUYLX TOIS TAEIOTOLS® KO Ol HEV OUPOTIUYIOV
gxouaty, ol 8 oupoiov.” Gadamer refers to this passage
7 L iddell & Scott, An Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon, p. 708.
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between wings and fins.**® Consequently, even if it is true to say that metaphors have no
place in actual scientific reasoning, this cannot be taken to validate a programmatic
exclusion of metaphorical expressions from all theoretical discussion as such. Indeed, in
addition to the example we have just considered, all of the doxographical discussions
found in Aristotle’s extant works consistently demonstrate his willingness to be guided
(not, however, uncritically) by views that are expressed metaphorically. We will return to
this point in the following chapter.

(2) This brings us to the second fact mentioned at the beginning of this
conclusion, which is that Aristotle himself employs metaphors in his accounts of both
induction and intuition. For this reason, it seems pertinent to ask whether there is a
contradiction in the fact that Aristotle employs metaphors in elaborating his theory of
science, which in turn forms the backdrop to his injunction against the use of metaphors
in the formulation of definitions and scientific demonstrations. Put more simply, does
Aristotle fail to follow his own injunction against using metaphors in science, because he
uses similes in his discussions of induction and human intuition? That there does seem to
be a contradiction is recognized by Marcos (1997), who argues that there is ‘an
unavoidable three-way tension between [Aristotle’s] methodological claims, rhetorical

and literary theories and scientific practice’ with respect to metaphor.**’

To put it
succinctly, the three-way tension is that, as we have seen, Aristotle (i) extolls the use of

metaphors in his rhetorical and poetic theories; (ii) prohibits their use in scientific

488 Citing this passage in particular, Gadamer accordingly argues that ‘analogies [...] — correspondences
such as “wings are to birds what fins are to fish” — thus serve the definition of concepts because at the same
time these correspondences constitute the most important developmental principles in the formation of
words.” (Truth and Method, p. 429)
B9 A Marcos, “The Tension Between Aristotle’s Theories and Uses of Metaphor,” Studies in History and
Philosophy of Science 28, no. 1 (1997), p. 124.
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reasoning; and (iii) uses metaphors in the elaboration of his own theories. Yet it is
unclear whether, as Marcos suggests, Aristotle’s own ‘scientific practice,’ at least as it is
reflected in his extant writings, necessarily corresponds to the kind of scientific activity
for which he considers metaphors to be inadequate. While a full-blooded answer to this
question will have to wait until the end of the next chapter, it is crucial to recognize that
(a) scientific reasoning, and (b) talking about scientific reasoning, are not necessarily the
same thing. In other words, Aristotle’s own use of metaphors to illustrate his theories of
induction and human intuition contradicts his own injunction if, and only if, he can be
seen to use them in the course of defining or scientifically demonstrating something. To
the extent that Aristotle does not use metaphors in defining or demonstrating anything,
there is no contradiction, but there is a complication.

The complication, which will be fully elaborated in the next chapter, can be
expressed by noting that most, if not all of Aristotle’s discussions are to be classified as
dialectical, rather than scientific. To the extent that, as we have already seen, Aristotle
holds demonstration to depend on the possibility of definition, and he holds that
definitions are formulated by stating a thing’s genus and specific difference(s), it follows
clearly that scientific demonstration and the precise form of definition on which it is
based are only possible with respect to definite genera of being, capable of being
distinguished from others insofar as they are determinate kinds of things. Yet the
discussions we encounter in the majority of Aristotle’s extant works are outside the
generality of these determinate kinds, and this is precisely what makes them
philosophical rather than scientific works. In the words of Sachs, Aristotle’s discussion

of dialectic in the Topics reveals it to be ‘strict and rigorous reasoning that is not
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demonstrative because it does not proceed from self-evident starting-points [i.e.,
definitions]. [...] Aristotle’s own theoretical works, such as the Metaphysics, the Physics,
and On the Soul, are works of dialectic, ascending in stages from commonly held popular
and philosophic opinions to secure an understanding of the way things are.”*’

In this sense, there is no contradiction in Aristotle’s own use of metaphors to
illustrate his scientific and psychological discussions, because these discussions
themselves do not correspond to what Aristotle means by scientific reasoning. In addition
to the discussions we have examined in this chapter, the theoretical discussions
mentioned by Sachs above are all dialectical, and as such they are not subject to the same
strict injunction against using metaphors. As we shall see when we examine the text of
the Metaphysics in the next chapter, it is true that Aristotle does take issue with the use of

certain metaphors in dialectical discussions, but this does not commit him to the view

that all metaphorical expressions are to be avoided as such.

490 Sachs, Plato Gorgias and Aristotle Rhetoric, p. 17.
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6. Chapter 5: Metaphor and Metaphysics

6.1 Introduction

This chapter argues that, although Aristotle seems to take issue with his philosophical
predecessors’ use of metaphors in Metaphysics 1, his critcisms are directed at the specific
character of the statements he examines in that text, and not at the use of metaphor as
such. Having explained this fact by pointing to the dialectical character of Aristotle’s
philosophical discussions, which implicitly differentiates these discussions from properly
scientific or demonstrative ones without detracting from their precision, the chapter then
proceeds to examine Aristotle’s own use of the simile in a central passage of Metaphysics
XII. Precisely because Aristotle’s philosophical deployment of metaphors, in the form of
similes and analogies, does not occur in the course of a definition or demonstration, it
cannot be seen to contradict his prohibition against the use of metaphors, which I argued
in the previous chapter is indeed limited to those contexts in which the terminological
precision of a defintion or a scientific demonstration is at stake.

In arguing this, the chapter aims to elaborate Aristotle’s views with respect to the
use of metaphors in discussions that are, to use a term Aristotle himself does not employ,
metaphysical in nature. Here, as in the previous chapter, textual evidence is not in
abundance. Yet there are a few isolated, but important passages in the Metaphysics where
Aristotle either explicitly takes issue with a philosopher’s use of metaphor, or criticizes
others for their obscure manner of expression in a way that suggests, if only implicitly,
that the obscurity in question is ultimately the result of metaphorical language.
Furthermore, Aristotle’s discussion of the law of non-contradiction in Metaphysics IV,

which does not mention metaphors explicitly, nevertheless demands the avoidance of all
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equivocal language, and therefore implies the same general prohibition against the use of
metaphorical terms that we encountered in the previous chapter. In examining these
passages and evaluating the arguments they present, we will draw together the results of
the previous four chapters with a view to determining whether, and to what extent,
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is consistent in the final analysis.

As in the previous chapter, we will also be examining certain claims made by
Aristotle that appear, according to his own broad definition in Poetics 22, to be
metaphorical. It is crucial to point out this fact at the outset, because it clearly highlights
the implicit problem that needs to be addressed in what follows. The problem, as we
began to see in the conclusion of the previous chapter, is that there appears to be a
discrepancy between (a) Aristotle’s claim, which seems to re-emerge in the discussion of
the law of non-contradiction in particular, that metaphors are universally to be avoided;
and (b) his own use of metaphors, in the form of similes and analogies, in all of his
theoretical discussions. I concluded the last chapter by arguing that there is no
contradiction involved (at least with respect to the texts that we considered there),
because the majority of Aristotle’s own philosophical discussions are not the kind for
which either definition by genus and differentia, or scientific demonstration, are
appropriate in the first place.

Supported by the reading of Sachs, I accordingly argued above that these properly
philosophical discussions, which we find in most of Aristotle’s extant works, are best
characterized as dialectical rather than scientific. The distinction between dialectical and
scientific discussions goes a long way towards resolving the discrepancy mentioned

above, because it requires us to recognize that the latter kind of discussion is perhaps

297



more tolerant towards the use of metaphor, or at any rate a certain kind of metaphor, than
the former. Nevertheless, as we shall see in what follows, Aristotle also singles out the
use of metaphor in his famous criticism of Plato’s doctrine of participation in
Metaphysics 1, and many of his criticisms of the Presocratics in the same book seem to
take issue with their obscure manner of expression. These criticisms are consistent with
the law of non-contradiction elaborated by Aristotle in Metaphysics IV, which implies a
prohibition against metaphorical words. Yet if the Metaphysics is considered to be a
dialectical work, and dialectical discussions are, as I argued in the last chapter, more
tolerant towards the use of metaphors, why does Aristotle place such importance on the
law of non-contradiction, and criticize Plato in particular for using metaphors in
Metaphysics 1?

In and of itself, the resolution to the problem for which I argued in the last
chapter, which is the distinction between dialectical and properly scientific discussions,
is insufficient to answer this question. It is necessary to supplement it by returning to the
distinction I drew in the last chapter between two kinds of metaphor that follow from
Aristotle’s vertical definition in Poetics 22, which I have named Metaphor-A (the
transposed word) and Metaphor-B (the simile). With this distinction now in mind, it can
be seen that although the discussion of the law of non-contradiction in Book IV clearly
implies a prohibition against the use of metaphorical words in dialectical as well as
scientific discussions, this does not necessitate the exclusion of all metaphors as such. On
Aristotle’s own, vertical understanding of what a metaphor is, the law of non-
contradiction only necessitates a prohibition against the use of Metaphor-A, but permits

the use of Metaphor-B.
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This is significant because all of Aristotle’s metaphors that we will encounter in
what follows, much like those we examined in the last chapter, are in the form of similes
and analogical comparisons. The distinction between Metaphor-A and Metaphor-B,
together with that between scientific and dialectical discussions introduced in the
previous chapter, thus supports my contention that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor and his
own use of metaphors are ultimately consistent, despite the complications they raise.
Together, these distinctions allow us to see both that (a) Aristotle makes prolific use in
his own works of a certain kind of metaphor, which is the simile; and also that (b) he
systematically avoids using metaphorical terms in his own dialectical discussions, in
accordance with the law of non-contradiction that, as we shall see, follows as a necessary
consequence from his own assumptions about the object of First Philosophy.

In the second place, we must examine Aristotle’s criticisms of his philosophical
predecessors in detail, in order to determine as precisely as possible the reasoning on
which they are based. On my reading, as mentioned, it is not the case that, as O’Rourke
(2005) contends, Aristotle ‘[praises] metaphor in poetry but [scorns] its use in

*®1 It is rather that Aristotle scorns his predecessors’ use of certain kinds of

philosophy.
metaphors — specifically, those that Aristotle refers to as being ‘poetic’ — because they
are ineffective at disclosing what they are meant to disclose. On this reading, Aristotle
objects to Plato’s use of a specific kind of metaphor and not to the use of metaphor as

such, and this leaves open the possibility that other metaphors could still be adequate to

the purposes of metaphysical argumentation. This last point is something that Aristotle

P, O’Rourke, “Aristotle and the Metaphysics of Metaphor,” p. 170. I will return to O’Rourke’s
argument in the final section of this chapter.
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nowhere affirms explicitly, but which derives clear support from his own use of
metaphors.

The plan for the current chapter is therefore as follows: (1) I will first outline
Aristotle’s characterization of wisdom (codia) in Nicomachean Ethics VI and
Metaphysics 1, and then both connect it to the study of what he calls First Philosophy and
explain its relation to determinate, scientific knowledge; (2) second, I will present
Aristotle’s criticisms of Presocratic theories in Metaphysics 1; (3) third, I will present
Aristotle’s critique of Plato’s doctrine of participation in Metaphysics 1.6-9, with
particular emphasis on the passage in which he points to its metaphorical character; and
(4) fourthly and finally, I will give a schematic overview of Aristotle’s argument in
Metaphysics VII-XII, focusing on those points at which Aristotle himself has recourse to
metaphor, or something very much like it, in formulating his own arguments.

6.2 First Philosophy as the Most Accurate Domain of Knowledge

I will begin this section by returning to Aristotle’s discussion of induction in Posterior
Analytics 11.19. The passage that concerns us here is the one in which Aristotle argues
that ‘that there can be no scientific knowledge of the first principles [of scientific
demonstrations]; and since nothing can be more infallible than scientific knowledge
except intuition (1} vouv) it must be intuition that apprehends the first principles.”** The
passage appears problematic at first glance, because it seems to say two contradictory
things at once: on the one hand, that since ‘all scientific knowledge is by means of
reasoning (UeTa Aoyou), there would not be [...] scientific knowledge of the principles’;

and on the other, that intuition (vous), which grasps these principles, is both ‘more

492 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 100b 11-3.
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accurate (okp1RecTepov)’ and ‘truer (aAnBecTepov)’ than scientific knowledge. This
implies somehow that the mind’s grasp of scientific principles is not, strictly speaking,
scientific, and yet this basic consideration discredits neither the principles themselves,
nor the mind that intuitively grasps them, as being untrue. In fact, as we saw in the
previous chapter, Aristotle claims that these principles and their unscientific intuition by
the human intellect are in fact truer, and more accurate than the knowledge furnished by
science itself.

To most modern readers, this likely comes across as bunkum, insofar as what we
normally understand by ‘knowledge of the truth’ seems simply to be the same thing as
‘scientific knowledge.’ ‘Intuition’ is nowadays avoided as a philosophical Schimpfwort;
to the modern mind, the word science designates the only accurate and objective state
that human knowledge of the truth regarding any facet of the world can ever attain. To
the extent that science is seen in this way to be the exclusive means of access to what is
objectively true about the world, whatever does not count as scientific does not count as
true in the strict sense. We accordingly seem to lack even a basic vocabulary for
describing a theoretical disposition that would somehow be true and accurate and yet not,
for that matter, arrived at by means of either empirical evidence or discursive
ratiocination. This is not the case for Aristotle, who in Nicomachean Ethics V1.6 lists
four distinct intellectual dispositions or qualities, by which he says ‘we attain truth and
are never led into falsehood’: these are ‘Scientific Knowledge (emiotnun), Prudence

(dpovnols), Wisdom (codia), and Intelligence (vous)’.*”* Aristotle affirms wisdom

493 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1141a 4-6 (emphasis added). Aristotle’s point is expressed here as the
antecedent of a conditional statement, the consequent of which is that it must be voUs that intuits the first
principles of science, because neither of the remaining three dispositions can do this: ‘el 81 ols
aAnbevopev kol undemoTe Siapeudopebor P Tar un EVEXOUEVX T} Kol EVSEXOUEVD GAAGIS EXELV,
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(codia) in particular to be the most accurate (akptBecTtatn) of these qualities. He
argues therefore that the wise man (Tov codov) ‘must not only know the conclusions that
follow from his first principles, but also have a true conception of those principles
themselves. Hence Wisdom must be a combination of Intelligence and Scientific
Knowledge: it must be a consummated knowledge of the most exalted objects.”*”*

It is interesting to observe that what Rackham translates into English as ‘a
consummated knowledge’ is, in Greek, the expression cdoTep KepaAny xouca
emoTtnun: literally, ‘just as knowledge having a head’. Rackham suggests in a footnote

495 where Callicles

that these words are a reference to a scene in Plato’s Gorgias (505d),
threatens to leave the discussion in anger, and Socrates encourages him to pursue the
argument to its conclusion by saying that ‘one should set a head on the thing, that it may

not go about headless.”*°

Whether or not this expression is a direct reference to Plato, it
implies (again, by means of a simile) that wisdom (codic), as the combination of
scientific knowledge and intelligence, is to the ‘body’ of knowledge what a head is to the
physical body of an animal: its consummation or culmination.

These considerations agree with Aristotle’s comments in the Metaphysics

regarding wisdom, which corresponds to the theoretical discipline elsewhere referred to

as First Philosophy, 1) TpcdTn prorocodia.”’ As we have already seen several times,

EMOTHUN Kol Gpovnols kal codla kot vous, ToUTwv 8¢ Tplcov undev evdexeTt elval (Aéyw 8¢ Tpiwv
¢p6vnolv EMOTNUNV codlav) AelTETAL VOUV Elvail TQV aPXDV.’

Arlstotle Nzcomachean Ethics 1141a 16- 20 (emphas1s added) 1 O(KplBEGTO(Tr] av va smomumv
ein 004)10( 8el 0(p0( Tov codov un uovov TO EK TV O(pxcov g18evat, aAla Kol 1TEpl Tas apxag
a)\nesusw Q0T €1V GV 1) codlar voUs Kol EMGTHUN, COTEP KEGAATIV EXOUCH ETICTIUN TV
TIWTATWY.

495 Rackham, in Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, p. 343 note c.

% Plato, Gorgias 505d 1: ‘GAN’ tmBévTas kedoiv, Tvar fin dveu kepafis meptin.”

7 Aristotle does not to my knowledge refer to First Philosophy as such in the Metaphysics. He uses this
term, among other places, in chapter 6 of De Partibus Animalium, where he refers the reader to his works
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Aristotle associates knowledge in general with an understanding of the causes (aiTiat1,
apxal) responsible for making a given thing what it is. First Philosophy derives its name
from the fact that it is a contemplation (Becpia) of the universal causes of all being as
such, or what Aristotle in Book IV calls ‘being qua being,” To ov 1j 0v.*® As the
contemplation of being qua being, First Philosophy can thus be said to be universal not
because it actually investigates all beings that exist, but rather because it investigates the
most fundamental principles on which everything that exists depends for its being. In
other words, First Philosophy is the most universal knowledge because its object is the
first principles of all reality. From the first chapter of Book I, wisdom or codla is
therefore associated with the contemplative knowledge of the highest principles, and the
principles which are ‘highest’ are those which are first. From the conclusion at the end of
Chapter 1 that ‘[w]isdom is knowledge about certain causes and principles’*”, Aristotle
accordingly moves on in Chapter 2 to consider what these causes and principles are, by
examining the common perceptions held regarding the wise person as the one who
knows them. The first thing he notes is that ‘the wise man knows all things, so far as it is
possible, without having knowledge of every one of them individually’.”®

The universality of First Philosophy thus derives from the ontological primacy of

the causes it investigates. In coming to know these causes, the wise person can also know

on ‘First Philosophy’, ev Tols Tepl Ths TpwTNs Pprhooidlas. Aristotle, On the Parts of Animals, trans.
A.L. Peck (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1961), 700b 9. Most commentators assume that
Aristotle refers here to the work currently entitled Metaphysics, and that First Philosophy therefore
corresponds for the inquiry into first principles.

498 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1003a 21.

499 Aristotle, Metaphysics 982a 1: ‘T codia mepl TIvas dpxas kel aiTias oTiv dmoThun’.

290 Aristotle, Metaphysics 982a 9-10: “TpcdTov piv ¢mioTaclon TEVTH TOV 0oV cds EvSExeTal,
ko’ EKOGTOV EXOVT ETTIOTAUNY OUTV.’
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(albeit indirectly) all the other things falling under them as well.”*' Having drawn on the
common perceptions of the wise person in order to characterize the object of First
Philosophy as an object of knowledge, Aristotle adds another specification by
considering it also as an object of desire. He asserts on the one hand that ‘knowledge and
understanding which are desirable for their own sake are most attainable in the

knowledge of that which is most knowable’*"?

, and on the other that ‘the things which
are most knowable are first principles and causes; for it is through these and from these
that other things come to be known, and not these through the particulars which fall

under them.”>*

In other words, what is truly desirable in and for itself is what is most
knowable in and of itself, and the first principles that constitute the object of First
Philosophy, as the highest causes of all being, possess both of these characteristics
necessarily.

What is important to grasp here is the fact that Aristotle describes the object of
first philosophy as being ‘the knowledge of that which is most knowable,” Tou uaAioTo
€moTnTOU emioTnun. This is crucial to grasp because, for reasons we have already
mentioned (and for others that we will encounter in what follows), First Philosophy
cannot avail itself of the method of demonstration (amo8el€1s), which Aristotle above
argues is characteristic of scientific knowledge. Ultimately, the reason that the

knowledge of primary causes that characterizes First Philosophy cannot be presented in

the form of a syllogistic demonstration is that, as Aristotle affirms in Metaphysics 111 (B),

e, Aristotle, Metaphysics 982a 23.

292 Aristotle, Metaphysics 982a 27-8: ‘T 8" £18évant kod TO ioTacon aUTéY Eveka pdAiod” Gyl
T ToU HOAIOTO ETIOTNTOU ETOTIUY .

>0 Aristotle, Metaphysics 982b 1-3: ‘uaMioTa 8 EMOTNTS TG TPATA Kal T ol Tiar (510 y&p TaiTar
Ko €K TOUTwV TAAAG YvwpileTat aAX’ oU TalTa S10 TCV UTTOKEIMEVGIV)’.
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‘it is not possible for either oneness or being to be a single genus of things.”*** To the
extent that, as I have argued, demonstration requires as its starting point an
indemonstrable understanding of the essential attributes that define a determinate class of
things,”® and to the extent that the object of First Philosophy is outside the generality of
determinations according to which one class or genus could be differentiated from
another, First Philosophy must be seen as the indemonstrable, and yet the most accurate,
knowledge of what is most knowable in itself.
6.3 Aristotle’s Dialectical Examination of Presocratic Theories in Metaphysics 1
The dialectical, non-demonstrative character of Aristotle’s metaphysical discussions does
not detract, in his view, from either their truth or their accuracy. Although it is true that
Aristotle’s metaphysical arguments must be distinguished from properly scientific ones,
it is no less true that Aristotle considers wisdom, which is what First Philosophy strives
after, to be superior in both truth and accuracy to demonstrative science. This claim is
ultimately based on the nature of the object that First Philosophy contemplates, and not
on the method that legitimates or verifies the contemplation.

The notion that the Metaphysics contains a dialectical discussion rather than a

scientific one now becomes particularly important, because we must presently examine

9% Aristotle, Metaphysics 998b 22 (trans. Sachs): “oUx 0idv Te 8¢ dvTcov 8v elva yvos oUTe TO tv oliTe
TO 6v.” Sachs explains in a footnote to this passage why being cannot be a genus, using the example of a
definition of doves: ‘[i]f we define doves as wild pigeons, the species is doves, the genus pigeons, and the
differentia being wild. If this is a sound definition, it cannot be true that (all) wild things are doves, or, the
more important point here, that (all) wild things are pigeons. The reason is that all characteristics by which
a genus is differentiated into species are outside the genus. Hence there cannot be genus that includes all
things, and being cannot be understood as the class of all beings.” (Sachs, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, p. 43)
203 Aristotle makes this clear in the Posterior Analytics, reasoning that ‘[s]ince in each genus it is the
attributes that belong essentially to that particular genus that belong to it of necessity (¢met 8” €€ avaykns
UTTOPXEl TEPL EKAGTOV YEVOS Ooa ko’ o Tar UTTAPXEL), it is evident that scientific demonstrations are
concerned with essential attributes and proceed from them (¢pavepov 0TI Tepl TAAV kb’ aUTa
UTTPXOVTWV Ol EMOTNHOVIKOL oTToSelEELS kal EK TOloUTwV Elaitv).” Cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics,
75a 28-31.
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Aristotle’s critical reconstructions of his predecessors’ metaphysical theories in detail.
This is important because, according to Sachs, one of the features characterizing a
dialectical discussion is that it takes its starting points not from definitions that divide
genera by means of specific differences, but rather from opinions held either by a large
group of people or else by someone considered to be pre-eminent as a thinker.
Metaphysics 1.3-9 is where Aristotle critically examines his predecessors’ views and
derives the starting points of his own metaphysical arguments from them.

The passages we will be examining in this section are important to my argument
not because they prove definitively that Aristotle considers metaphors to be either
appropriate or inappropriate to First Philosophy, but rather because they must be seen to
leave this question open. This is because, although Aristotle frequently criticizes early
Greek philosophers for their obscure manner of expression, he never once explicitly
mentions the use of metaphors as his reason for doing so. Nevertheless, it is important to
admit that, whether or not Aristotle says so in the Metaphysics, Presocratic theories are
indeed almost universally formulated in metaphorical language. This latter point is
supported by G.E.R. Lloyd (1987), who observes that

[f]lrom the Eros of Parmenides’ Way of Seeming, through the Love and Strife of

Empedocles and Mind in Anaxagoras, to Mind, again, in Diogenes of Apollonia,

the history of pre-Socratic cosmological speculation is a history of what we find it

tempting to assume we can straightforwardly call images, metaphors, or
analogies, although, strictly speaking, it would be better not to use terms that
might suggest that their authors viewed them as such or, indeed, that they had
some clear alternative.’”

Lloyd’s comments are helpful for two main reasons here: firstly because they support my

contention that Presocratic philosophizing is, in general, inherently metaphorical; and

% GER. Lloyd, The Revolutions of Wisdom (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), p. 179.
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secondly because they indicate that no Presocratic philosopher would likely have
recognized his theories as such. The reason for this is explicitly stated in another of
Lloyd’s works, where he affirms that, ‘[s]o far as we know it, it was Plato who first drew
an explicit general distinction between an image and a demonstrative account, pointing
out that the first falls short of the second, and [...] it is arguable that the Presocratics not
only did not formulate this distinction, but tended in practice rather to ignore it.”*%’ I will
show in what follows that, at least implicitly, Aristotle recognizes this to be true in the
Metaphysics.

Let’s therefore take it for granted that Presocratic theories are in fact replete with
metaphors, even if Aristotle does not state this explicitly anywhere in the Metaphysics.
He does, however, affirm in the Meteorologica that at least one Presocratic theory is
metaphorical. At 357a, he mentions Empedocles’ attempt to explain why sea water is
salty by calling it the ‘sweat of the earth’, and states that ‘[i]t is equally absurd for
anyone to think, like Empedocles, that he has made an intelligible statement when he
says that the sea is the sweat of the earth. Such a statement is perhaps satisfactory in
poetry, for metaphor is a poetic device, but it does not advance our knowledge of

508
nature.’

Indeed, it is quite tempting to take this statement as the implicit justification
for many of Aristotle’s criticisms of Presocratic theories in Metaphysics 1; the problem is

that, as already mentioned, Aristotle never once says anything explicit there about

metaphors.

207 Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy, p. 229.

208 Aristotle, Meterologica, trans. H.D.P. Lee (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1952), 357a 25-
28: ‘opoiws 8¢ yeAolov kav &l TIS EITQV 1I8pTA TS YNs eival Thv BaAaTTav oleTan cades
glpnkéval, kabomep ' EumeSokAns TPOs TOINGIV HEV YOP OUTS EITTGIV 106S EIPTIKEV 1KAVAS [1) YAp
HETOPOPO TTOINTIKOV], TPOS 8E Yvadval TNV UGty oUx IKOVAS.’
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The discussion of the law of non-contradiction, which Aristotle elaborates in
Book 1V, could also be taken as an implicit justification for his criticisms in Book I. As
we saw in the previous chapter, the law states clearly that ‘not to mean one thing is to
mean nothing.” Yet this still does not necessitate the assumption that the obscurity to
which Aristotle objects is exclusively the result of metaphors. Although Aristotle claims
in the Topics that all metaphorical expressions are obscure, it does not follow from this
that all obscure expressions are necessarily metaphorical.

Furthermore, Aristotle’s discussion of the law of non-contradiction raises a
question in light of Lloyd’s comments above, to the effect that no Presocratic
philosopher would likely have recognized his own theory as metaphorical, because there
is no evidence that the distinction between the metaphorical and non-metaphorical was
even conceived prior to the time of Plato. In Metaphysics 1V, the law of non-
contradiction emerges in light of the consideration that, although being is said in many
ways, all of these many senses point to a primary meaning, which is thinghood or
substance (ouoia). In fact, it seems that both (a) the law of non-contradiction, and (b) the
consideration that thinghood is the primary referent of the many senses of being, are
mutually implicative, insofar as Aristotle states that denying the latter is the same as
denying the former: those who do not obey the law therefore ‘do away with substance
and essence.””"”

In other words, to the extent that being is primarily spoken about as a thing’s

substance, and substance is responsible for the essential nature that distinguishes a thing

209 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1007a: Aristotle thus explains that ‘if there is to be any such thing as 'being
essentially a man' this will not be 'being a not-man' or 'not being a man' (yet these are negations of it); for
there was one thing which it meant, and this was the substance of something. And denoting the substance
of a thing means that the essence of the thing is nothing else.’
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from everything it is not, then the law of non-contradiction follows as a necessary
consequence from assumption that substance is indeed the real and primary way in which
being is spoken of. Obeying this law is nothing other than a recognition, in speech, of the
primacy of ouola.

The importance of these considerations becomes apparent in light of Aristotle’s
remark, near the end of his critical doxography in Metaphysics 1.9, that ‘[i]n general
("OAws), to search for the elements of whatever is without distinguishing the many
ways this is meant, is to seek what is impossible to find’.”'’ On the basis of these
remarks, one can argue three points: (a) that the law of non-contradiction follows as a
necessary consequence of the recognition that ouola is the primary referent among the
many senses in which being is said; (b) that the discovery of this primary referent is
impossible without a prior distinction of these many senses; and (c) that, consequently, to
the extent that previous philosophers did not make an exhaustive inquiry into the many
senses in which being can be spoken of, it was impossible for them to discover the
primacy of oucla, and to the extent that it was impossible for them to discover oucla, it
seems reasonable to assume that Aristotle recognizes, at least implicitly, that it was
impossible for them to discover the law of non-contradiction as well.

This is an important consideration because, as we shall presently see, Aristotle
often points to the obscure or equivocal nature of his predecessors’ views. Although it
seems tempting to take his criticisms in Book I as simply objecting to the fact that earlier
philosophers did not obey the law of non-contradiction in formulating their theories, it is

also important to see that Aristotle does not simply reject his predecessors’ views for this

219 Aristotle, Metaphysics 992b 19-20: “Te TO T SvTcov LNTEY un S1eAdvTas, TOAaXES
Aeyougvav, aduvaTov EUpEIY’
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reason. While drawing attention to the vague nature of many Presocratic theories,
Aristotle’s doxography in Metaphysics 1 also highlights his effort to look beyond their
obscure formulation in order to point to their legitimate theoretical discovery of the
causes and principles he himself outlines in the Physics. In and of itself, this suggests that
what he finds to be inadequate in these theories is not simply the fact that they are
expressed in metaphorical language.

Let’s consider what support there is for the opposite view. There are two factors
that suggest, albeit vaguely, that Aristotle does indeed object to the metaphorical
character of early Greek philosophy, even if he never says so explicitly: (1) first, he
draws attention to the proximity in content between the former and Hesiodic myth®''; and
(2) second, he points, as I have already said, to the obscure language in which Presocratic

philosophy is expressed (at one point he even goes so far as to compare early Greek

11 If Aristotle considers the utterances of Presocratic philosophy to be close in content to those of mythic
poetry, it is also important (for us, at any rate) to bear in mind just what distinguishes the former from the
latter. In general, Presocratic thought must also be characterized by its rejection of the anthropomorphized
representation of divinity that characterizes mythic poetry. Xenophanes seems to have been the first
Presocratic thinker explicitly to reject the depiction of god(s) as having human form: in Fragment 15, he
accordingly reasons that ‘[i]f oxen and horses and lions had hands / or could draw with their hands and
accomplish such works as men, / horses would draw the figures as similar to horses / and the oxen as
similar to oxen, / and they would make the bodies of the sort which each of them had.” Xenophanes Fr. 15,
trans. J.H. Lesher, in Xenophanes of Colophon: Fragments (Toronto: University of Toronto, 2001), p. 89.
This doubt about whether the gods really are anthropomorphic implies an accompanying distrust of the
mythic poems in which they are so depicted. Moreover, it leads to precisely the kind of question that
Presocratic theories seem to want to answer: that is, if the divine is not in fact like men or women, what is
it really? One source of disagreement among scholars commenting on the above passage concerns the
extent to which Xenophanes’ skepticism towards anthropomorphic depictions of the gods should be
construed as a dogmatic skepticism, in the sense of implying an outright rejection of the possibility that the
gods could ever take human form. This is evidently the view of Frinkel, who suggests that Xenophanes’
point is ‘to render the anthropomorphic view wholly ridiculous’. Cf. Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy,
trans. M. Hadas & J. Willis (Oxford University Press, 1973), p. 330-1 (cited by Lesher on p. 91). But
Lesher advances a more cautious reading, which stresses the fact that ‘we are not told whether these
considerations should undermine these beliefs, either by having proved them false or having subjected
them to ridicule’ (ibid). I agree with Lesher’s point, since Xenophanes’ remark does no more than raise the
possibility that the anthropomorphic depiction of divinity is inaccurate. He nowhere makes the stronger
claim that this depiction is incorrect. Lloyd also observes that ‘a devastating attack on the anthropomorphic
conception of the gods was made by Xenophanes. And thereafter we find Empedocles, for example,
rejecting the attribution of human form to the “holy, unutterable Mind” which “darts with swift thoughts all
over the world™* (Polarity and Analogy, p. 211, citing Empedocles, Fr. 134).
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thought in general, and that of Empedocles in particular, to a lisping child). It will be
better to deal with these two points in succession, as (2) raises an interpretive dilemma
that will require a more lengthy discussion to resolve.

(1) At two specific points in Metaphysics 1, Aristotle points out that a good deal
of the content of early Greek metaphysical theories overlaps with the mythical stories
handed down by Hesiod. In Chapter 3, for instance, Aristotle begins his critical appraisal
of his predecessors’ views by pointing out the similarities between the original theory of

512
%% and

Thales, who claimed the source of all things ‘is water (USwp dnoiv eivar)
certain ancient traditions of mythic poetry, which ‘made Ocean and Tethys the parents of
what comes into being, and made the oath of the gods be by water, called Styx by
them.”"? Although Aristotle acknowledges that Thales’ theory indeed has some basis in
observed fact — he notes that he probably derived his opinion ‘from seeing that the
nourishment of all things is fluid, and that heat itself comes about from it and lives by it’
— he also points out that his theory is consistent with what was already suggested in the
mythic cosmogonies of the early poets.’'”

A further parallelism between Presocratic metaphysics and what is transmitted in
early Greek myth emerges again at the beginning of Chapter 4, where Aristotle
investigates how the earliest thinkers had sought to articulate the cause of motion. In this
case, it is not Thales but Parmenides who gets mentioned in connection with the

generation of the gods in Hesiod’s Theogony. Aristotle reports that Parmenides

says that first “of all the gods, [the all-governing divinity] devised love,” while
Hesiod says

>12 Aristotle, Metaphysics 983b 22.
13 Aristotle, Metaphysics 983b 31-5: < (lkeawdv Te yap kai Tnbuv émoinoav Tis yevéoews moTépas,
Kol TOV Opkov TAV Becdv USwp, TNV KaAouuEVnY UT alTAY 2 TUyc.’
>14 Aristotle, Metaphysics 983b 26-8.
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Chaos came into being as the very first of all things, but then
Broad-breasted earth... and also
Love, who shines out from among all the immortals,
as though there needed to be present among beings some sort of cause that would
move things and draw them together.’"
These parallels traced by Aristotle between Presocratic theories and certain aspects of
Hesiodic myth come very close to an explicit recognition of what Lloyd observes above:
that the utterances of Presocratic philosophy are indistinguishable from poetic images
and metaphors, even if these images and metaphors are at times different from those
employed by poets such as Homer and Hesiod. The close proximity indicated by the
above remarks between the theories of early Greek natural philosophers and the myths
recounted by the ancient poets thus can be taken to indicate that, on the one hand,
Aristotle considers his philosophical predecessors to have developed their metaphysical
theories under the influence of mythic poetry; and furthermore that, on the other hand, he
also sees the myths recounted by the earliest poets as having already been, to a certain
extent, philosophic in aim and scope. Neither of these points provides any direct support
for the explicit claim that Aristotle objects to the use of metaphors as such in his
predecessors’ theories.
(2) The above considerations implicitly highlight the interpretive dilemma,
mentioned above, which now needs to be addressed. The dilemma consists in the fact

that, at times, Aristotle seems to suggest (as in the examples we have just considered)

that Presocratic philosophy is deficient in content, whereas, at others, he implies that it is

159842 26-31; Sachs, p. 9: ‘Ko ydip 00Tos KATAOKEUK GOV THY TOU TAVTOS YEVEGIY <TPCATIOTOV pév
(¢now) fs'poaTO( Becdv UNTICOTO TAVTCV,> rHoioéos 8¢ <mavTwWV uév TPWTIOTA XO0S yévsT O(\ETd(p
ETMEITO [/] you supucTspvog, —-— [/] nd’ spog, os ‘ITO(VTEOOI usTO(TrpsTrEl abavaTolcv,> ws SEov Ev
Tols oUGIV UTTGPXEIV TIV’ ol Tiaw TTIS KIVT|OEL Kol ouvaEel Ta TpaypoTa.” According to Tredennick’s
explanatory notes to this passage, the citation of Parmenides here is from Fr. 13 (Diels), and that of Hesiod
is from Theogony 116-120 (Tredennick, p. 27).
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rather deficient in its form of expression. Is Aristotle’s problem then with the form in
which Presocratic theories are expressed, the content that is expressed in them, or
perhaps both? The notion that Aristotle objects to the use of metaphor in Presocratic
theories presupposes that he is concerned above all with their form of expression. If it
can thus be shown that he is not concerned exclusively with the formal character of his
predecessors’ views, then it will follow that what he objects to is not simply the use of
metaphors as such, insofar as this is an exclusively formal consideration.

At several points, Aristotle explicitly states that certain early thinkers succeeded
in discovering only a limited number of the four causes he enumerates in the Physics and
Metaphysics, which suggests that he criticizes these theories for their inadequate content.
Thus in Metaphysics 1.3 he gives a schematic overview of materialist theories (which he
attributes to Thales, Anaximenes, Diogenes, Anaxagoras, Empedocles and others), and
claims that ‘[f]rom these things [...] one might suppose that the only cause is the one
accounted for in the species of material’.”'® The supposition that the earliest thinkers
discovered only one (i.e., the material) cause seems consistent with subsequent remarks
in Metaphysics 1. Firstly, in Chapter 4 Aristotle likewise states that certain other
philosophers after the materialists (among whom he includes Empedocles), discovered
only ‘two causes (Suolv a1 Tiav)’ —namely, ‘the material and that from which the

motion is (TAs Te UANS kol Tou 0Bev 1) kivnots)’.”!” Secondly, in Chapter 5 Aristotle

claims that ‘the Pythagoreans have said in the same way that the sources are two’.”'* And

216 Aristotle, Metaphysics 984a 17-8: “6k JEV oUV TOUTCV HOVNV TIS CITIGV VOUIGEIEY &V TV €V UANS
€181 Aeyopevny’. In what follows, unless otherwise indicated all translations of the Metaphysics are from
the version of Sachs (1999).

o1 Aristotle, Metaphysics 985a 13.

18 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987a 14: ‘ot 8t TTuBoarySpetol 8o uiv Tds dpxds KaTd TOV TV elprikact
TRTOV .
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thirdly, in Chapter 6 he says that Plato ‘used only two causes, the one that is responsible
for the what-it-is and the one that results from the material’.”"’

The idea that previous metaphysical theories suffer from a dearth of content also
seems consistent with the teleological trajectory that Aristotle maps onto the historical
development of Greek philosophy leading up to him. Speaking of the materialists in
Chapter 3, Aristotle thus states that although they only discovered one cause, ‘as people
went forward in this way, their object of concern itself opened a road for them, and

»320 The notion that the subject matter of

contributed to forcing them to inquire along it.
metaphysical inquiry itself, caUTO To Tpayua, led subsequent thinkers beyond the
material cause thus posits a kind of incremental development in the search for first
principles, indicating that this search inherently tended towards the four causes Aristotle
himself unites explicitly in his own account. Not only that: it suggests on a strong
reading that the history of Greek philosophy can be seen as a more or less linear
progression from the discovery of one cause to the next. All of this is consistent with the
notion that what Aristotle objects to above all is the deficient content of Presocratic
metaphysical theories, and not their form.

As mentioned above, however, other comments made by Aristotle in Metaphysics
I suggest a different way of understanding what he finds to be inadequate in the theories
of Plato and the Presocratics. These other comments imply that what is deficient in

Presocratic theories is indeed their obscure form of expression. Aristotle himself gently

mocks this obscurity with an image: he claims that the earliest Greek thinkers

19 Aristotle, Metaphysics 988a 9-11: “Suciv aiTicw udvov Kexpntat, TH T€ ToO Ti £0T1 Kol T KOTO
™V VANV,

220 Aristotle, Metaphysics 984a 17-9 (emphasis added): ‘mpoiduTeov 8’ olTeas adTd TO PGyl
wB8OTOINCEV GUTOIS Kol oUVAVOykaoe CnTely.”
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philosophized with a lisp. Aristotle uses the image of a lisp twice in the course of
Metaphysics 1 to illustrate the equivocal nature of all early Greek thought. Once, in
Chapter 3, it is specifically in reference to Empedocles, where Aristotle observes that
‘[i]f one were to pursue and get ahold of Empedocles’ thinking, rather than what he said
with a lisp,” one would ascertain that in postulating Love and Strife as principles he
effectively posited two causes of motion.”*' The second time we encounter the image of
the lisp is in the closing lines of Chapter 10. There, Aristotle says more generally that
‘the earliest philosophy about everything is like someone who lisps, since it is young and
just starting out.”**

Both in general and in particular, Aristotle thus uses the image of lisping to
compare the obscurity of earlier philosophy as a whole to the faltering way in which a

young child speaks.’*’

Nevertheless, even if the image of lisping does suggest that
Aristotle takes issue with the obscure manner in which Presocratic theories are

formulated, we have not yet seen any strong textual evidence for arguing that this is al//

21 Aristotle, Metaphysics 985a 4-7 (emphasis added; translation modified): ¢} y&p Tis dxoAouBoin kai
AapBavol Tpos TNV Siavolav kol pn mpos o YeAileTot Aéycov EpmeSokAns [...].” The translations of
both Sachs and Tredennick more or less paraphrase the expression un mpos o YeANileTot

Aéywv EpmeSokAns. Sachs translates it as ‘rather than what he said inarticulately’, and Tredennick as
‘not [i.e., with a view] to his obscure language’. But a more literal translation would be something along
the lines of ‘not with respect to the things that Empedocles /isps [or ‘stutters’] in saying’ (emphasis added),
since the primary meaning of the verb meAAilw according to Liddell & Scott is ‘to falter in speech; to
speak inarticulately, like a child.” H.G. Liddell & R. Scott, 4 Greek-English Lexicon, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1940), p. 900.

222 Aristotle, Metaphysics 993a 15-7: “meAMiCopéun yop Fotkev 1) mpedTn drhocodio mepl TavTCov, &te
VEQ TE Kol KaT” apxas ovoa.’

2 1n light of the teleological trajectory that Aristotle maps onto the history of Greek philosophy before
him, this simile suggests volumes: it suggests a kind of parallel between the gradual development of
metaphysical theories and the development of a human being from infancy to maturity. Such a parallel
indicates, in an extremely vague manner, that in growing up and attaining maturity, metaphysical
speculation will have left behind these obscure means of expressing itself. If this means more concretely
that, in discovering the principle of ouctar and the law of non-contradiction that follows from it, Greek
philosophy will have found a mode of exposition that is appropriate to the accuracy Aristotle attributes to
First Philosophy, then it is more or less consistent with the other remarks we have examined thus far.

315



he objects to>**

, or that this obscure manner of expression has any necessary connection
to the use of metaphors. Although the image of lisping does point to an inadequacy in the
unclear form in which the earliest thinkers expressed themselves, it also suggests a kind
of tolerance for this lack of clarity as well. To the extent that, as Aristotle explains, the
image functions by comparing these early thinkers to faltering children, this can also be
taken to suggest that the Presocratics could not but philosophize obscurely, in the same
way that children who are learning to speak cannot but speak poorly at first.

The text of Metaphysics 1 therefore supports both the view that Aristotle takes
issue with the content of Presocratic theories, and the view that he takes issue with their
form. Is it possible, or for that matter necessary, to decide between these two
alternatives?

In fact, a recent article by G. Betegh (2012) indicates that the correct answer to

this question is that Aristotle’s criticisms concern both content and form in equal

** It is also true that, in three other passages of Metaphysics 1, Aristotle states explicitly what the image of
the lisp suggests indirectly: that the earliest Greek thinkers expressed themselves in an ambiguous,
equivocal and/or obscure fashion. This consideration is closely connected to Aristotle’s subsequent claim
that his philosophical predecessors only discovered the four causes in a certain way. Speaking in Chapter 5
of the entire course of Greek philosophy prior to the Pythagoreans, Aristotle claims that the early thinkers
‘spoke about these things [i.e., first principles] in a way that made them murkier (uopuxwTepov)’ (987a
11). He points out the murkiness (or ‘vagueness) of the Presocratics’ metaphysical theories at several other
points in MP 1. In Chapter 4, he claims that the earliest thinkers distinguished their metaphysical principles
‘dimly and with no clarity (quuSpcds pevTol kal oubev oadads)’ (985a 12). The word apudpdds in
particular re-appears two more times in the course of Book I. The first is at the beginning of Chapter 7
where, ostensibly in reference to the whole of Greek philosophy before him, Aristotle claims ‘that of those
who have spoken about origin and cause, not one has said anything that went outside those that were
distinguished by us in the wrltmgs on nature, but all of them, though murkzly (auquws) have obv10usly
touched on them in some way. > (988a 21- 5 ‘T )\syovuov ‘ITEpl apxns KO(l O(lTlO(S oubels sF,oo TV gV
TOlS Tepl PUOEWS IV SILIPICUEVEIV EIPTKEV, GAAG TTAVTES OHUSPIS MEV EKEIVGOV O TQS
daivovtal BiyyovovTes.”) The second time is at the end of Chapter 10, where Aristotle concludes his
critical review of past theories with the recognition that his predecessors did manage to uncover all four of
the causes, which he lays down in both the Physics and Metaphysics; but, he repeats, ‘they inquired
murkily into these (GAN” apudpdds TouTas), and while in a certain way all the causes have been spoken
of before, in another way they have not been spoken of at all.” (993a 13-5: ‘ol TPOTOV UEV TIVX TAGOI
TPOTEPOV elpnuTal, TPOTOV 8¢ TIva oUSaHs.’) As mentioned above, however, none of these remarks
is sufficient to prove that Aristotle considers this obscurity to be inherently connected to the use of
metaphor, or that he objects to the use of metaphor as such in criticizing his predecessors’ views.
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measure. On Betegh’s interpretation, Aristotle’s point in criticizing the theories of the
Presocratics is neither to say that they explicitly recognized one or two kinds of causality
only, and therefore that the problem is exclusively one of content, nor to say that they
philosophized in an obscure or equivocal way, and that the problem is therefore purely
formal. It is rather to say that they posited too few individual principles and, as a result,
even if some of them implicitly recognized the necessity of the material, formal, efficient
and final causes, they could not adequately explain how the principles they posited are
able account for these different kinds of causation. Thales’ principle of water, for
instance, is for Betegh not simply a material principle; it is an explicitly material
principle that implicitly performs the roles of other causes as well. In Betegh’s words,
Aristotle’s point is precisely that you cannot have any kind of theory, not even an
Ionion monist theory, which operates with the material cause only [...]. The
function of the principle (or principles) of such a theory might resemble most to
[sic] the material cause, but, willy-nilly, it must necessarily take some of the roles
of the efficient cause, and also that of the formal cause [...] Indeed, the
imprecision and incoherence of these theories stems to a large extent from the
fact that they have to attribute too many causal roles, without properly
distinguishing them, to their insufficient number of principles.’*
Betegh’s comments suggest that the deficiencies in content and form, which Aristotle
uncovers in his evaluation of Presocratic metaphysical theories, are mutually implicative.
It is possible to view certain theories as being more obscure than others, depending on
the extent to which they attribute more than one causal role to a single principle. This is
ultimately what allows Aristotle to discern a kind of development from one theory to the
next, which culminates in the postulation of a unique principle corresponding to each of

the four kinds of causation upheld by Aristotle himself. This makes it extremely unlikely

that Aristotle simply objects to the metaphorical nature of his predecessors’ theories,

2. Betegh, “The Next Principle,” in (ed.) C. Steele, Aristotle Metaphysics Alpha (Oxford University
Press, 2012), p. 105-6.
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insofar as he is clearly concerned with their content at least as much as he is with their
form.>*

The above considerations do not support the view that Aristotle’s point in
criticizing his philosophical predecessors is simply that metaphors do not advance our
knowledge of metaphysical principles, much as he claims in the Meteorologica that they
do not advance our knowledge of nature. It is important in this regard to recall that, in the
passage just mentioned, Aristotle does not even stop to ask what Empedocles might have
meant in declaring the sea to be the sweat of the earth; he simply rejects the claim as a
metaphor, and states that this kind of speaking has its place in poetry but not in natural
science. Although it is tempting to see a similar assumption at work in his criticisms of
the Presocratics in Metaphysics 1, this is not supported by any hard textual evidence.
Indeed, the assumption that Aristotle criticizes his philosophical predecessors simply for
using metaphors raises more questions about the Metaphysics than it ultimately answers.
6.4 Aristotle’s Criticism of Platonic Participation in Metaphysics 1.6-9

By far the most philosophically noteworthy instance in which Aristotle criticizes an

earlier thinker for the use of metaphors is his rejection of Plato’s doctrine of

526 Betegh’s reading is also supported by other texts of Metaphysics I that we have not yet considered.
Specifically, in Chapter 8, Aristotle says (ostensibly in reference to the Platonists) that ‘they in a certain
way both say and do not say that the good is a cause (Aéy&tv Te kol un Aeyelv Tws cupfoivel oUTolS
Tayabov aiTiov)’ (988b 15). Here, together with the material and formal causes Aristotle attributes to
Plato several lines above, he observes that in a certain way (Tws) Plato also posited the good as a cause,
which means that he had at least a vague intimation of the final cause as well as the formal and material
ones. Similarly, at the very end of Book I Aristotle states that, in fact, ‘Empedocles said that bone is by
means of a ratio, and this is what it is for it to be and the thinghood of the thing ( EumeSokAns ooTouv T4
Aoy dnatv elvai, ToUTo 8’ €GTI TO T v €lvarl Kol T} OUCIG TOU TPAYHATOS).” (993a 16-8) Much like
the previous remark, this passage shows that Aristotle recognizes that Empedocles can be seen in a certain
sense to have discovered the formal cause, or what Aristotle calls the ‘what it is for it to be (To TI v
glvan)’ or the ‘thinghood of the thing (1] ouclar ToU Tpayuatos).” What is important to grasp here is that,
unlike in the comments we examined above, Aristotle does not mention this vague intimation of causes as
an objection; he rather mentions it to commend the theories by noting that, in spite of their obscure
character, they managed to arrive at an awareness, however vague, of the principles that Aristotle himself
outlines in the Physics.
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participation, uebe€is, in Metaphysics 1.9. Aristotle’s critical analysis of Plato’s views
occupies the better part of four chapters (6-9) in that text, and the notion that
‘participation’ is merely what Aristotle calls a “poetic metaphor’ seems to form an
important premise in his overall argument against Plato’s position. Nevertheless, it is
crucial to ask whether Aristotle’s point in this passage is (a) that Plato’s doctrine of
participation is inadequate simply because it is a metaphor, or (b) that it is inadequate
because the specific metaphor in which Plato expresses the doctrine is itself inadequate,
i.e., as a metaphor. After summarizing Aristotle’s reconstruction of Plato’s teaching and
the Pythagorean doctrine of imitation on which he claims it is based, I will demonstrate
that (b) is the correct option.

In the interests of concision, it will be helpful to begin by postulating that Plato’s
doctrine of participation is an account of how particular, sensible things derive their
essential properties by partaking in the being of eternal ideas or forms, which act as
hypostasized versions of these properties. Within the notion of participation, we can
accordingly distinguish two basic components: firstly there is a certain relation, and
secondly there are the terms of this relation. This distinction is important because, as we
will see shortly, Aristotle’s rejection of Plato’s teaching proceeds by pointing out how it
ultimately fails to separate itself from the Pythagorean doctrine of ‘imitation (uipnois).’
His justification for this claim is effectively twofold: on the one hand, he argues that
Platonic participation and Pythagorean imitation are the same because what Plato means
by ‘Ideas’ (Ta €18n) is conceptually identical with what the Pythagoreans mean by
‘numbers (ol apibuot)’; and on the other, he argues that the relationship established by

participation between the Ideas and sensible individuals is identical to the relationship
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established by Pythagorean imitation between sensible individuals and numbers.
Aristotle’s twofold contention is therefore that Platonic participation and Pythagorean
imitation are the same because (1) the terms that they bring into relation are essentially
the same terms; and (2) the relationships themselves, by means of which these terms are
connected to one another, are also fundamentally identical.

As will be shown, Aristotle’s remark that Platonic participation is merely a poetic
metaphor concerns the precise character of participation as a relationship of ontological
derivation between eternal Ideas and finite, sensible individuals. It is thus to be
understood in the context of (2) above. Yet since the argument advanced by Aristotle in
support of (1) is the subject of still ongoing controversies, I will briefly summarize it
before proceeding to examine the justification for (2).

(1) Aristotle claims repeatedly in Metaphysics I and elsewhere that for Plato, the
Forms quite simply are numbers (Ta €181 elvan Tous apiBuous), or ‘are composed as

numbers’.”>” Without getting too immersed in details, a plausible account of Aristotle’s

27 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987b 22. Tredennick simply opts not to translate the final clause of the sentence
(Ta €18n €lvat Tous apiBuous), indicating in a footnote that the words ‘Ta €181’ are a later MS addition
omitted by Zeller [1889] (p. 44). Nevertheless, in so doing I think he obscures the overall meaning of the
passage and makes the thrust of Aristotle’s polemic more difficult to understand. Steel (2012) gives a full
account of the MSS tradition for this passage, noting that ‘Ta €181’ is omitted by Zeller, Gillespie and
Ross, whereas the other part of the clause, ‘Tous ap1Buous’, is instead omitted by Susemil, Christ, Jaeger
and Primavesi. But he points out (rightly, I think) that ‘it is difficult to eliminate either Ta £18n or Tous
ap1Buous [...], as the first is needed to ensure continuity with what is said in 1. 19 émel 8” aiTio Tax €16n,
the latter to make the transition to what will be said in 1. 22 Tous apibuous alTious EhlVO(l Steel
accordingly lists three poss1b1e optlons (1) ‘[k]eep the text as it stands’; (2) replace Tous with s, so that
the clause reads Ta €187 €lvan ws apibuous, and the whole sentence could then be translated as [f]or out
of them, through participation in the One, are the Forms as numbers; and (3) insert an epexegetic kol
between eivat and Tous apiBuous. C. Steel, “Plato as Seen by Aristotle (Metaphysics A 6)”, in (ed.) Idem,
Aristotle’s Metaphysics Alpha: Symposium Aristotelicum (Oxford University Press, 2012), pp. 186-7.
Sachs’ translation seems to follow Steel’s second suggestion, as he translates the clause as saying that the
forms ‘are composed as (cds) numbers’. This makes better sense of the Greek and follows the
argumentative structure of Aristotle’s polemic more precisely. Moreover, the general formulation ‘forms
are numbers’ appears three times in MP I, and then another eight times in Books XIII-XIV, where Aristotle
gives a more extended and detailed analysis of Plato’s teaching concerning forms (although in these later
books he treats this teaching more often than not in isolation from the Pythagorean conception of number).

320



justification for this claim can be given in the three following steps: (i) the Pythagoreans
understood all numbers, ol apiBol, to be individually composed from the combination
of the even and the odd, which are instances of the more general principles of ‘limit” and

d 5528

‘the unlimite (i1) In several dialogues, Plato presents each Idea as a self-identical

unity presiding over a multiplicity of sensible individuals that participate in it, or what
Aristotle calls a ‘one-over-many (To gv ¢l ToAAGV)’.>*’ Yet in what many (evidently
including Aristotle himself) assume to be Plato’s unwritten teachings, traces of which
appear in dialogues such as the Sophist and Philebus, each Idea is itself presented as
being a manifold of internal elements generated from the imposition of a formal principle
of unity (To €v) on a material principle of duality (SUas), to which Aristotle at one point
refers as ‘the great and the small (To péyoa kai To pikpov)’.”*” Consequently, according

to Aristotle’s understanding of the doctrine of participation, the Ideas are generated by

the imposition of a principle of limit, sometimes referred to as ‘one,” on a principle of

For a more detailed treatment of these texts, see the Introduction to (tr.) J. Annas, Aristotle’s Metaphysics
Books M and N (Oxford University Press, 1988 — 1st Edition 1976), pp. 65-73.

228 Aristotle thus states at 986a that ‘they consider the elements of number to be the even and the odd (To
Te apTIov Kol TO TeP1TTOV), of which the latter is limited but the former is unlimited (ToUuTwv 8¢ TO pev
TeTePOOUEVOV TO 8¢ amelpov)’, and furthermore that ‘they consider number to arise from the one (T0 &’
ap1Buov ek Tou €vos)’ (986a 17-21; Sachs, p. 11-2). Sachs (p. 12, note) explains exactly how both even
and odd numbers were thought to be generated from the one in different ways, noting that ‘[t]he odd
numbers arise from the unit when it is added to the evens, but the even numbers also arise from the unit,
since it must be doubled to produce the first of them.” This basic binary pair, limited and unlimited, was
according to Aristotle’s subsequent discussion expanded by ‘[v]arious ones of these same people’ to
include a total of ten pairs of ‘causes (apxas)’. In total, the list of ten is as follows: ‘limit/unlimited
(Tépas dmelpov), odd/even (TEPITTOV dpTiov), one/many (Ev TARB0s), right/left (Sex10v &p1OTEPOV),
male/female (appev BnAv), still/moving (MuepolV kivouuevov), straight/crooked (eUBU kauTUAoV),
light/dark (¢cds okoTOs), good/bad (aryaBov kakov), and square/oblong (TETPOY VOV ETEPOUNKES ).

(986a 24-27; Sachs, p. 12)

>29 Aristotle, Metaphysics 990b 14.

330 Aristotle thus observes in Chapter 6 that ‘[a]s material, then [i.e., for Plato], the great and the small
were the sources (cs HEV 00UV UANV TO HEY O Kol TO HIKPOV Elval apxds), and as thinghood, the one (s
8’ oUctav TO €v), for out of the former, by participation in the one, the forms are composed as numbers (€
gkelveov yop kata HeBeEIv Tou evos Ta €18m gival Tous apiBuous)’ (987b 20-2). As Sachs explains in a
note to this passage, on this account of participation ‘[t]he form is conceived not as a common element in
things, but as itself an assemblage of intelligible elements, having the unity conferred by the one, as well as
the internal diversity arising out of indefinite duality.” (p. 15, note)
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indeterminacy or limitlessness, which is sometimes referred to as ‘two.’ (iii) Therefore,
on Aristotle’s reading, both Platonic Ideas and Pythagorean numbers are generated from
two identical principles or elements: one consisting in a pair (or several corresponding
pairs) of binary opposites conceived together as a ‘material” principle of indeterminacy,
and another consisting in a determinate or formal principle of unity, or ‘oneness.”*”!
Many subsequent commentators have attacked Aristotle’s assimilation of Platonic
Ideas and Pythagorean numbers as either a misinterpretation or a deliberate distortion.
Among those who contend that the assimilation is based on a misinterpretation of Plato’s
teaching, some (e.g. Frede) argue that it is based on a misrepresentation of Plato’s
doctrine of forms,”** while others (e.g. Cherniss) attribute it to a misrepresentation of

»533

Plato’s doctrine of ‘ideal numbers.’””” While it may be pertinent to question whether

Plato ever explicitly identified Ideas and numbers, this is irrelevant to Aristotle’s

>3 Although in this sense Aristotle recognizes that Plato indeed added his own innovations — specifically,
he notes that Plato replaced the Pythagorean principle of the ‘infinite (To amelpov)’ with a ‘dyad (Suas)’,
and furthermore set the Forms apart from particular things, whereas the Pythagoreans simply identified
these latter with numbers (987b 25-9) — he can ultimately claim that Platonic forms and Pythagorean
numbers are the same, because they are composed of the same constituent elements.

232 Prede (2012) accordingly holds that what Aristotle presents as one doctrine of Platonic forms is in fact
an incoherent amalgam of two separate doctrines, corresponding to Plato’s middle and late dialogues. D.
Frede, “The doctrine of Forms under critique”, in (ed.) C. Steele, Aristotle’s Metaphysics Alpha, p. 265:
‘Aristotle addresses two significantly different theories of the Forms, without any explicit recognition of
their difference. The chapter’s first part deals with the theory of Forms familiar from Plato’s middle
dialogues. The second part reverts to the discussion of Forms as numbers that had been anticipated in
Chapter 6, where Plato’s principles and causes seem to be little more than derivations from Pythagorean
‘number-theory.” Frede’s analysis thus assumes that it is only with respect to the later dialogues that one
can point to an identification of numbers and forms in Plato, but she does not give a detailed justification
for this assumption.

>33 Cherniss claims that Aristotle’s assimilation of Plato’s forms/ideas and numbers is due to his failure to
recognize the difference postulated by Plato between arithmetical and ‘ideal numbers’: ‘since [i.e.,
Aristotle] did not appreciate the significance of Plato’s ideal numbers, much of what he says concerning
them may not be evidence of Plato’s opinions at all but only the result of his own misinterpretation.” H.
Cherniss, The Riddle of the Early Academy (New York: Russell & Russell, 1962 — 1st edition 1945), p. 48.
For Cherniss, the ‘ideas of numbers’ are ‘nonmathematical’ in the sense that they are not to be understood
as aggregates of distinct units, but rather as indivisible unities in themselves: ‘[o]nce it is recognized [...]
that the ideas of numbers are not aggregates of units at all but are the universals of number, each of which
is a perfect and unique unit without parts, the phenomenal numbers which are aggregates of units can be
related to them as images or imitations, their unity of aggregation being a derogation and dispersal of the
real unity of the ideal numbers.” (Ibid, p. 34)
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argument in Metaphysics 1.5-9. Regardless of what Plato taught or did not teach, the
substance of Aristotle’s criticism is that Plato’s teaching implies their assimilation,
because it ostensibly derives the Ideas out of the same constituent elements from which
the Pythagoreans derived numbers. I therefore agree with both Annas (1976) and Steel
(2012), who in similar ways argue that Aristotle extrapolates what is vaguely implied in a

number of Platonic dialogues.”

The question of whether this extrapolation accords with
Plato’s intentions is beyond the scope of the present discussion.

The notion that Platonic Ideas are fundamentally the same as Pythagorean
numbers indicates only part of the justification according to which Aristotle argues that
participation and imitation are distinct in name only (987b 13). The other part of the
justification for this claim is to be found in the way that Aristotle assimilates
participation and imitation as identical structures of ontological derivation. Above all,
what allows Aristotle to argue that these two forms of ontological derivation are distinct

in name only is the fact that they both express the causality of their respective principles

through a logic of iconic similarity or resemblance between cause and effect. Yet

3. Annas, Aristotle’s Metaphysics Books M and N (Oxford University Press, 1976). Annas notes on p.
73 that since, according to Aristotle, ‘both numbers and Forms are produced from the one and the
indefinite two, and are not explicitly differentiated as products of those principles, they must be the same
sort of thing.” This analysis in some respects comes close to that of Cherniss, insofar as the former is
prepared to recognize that Aristotle effectively assimilates the Platonic and Pythagorean teachings by
drawing implications out of them which may never have been intended explicitly by either. Cherniss calls
this interpretive method ‘Aristotle’s invariable procedure: to recast into the terms of his own philosophy
the statements of other philosophers and then to treat as their “real meaning” the implications of the
statements thus translated.” (Cherniss, p. 51) Annas admits that ‘there is considerable force to Cherniss’s
claim [...] that the identification of Forms and numbers was never a theory of Plato’s but is merely the
conclusion of Aristotle’s polemic’ (Annas, p. 68). Nevertheless, Annas seems prepared to say that
Aristotle’s identification of forms and numbers is at least plausible, even if it was never expounded
explicitly as such, because some of Plato’s comments in the dialogues appear to support such a reading.
This is also the position of Steel (2012), who agrees that ‘Aristotle only makes explicit what was implied in
some arguments on numbers in the dialogues [citing Phaedo 101b-d].” (Steel, p. 188) Cherniss, however,
advances a much stronger claim according to which the implications drawn by Aristotle are plainly wrong,
but in order to substantiate this he relies heavily on a good deal of historical speculation about a fully
systematic and coherent Platonic philosophy that is simply, in my view, impossible to verify accurately
from extant sources.
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Aristotle rejects mere static similarity between two things as a sufficient indication of a
causal relationship between them, and on the basis of this rejection he claims that both
participation and imitation are inadequate as explanations of the forces and principles
governing motion and change in the cosmos. Ultimately, it is precisely because
‘participation’ is merely a poetic metaphor that, for Aristotle, the static similarity
between model and copy (i.e., in the Timaeus) is the closest Plato comes to explaining
the causality of the Ideas, and that Plato’s doctrine is consequently just a recapitulation of
Pythagorean imitation.

We must first of all grasp why, on Aristotle’s reading, Pythagorean imitation
expresses the causality of numbers in and through a rapport of iconic similarity. For
starters, Aristotle claims that the Pythagoreans ‘supposed that the sources of [i.e.,
numbers] were the sources of all things’.>*> The identity between ‘the sources of
numbers’ and those ‘of all things,” which is evidently meant to disclose a relationship of
ontological derivation, is expressed in and through a language of similarities: we are
accordingly told that the Pythagoreans ‘thought they saw many similarities’ between
numbers and ‘the things that are and come to be.” Since in other words ‘the entire nature
of the other things seemed to be after the likeness of numbers,’ the Pythagoreans
‘assumed that the elements of numbers were the elements of all things, and that the
whole of heaven was a harmony and a number.”>*®

Any resemblance, in which the attribute associated with a given number is also

seen to constitute the defining characteristic of some one among ‘the things that are and

>33 Aristotle, Metaphysics 985b 23-7.

>3 Aristotle, Metaphysics 985b 27 — 986a 4 (emphasis added): ¢mei 81 T& ptv FAAo Tois GpiBois
gdalvovTo TNV PpuUcIV adwpoidcbal Taoav, [...] Ta TAV apiBuddv GTOIXEIG TV OVTWVY GTOLXEIN
TavTwv UTEAaBov glvat, kal TOV OAOV oUpavov aploviay Elval kol aptBuov.”
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come to be,’ is therefore grounds for associating the former and the latter as cause and
effect. Aristotle accordingly contends at the end of Book I, Chapter 5 that the
Pythagoreans’ procedure for defining essential attributes is ‘too simple (Alav 8’ aTTADS
empayuaTeubnoav)’.>” He explains that ‘[t]hey defined superficially, and the primary
thing to which the stated definition belonged, they considered to be the thinghood of the
thing, just as if one were to suppose that the number two and double were the same thing,
because doubleness belongs first of all to the number two.”**®

Although Aristotle credits the Pythagoreans with being the first among the
Presocratics to articulate and define ‘the what-it-is of things’,” he holds their method of
definition to be superficial because it fails to account for the difference between what it
means to be a thing that possesses a certain attribute pre-eminently, or primarily, and
what it means to be that very attribute itself. In Chapter 6, Aristotle observes that Plato’s
approach to definitions marks an advance from the ‘superficial’ method of the

Pythagoreans. He claims that Plato’s ‘introduction of the forms came about because of

his investigation in the realm of definitions’**’, indicating that Plato’s Ideas are to be

>37 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987a 22.

3% Aristotle, Metaphysics 987a 23-6: ‘cdpiovTd Te ydp tmmoAaicws, kai 6 TpcdTe UmdpEeley
AexBels Opos, ToUT’ glval TTV oUciov TOU TPAYHATOS, CICTEP €1 TIS OIOITO TOUTOV £lval SiTAAGIOV
ka1 TNV Suada S10TI TPATOV UTTAPXEL Tols Suct To SiTAaciov.’ Although the example given here is
somewhat unclear, Aristotle’s point can be made less obscure by summarizing his account in an earlier
passage of the importance of the number ten for the Pythagoreans. According to 986a 8-11, the
Pythagoreans defined the number ten according to the attribute of ‘completeness,” and then applied this
definition to what they considered to possess this attribute pre-eminently, or ‘first of all (TpcTov)’: the
heavenly bodies. Aristotle’s argument therefore seems to be that, on the basis of this superficial definition,
the Pythagoreans could say that the heavens simply are the number ten, in the same way that they could say
that the number two, to which doubleness belongs pre-eminently, is the very being of those things in the
sensible world that are also primarily characterized by doubleness. This is the apparent reasoning
underlying Aristotle’s claim that, for the Pythagoreans, ‘number is the thinghood of all things (ap16pov
elval TV ouclav TavTwv).” (987a 19)

239 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987a 21.

40 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987b 32-3: ‘1) TGV €186V eloaywyt 816 THY v Tois Adyols tyéveTo
okePv’.
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seen as a response to and an improvement over the superficiality of the Pythagoreans’
way of defining things. Two questions need to be answered here: (1) how exactly do
Plato’s Ideas improve on the superficial definitions put forward by the Pythagoreans?
And (2) why is it that, despite the progress allegedly achieved by Plato in ‘the realm of
definitions’, Aristotle can still ultimately suggest that the Platonic teaching of pebe€is
and the Pythagorean teaching of piungots are distinct in name only?

The answer to (1), I suggest, is connected to the fact that the Pythagorean
identification of things and numbers depends on a more or less arbitrary procedure of
coordinating, by means of perceived resemblances, the attributes that are considered to
be essential to certain numbers and those that are considered to be essential to certain
things. For Aristotle, Plato overcame this superficial approach to definition by positing a
unique Idea for each substantive attribute, rather than associating each attribute with a
number that it was merely perceived to resemble. Instead of identifying the number two,
for example, with the attribute of doubleness (8Uas), Plato in fact hypostatized the
attribute of doubleness into an altogether separate Idea: that of ‘absolute doubleness,’ or
‘duality itself,” which Socrates explicitly postulates in the Phaedo (101c). Rather than
posit numbers, and then assign defining attributes to these numbers by superficial
reference to qualities they are perceived to resemble, Plato raises up the attributes
themselves into a separate and perfect realm of being, and says that all particular things

have the defining attributes they have as a result of their direct participation in the
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corresponding Ideas. Beautiful things, Ta koAa, are therefore beautiful only insofar as
they participate in what truly is beautiful: beauty itself, aiTo TO kathov.>"!

Nevertheless, although it is easier to understand on Plato’s account how and why
the Ideas are connected with the attributes or qualities they are meant to cause in sensible
particulars, Aristotle ultimately concludes that participation leaves unexplained the other
side of this relationship, which inheres between Ideas and sensible particulars. By
hypostatizing each attribute into a separate, self-identical Idea, Plato clarified the
relationship between the cause and that of which it is the cause in sensible individuals.
But he made no more headway than the Pythagoreans in giving a theoretical explanation
of why and how the ontological derivation takes place between each Idea and each
individual thing, which is seen to participate in it. On Aristotle’s reading of Plato, it is
therefore the precise causal relationship between Ideas and sensible individuals that
remains unexplained, or at any rate not adequately explained. Aristotle’s main reason for
rejecting participation as an adequate theoretical explanation of ontological derivation is
the fact that Plato postulated a fundamental separation (xwpiopos) between the forms
and the things whose causes they are meant to be. As a result of this separation, the forms
are fundamentally removed from the kinds of change to which sensible individuals are
necessarily subject, and according to Aristotle Plato has no satisfactory answer to the
question of how the Ideas, being themselves unmoved and unchanging, could be causes

of coming into being and passing away in particular things.

>*! This is an improvement over the Pythagoreans’ procedure of definition, because it avoids the
superficiality of defining each number according to an attribute it merely resembles. The form of beauty, or
beauty itself, does not merely resemble beauty, but rather is what beauty truly is, in itself. Plato’s teaching
concerning Ideas is an improvement on the Pythagoreans’ method of definition at least insofar as it does
not leave unexplained why a given Idea is the cause of the attribute of which it is said to be the cause.
There is no need to question why for Plato each Idea is associated with the attribute with which it is
associated, because each Idea simply is the very being of that attribute in itself, or absolutely.
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Aristotle’s ultimate justification for why Platonic participation is inadequate as an
account of ontological derivation from Ideas to sensible individuals involves two basic
premises: (1) that Plato uses the word ‘participate’ metaphorically; and (2) that mere
static similarity between two things is not a sufficient indication of a causal relationship
between them. Both of these considerations come into play in a discussion that seems to
refer to Plato’s Timaeus without mentioning it by name.>** It is crucial to see that, in the
Timaeus, the ontological relationship between the intelligible realm of Ideas and the
sensible realm of individuals is repeatedly likened to that between a model
(Tapadelypa) and its ‘image’ or ‘copy (uiunuc)’.>* Plato uses the language of
participation, uéesﬁlg, in reference to this derivation-by-resemblance. Yet to the extent
that this goes beyond the accepted senses of the term ‘participate,” Aristotle argues that
‘to say that [i.e., the Ideas] are patterns and the other things participate in them is to
speak without content and in poetic metaphors (KeVOAEYEIV EGTI KOl HETAPOPOS AEYELY

TonTIKas).”>*

2 At991a 23-4, Aristotle asks ‘what is the thing that is at work, looking off toward the forms? (1 yap

0TI TO epyalouevov Tpos Tas 186as amoBAemov)’. In a footnote to this text, Tredennick suggests this
is a reference to the Demiurge discussed in Plato’s Timaeus at 28c — 29a (p. 68, note).

43 Accordingly, at Timeaus 48e 4 —49a 1 Timaeus distinguishes between ‘a Model Form, intelligible and
ever uniformly existent (€v HEV s TapadelyuaTos £180s UTTOTEBEY, VO TOV KOl GEl KOATG TOUTA OV),
and [...] the model's Copy, subject to becoming and visible (uipnua 8¢ TapadelyuoaTos SeuTepov,
YEVEGIV EXOV kal opaTov).” Trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925).
Furthermore, the notion that the relation between eternal Ideas and their finite instantiations is one of
imitation is also suggested by Socrates’ remark in Book X of the Republic that human craftsmen create
particular, sensible beds and tables by ‘looking to a pattern of each type of furniture (Tpos Tnv 18¢av
BAemcov)’ (596b 3). Nehamas downplays the mimetic nature of the relationship suggested in these two
passages between forms and individuals, claiming with respect to Republic X that ‘nothing in the text
implies that the relationship between a work of art and its subject is the same as that between a physical
object and its Form or Forms.” “Plato on Imitation and Poetry in Republic 10”, in (eds.) J. Moravcsik & P.
Temko, Plato on Beauty, Wisdom, and the Arts (Totowa, NJ: Rowman & Littlefield, 1982), p. 60.
Halliwell disagrees: ‘[t]hat Plato could, however, posit a mimetic correspondence between the material and
the metaphysical is demonstrated [...] above all in the Timaeus.” Cf. Aristotle’s Poetics, p. 115 note 14 — p.
117.

>4 Aristotle, Metaphysics 991a 19-20.
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Precisely insofar as the language of participation is merely an empty, poetic
metaphor, the causality of the Ideas vis-a-vis sensible particulars is revealed entirely
through the perceived resemblance between the former and the latter. Consequently,
Aristotle reasons, if Plato expresses the ontological derivation from Ideas to sensible
individuals entirely in and through a logic of static similarity, then this is no different
from the mimetic relationship between numbers and sensible individuals expounded by
the Pythagoreans.

The fact that Platonic participation is simply a recapitulation of Pythagorean
imitation means that it fails to explain how and why eternal ideas could be the
ontological causes of perishable, sensible individuals. The reason cited by Aristotle for
this conclusion is that ‘it is possible for anything whatever to be or become like

something without being an image of it [...].”>*

Ultimately, this can be understood just as
much as a criticism of Plato as of the Pythagoreans, and this seems to support Aristotle’s

conclusion that, in the final analysis, Plato ‘changed only the name participation, for the

> Aristotle, Metaphysics 991a 24-5: “4vdxeTai Te kal glvat kai ylyeoBat Suotov STioGv ko
glkalopevov mpos eketvo [...].” In arguing that the mere resemblance between paradigm and image is not
sufficient to prove a causal relation of ontological derivation between them, Aristotle seems to raise a point
similar to the one made by Hillary Putnam in his seminal essay, “Brains in a Vat.” In the opening
paragraph, Putnam describes a hypothetical scenario in which ‘[a]n ant is crawling on a patch of sand. As it
crawls, it traces a line in the sand. By pure chance, the line that it traces curves and recrosses itself in such
a way that it ends up looking like a recognizable caricature of Winston Churchill.” See H. Putnam, “Brains
in a Vat,” printed in (eds.) J.E. Adler & C.Z. Elgin, Philosophical Inquiry: Classic and Contemporary
Readings (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 2007), p. 433. Putnam then poses the question of whether or
not the ant has traced a picture that actually depicts Churchill. (Ibid) While Putnam’s argument itself is too
long to reconstruct, his conclusion nevertheless implies that the ant has not actually depicted Churchill,
because it did not intend to do so. In other words, the mere likeness between Churchill and his ‘image’
traced in the sand by an ant is not in itself sufficient to demonstrate that the former is the cause of the latter.
For the image to be an actual depiction of Churchill it would be necessary to show that the ant in fact
intended to reproduce a likeness of him. Aristotle’s point in criticizing Plato’s doctrine of participation is
very much in agreement with this line of reasoning. Ultimately, he rejects participation as an adequate
explanation of the Ideas’ causality because the closest Plato comes to showing how sensible particulars
derive their being from the Ideas is to say that they do so primarily by resembling them. Yet to the extent
that this does not prove the resemblance between sensible particulars and Ideas to be the result of the
former’s actual striving to approximate the latter, participation (like Pythagorean imitation) merely posits a
causal relationship between them without explaining it.
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Pythagoreans said that beings are by way of imitation (uiunoet) of the numbers, but
Plato by way of participation (ueBeEet), having changed the name (ToUvoua
HeTaRoAcov).”>*

Now that we have an understanding of exactly what Aristotle finds to be
inadequate in Plato’s doctrine of participation, the question must be asked: does Aristotle
simply reject the theory insofar as it is expressed in metaphorical language? In order to
answer this question, we must understand precisely what Aristotle means by (a) speaking
‘in poetic metaphors (ueTadopas Aeyelv ToinTikas)’, and (b) speaking ‘without
content (kevoAeye1v)’. Beginning with (a), what is crucial to grasp here is that Aristotle’s
description of participation as merely speaking in ‘poetic metaphors’ has an important
precursor in the dialogues of Plato himself. As noted by Sachs, Socrates twice criticizes
an expression in the dialogues by saying that it has been stated Tpayikas, ‘in a tragic
manner,” or by saying that the remark itself is ‘tragic,” Tpoykn. At Meno 76e, for
instance, Socrates uses the latter word in reference to a definition of color that he quotes
from Pindar, saying that it is ‘in the high poetic style,” Tporyikn yap 0Tiv. Moreover,
he uses the former at Republic 413b in reference to a series of verbose formulations that
he himself has given, but that his interlocutor does not understand; Socrates thus suggests
that he is perhaps speaking too much ‘like a tragic poet,” Tpay1keds.>’

In a footnote to the last-quoted passage, Lamb explains that speaking Tpay1ks

must be understood in this instance to refer to speaking ‘in a high-flown, obscure

246 Aristotle, Metaphysics 987b 10-3.

47 Cf. Plato, Meno, trans. W.R.M. Lamb (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1967), 76e 4;
Republic 413b 3.
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manner.”>*® This is consistent with the interpretation of Sachs, who also argues that
‘[w]hat Socrates objects to is wording that impresses an audience with an elevated tone
and an illusion of profundity, wording that attempts to use style to disguise a lack of
content.”>* Although Aristotle refers to ‘poetic metaphors’ rather than to ‘tragic
sounding speech,’ the fact that he adds the qualification of kevoAeyelv or ‘empty speech’
supports the suggestion that what he means in the Metaphysics by ‘poetic metaphors’ is
the same as what Plato means by calling an expression ‘tragic-sounding’: a grandiose
expression that appears on the surface to say something profound and impressive, but
that actually is void of meaningful content. This is ultimately consistent with Aristotle’s
understanding of the language appropriate to tragic poetry, such as we examined it in the
first chapter,”” and also with his criticism of Plato as we have examined it above, to the
extent that he argues that participation merely posits a causal relation between the Ideas
and sensible particulars, without actually showing how an eternal Idea, which does not
change, could be the cause of a perishable thing’s becoming.

If this means that ‘poetic metaphors’ and ‘speaking without content’ say
essentially the same thing in the passage of the Metaphysics under consideration, it does

not necessarily mean that all metaphors are equally vacuous. This is because when

> Lamb, in Republic p. 325 (note).
249 Sachs, Plato Gorgias and Aristotle Rhetoric, p. 23.

30 1t i important to recall that, as I argued above, Aristotle understands tragedy to be the culmination of
all poetic imitation as such; in other words, tragedy realizes the full potential that is inherent in all other
forms of poetic imitation according to Aristotle. Furthermore, we must also recall that Aristotle associates
the very essence of tragic poetry with the depiction of an action that is elevated, and that the elevated
nature of tragic action necessitates in turn that (1) the main characters responsible for tragic action should
be ethically superior to existing humans; and (2) that the language in which they express should reflect this
superiority. As the pinnacle of all poetic imitation, tragedy demands an impressive and elevated way of
speaking that is appropriate to the nobility of the characters depicted. It is also worth repeating that, in
Rhetoric 111, Aristotle also points out that this elevated sounding speech is often inappropriate in prose, and
that orators should be cautious of employing words that are too poetic; it is for just this reason that the
adroit use of metaphors is important in rhetoric, because its use is subject to more stringent rules.
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Aristotle mentions the use of ‘poetic metaphors’, which he glosses in terms of ‘speaking
without content,” he means just what Plato means by saying that certain expressions are
Tpay1kn: that is, that they are impressive on the surface but that this impressiveness
merely disguises a fundamental lack of content.

This does not commit Aristotle to the view that all metaphors as such are
inadequate to metaphysical argumentation. His point is not to say that metaphors have no
place in philosophical discussions at all; it is rather to say that this particular metaphor is
a bad one, because it obscures rather than reveals the nature of the relationship between
Ideas and their particular instantiations. A good metaphor would be one that makes clear
what participation is, by comparing it to something to which it bears some perceptible
resemblance. But how can a thing be seen to bear any perceptible resemblance to
anything before we actually know what it is? It is important to recall that, in his
discussion of the connection between metaphors and enigmas in the Rhetoric, Aristotle
advises that the resemblance disclosed by metaphors must not be too remote to be
grasped quickly. In light of this, it can be argued that the real reason why participation is
merely a poetic metaphor is that it does not reveal any perceptible similarities, because
one of the terms of the comparison is entirely obscure. Aristotle makes a similar
objection in On the Generation of Animals to Empedocles’ metaphorical description of
milk as ‘white pus’: he claims that ‘Empedocles either mistook the fact or made a bad
metaphor when he composed the line,” insofar as milk is generated by the process of
concoction, whereas pus is produced by putrefaction.”' In other words, Empedocles’

metaphor is a bad one precisely because there is in fact no similarity between milk and

231 Aristotle, On the Generation of Animals 777a 7.
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pus; likewise, participation is a bad metaphor because the similarity on which it is based
is impossible to discern. In Metaphysics 1.9, the emphasis in the expression ‘poetic
metaphors’ is thus on poetic and not on metaphors: Aristotle does not object to
participation simply because it is a metaphor, but rather because it is a bad one that does
not perform a metaphor’s proper function of revealing similarities between things.

6.5 Metaphor in the Text of Metaphysics VII-XII

Based on the foregoing considerations, we can see that the text of Metaphysics 1 does not
provide sufficient evidence for arguing that Aristotle aims to exclude metaphors as such
from philosophical argumentation, which as I argued above is dialectical rather than
scientific. Although, as we have seen, he clearly takes issue with the obscurity of many
of his predecessor’s formulations, this need not mean necessarily that he objects to their
metaphorical character. Indeed, the only hard evidence supporting the view that Aristotle
objects explicitly to the use of metaphors in metaphysical argumentation is the criticism
of Plato we have just examined, and there too Aristotle’s point concerns the specific
character of the metaphor in question, rather than all metaphors in general.

As mentioned above, if there is a passage in the Metaphysics that appears to
commit Aristotle to an anti-metaphorical perspective, it would be the discussion of the
law of non-contradiction in Book I'V. It follows necessarily from Aristotle’s claim that
‘not to mean one thing is to mean nothing’ that all forms of equivocation, including the
use of metaphorical terms, are to be avoided. If this is a standard to which Aristotle holds
himself; it is not necessarily one to which he holds his predecessors. Although he
frequently points out the obscure and/or equivocal nature of early Greek theories, he also

takes great pains to show that, underneath their obscurity, they also contain crucial
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intimations of his own causal principles. This shows that Aristotle is willing to look
beyond obscure formulations provided that they express meaningful content, and
underscores the way in which, as suggested above, dialectical discussions necessitate a
more tolerant attitude with respect to the use of metaphors than do scientific discussions.

At the same time, as noted above by Sachs, dialectical arguments nevertheless
have a rigor and a seriousness of their own, despite the fact they do not proceed from
self-evident premises. Although the terminological precision demanded by the law of
non-contradiction seems tailored to the demands of the syllogism in particular, and
therefore appears to be more relevant to demonstrative science than to dialectic, the use
of precise terminology is in fact necessary in both kinds of discussion. This fact
ultimately explains Aristotle’s preference for one kind of metaphor (the simile) over
another (the metaphorical word): the former can be used in accordance with the law of
non-contradiction, but the latter cannot. We shall see in what follows, as we saw in the
previous chapter, that Aristotle’s own use of similes offers the surest evidence that he
does not aim to exclude metaphors as such from philosophical argumentation.

The first thing that needs to be pointed out with respect to the Metaphysics is that,
despite the need for terminological precision that follows from the law of non-
contradiction, First Philosophy is, as mentioned, a theoretical discipline that
contemplates indemonstrable truths. Consequently, First Philosophy cannot avail itself of
properly demonstrative syllogisms in order to prove its conclusions: although Aristotle
claims that it is in fact more accurate than any demonstrative science, First Philosophy
thus lacks an exact methodology corresponding to the precision and the nobility of its

object. Instead of demonstration, it must rely on valid, non-demonstrative arguments,

334



most notably the indirect or ‘second-order’ proof by means of reductio ad absurdum, as
well as a steady supply of images, similes, analogies, and examples.

The reason First Philosophy is not a demonstrative science is that, precisely
because being qua being is beyond the universality of determinate genera, there is
nothing higher or more general on the basis of which it could be explained or
demonstrated. Indeed, In Metaphsyics VI Aristotle recognizes that no science actually
demonstrates what the oucia of its object is. Every determinate science rather begins by
assuming an indemonstrable definition as the substance or thinghood of the phenomenon
in question, and then proceeds to demonstrate other things on the basis of that
assumption. If it is true that no science can demonstrate the substance of its primary
object, this is a fortiori true of First Philosophy because it makes the notion of being in
general, and substance in particular, an object of explicit thematic concern. As mentioned
in the introduction, this does not mean that it is impossible to formulate most of
Aristotle’s metaphysical arguments in a valid syllogistic form; it means rather that these
syllogisms still would lack the material necessity that for Aristotle characterizes
demonstration or amodeifis as such, because they could not be based on any essential
predication concerning all beings, as beings.

As also mentioned above, Aristotle identifies the different ways in which To ov
can be spoken of as pros hen legomena, and argues on the basis of this claim that being
qua being, even if it is said in many ways and exceeds the determinate limits of generic

unity, is nevertheless the object of a single, unified kind of knowledge because its many
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. . . . > /552
senses point to a primary referent, which is oucia.

To the extent that any unity can be
postulated among the manifold ways in which being is spoken of, it is my contention that
this unity must be viewed as an analogical unity, in the sense in which Aristotle’s
discussion of the several meanings of ‘one,’ To €v, allows this to be understood in
Metaphysics V.>>® This is also the position of Ricoeur, who argues that ‘[bleing means, in
succession: substance, quality, quantity, relation, etc [...] — which realize the same
community by analogy through a relation to a first meaning that serves as the type for the
signification.”>*

It is partly for this reason that, as Aristotle argues in Metaphysics VI, ‘there can

be no demonstration of the thinghood or the what-it-is of things, but some other means of

332 Accordingly, Aristotle compares the many meanings of being to those of ‘health’: [j]ust as every
healthful thing points toward health, one thing by protecting it, another by producing it, another by being a
sign of health, and another because it is receptive of it, and also what is medical points toward the medical
art, [...] so too is being meant in more than one way, but all of them pointing toward one source (oUT 8¢
kol TO OV AeyeTal TOAOX®S eV, GAN &Tav TPOs iav apxnv).” Aristotle, Metaphysics (trans.
Sachs), 1003a 35 — 1003b 6. The example of health, by which Aristotle illustrates what he means by a pros
hen legomenon, seems closely connected to the examples of ‘hero’ and ‘grammar,” which Aristotle offers
in the Categories to illustrate what he calls ‘derivative’ or ‘paronymous’ naming (Toapwvupia). In tracing
a connection between these two discussions I follow Ricoeur, who argues that ‘‘there is a continuous chain
formed from the paronyms in paragraph 1 of the Categories to the reference pros hen, ad unum in
Metaphysics G 2 and E 1. Cf. The Rule of Metaphor,p. 272, as well as W.D. Ross, Aristotle Metaphysics
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924), p. 256.

>3 See Aristotle, Metaphysics 1016b 33, where the Stagirite observes that ‘some things are one in number,
others in species, others in genus, and others by analogy (To 8¢ kaT’ avahoyiov)’. Aristotle’s subsequent
comments in this chapter affirm that specific unity is broader than numeric unity, generic unity is broader
than specific unity, and analogical unity, as the highest and most encompassing kind of unity, is broader
than the generic (1017a 1-3). On Brentano’s reading, ‘this unity of analogy is differentiated from general
unity and ranked above it,” and the many ways in which being can be spoken of in the Metaphysics are
implicitly order according to the analogical ‘connection to the same concept as a terminus, a relation to the
same origin [arche] [...].” F. Brentano, On the Several Senses of Being in Aristotle, tr. R. George (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1975), p. 65 (citing Aristotle Metaphysics 1003b 6). For an opposing
interpretation, cf. P. Aubenque, “Ambiguité ou analogie de I’étre?” in Problémes aristotéliciens (Paris:
Vrin, 2009), p. 238; as well as “Sur les origines de la doctrine de I’analogie de I’étre. Sur I’histoire d’un
contresens,” also in Problemes aristotéliciens, p. 253. Aubenque denies that the meanings of being could
be united analogically since this suggests to him a proportional equality of relationships (e.g., A:B::C:D).
Yet Brentano’s discussion of what he calls ‘analogy to the same terminus’ shows that analogy can be
established disproportionately between things that point to a single source or referent, and that this analogy
of disproportion corresponds quite well with Aristotle’s comments on being as a pros hen referent, even if

Aristotle does not state explicitly that it is unified analogically in Metaphysics IV.

534 P. Ricoeur, Being, Essence and Substance in Plato and Aristotle, ed. J.-L. Schlegel, trans. D. Pellauer

& J. Starkey (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2013), p. 185.
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pointing to it (Tis GANos TPOTOS Ths dnAcdoews).”™

Yet what exactly could Aristotle
mean by ‘some other means of pointing to’ the object of First Philosophy? We find a
partial answer to this question in the opening lines of Book VII, where Aristotle
introduces a series of problematic questions that he says ‘must be examined by those

336 More than these

beginning to sketch out (UTTOTUTTOXUEVOLS )’ what ouGl o is.
questions themselves, what interests us here is the fact that Aristotle describes the
investigation into oucla as proceeding by hypotyposis (rough outline, indirect
presentation, or ‘sensible illustration’) rather than a precise definition or scientific
demonstration.”>’
In fact, the notion of illustration takes us straight to the heart of Aristotle’s

procedure in Metaphysics 1X.6, where he characterizes what on my reading is the most
important explanatory concept in the entire investigation into being qua being, which is

gVépyela (“activity,” or ‘being-at-work,” the latter being the translation of Sachs).”® As

we saw in the third chapter of this dissertation, what is surprising about Aristotle’s

> Aristotle, Metaphysics 1025b 8-14 (emphasis added): ‘GAol m&oo odTot Tepi dv Ti kal Y£vos Ti
TEPIYPOPOUEVL TEPL TOUTOU TPAYHATEUOVTAL, GAN’ OUX1 Tepl OVTOS GTTAS OUSE Tj OV, oude Tou
Tl €0TIv oUBEva AGyov otouvTal: oA’ €k TouTou al peEV alcbnoel Toimoacat auTo dfhov, ol &
umobectv AoBoloo TO TI éOTlv ofJ'Too Ta kab’ auTa Grrdpxowcx TR yévsl nsp\ 0 €lotv
anoBstvuouolv il 0(v0(y|<ouo1'spov il ua)\aKstpov Siomep (bowepov oTl oUk goTiv amodelEls ovoias

ouSt ToU Tl ECTIV €K TAS TOIAUTNS EMOYWYNs oAAd Tis GANos Tporrog TT‘|§ Bn)\mosmg

556 ) ,
Aristotle, Metaphysics 1028b 30-1: ‘Oke TTEOV, UTTOTUTWOHEVOLS TNV OUCIAV TPWTOV Tl ECTIV.

>7 The last formulation comes from Kant’s discussion of hypotyposis in the Critique of Judgment. There,
Kant analyzes both the schema and the symbol as two different forms of what he calls ‘hypotyposis [...] or
sensible illustration.” See 1. Kant, Critigue of Judgment, trans. J.H. Bernard (New York: Hafner Publishing
Company, 1951), §59, pp. 197-200.

For a full elaboration and defense of the notion that activity is the most important explanatory concept
in the investigation into being qua being, see M. Wood, “Aristotelian Ontology and its Contemporary
Appropriation”, pp. 33-8. Sachs also supports this understanding of activity as ‘an ultimate explanatory
term’ (Aristotle’s Metaphysics, p. 174, note). For a parallel account, see A. Kosman, The Activity of Being:
An Essay on Aristotle’s Ontology (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), p. 239. Kosman
supports my reading by identifying substance explicitly with the concept of activity, arguing that such a
reading ‘shows how misleading are depictions of Aristotle’s ontology of substance as an ontology of
things, of inert and static entities—depictions that often accompany a contrast, explicit or implicit, with
theories thought to privilege a more active and dynamic view of being.” (Ibid)
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discussion of Evepyeia or activity in Book IX is that he neglects to define it, and asserts
instead that it is unnecessary ‘to look for a definition of everything, but one can see it at a
glance, by means of analogy’.” The comprehension of what Aristotle means by activity
therefore requires the ability to see what is similar underlying a complex series of
examples, which Aristotle argues are unrelated ‘other than by analogy,” cAX’ 1) T®
avahoyov.’® According to Sachs, évépyeia can thus only be understood through a kind
of synoptic, analogical way of ‘seeing,” or ‘seeing-together (cuvopav)’, because “[i]ts
meaning is at the limit of definition and explanation, and has nothing of greater defining
or explanatory power to which it can be referred.”*®' Insofar as we have already
examined the specific examples by which Aristotle analogically sketches out the concept
of evépyeta above (see Chapter 3), what concerns us here is simply the fact that
Aristotle’s discussion of activity proceeds in this case by means of illustration and not by
definition or demonstration.

This raises an interesting question about Aristotle’s procedure in this passage:
does the complex analogy by which he illustrates the concept of activity count as a
metaphor? To the extent that it involves comparing things in terms of likenesses other
than the properly generic and specific ones by which they are substantially defined, it
must be seen that, even if the concept of activity is anything but a metaphor, the means
by which Aristotle discloses the concept comes close to the broad understanding of
metaphor that he himself establishes in the Poetics. Yet we can also see in this

comparative act that Aristotle’s own deployment of comparisons, similes and analogies

>3 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1048a 36-7 (trans. Sachs): kai o0 8¢1 TavTds Spov LNTEW GAAG kol TO
avaAoyov Guvopav’.

260 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1048b 7 (trans. Sachs).

261 Sachs, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, p. xxxix (Introduction).
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is characterized by an effort to mitigate confusion as much as possible, by making
explicit the relevant similarity underlying the objects being compared. In the case of
Aristotle’s discussion in Metaphysics 1X.6, as we also saw above, he does this by
pointing out that all true instances of activity share the property of being complete,
Tehelar, at any moment.”®

To determine with more precision whether this is indeed a metaphorical
comparison, it is necessary to decide whether these diverse instances of activity are
compared in light of a primary or secondary likeness. Clearly, Aristotle claims that all the
aforementioned instances of activity are perfect instances, because they are all in their
own respects complete, TeAela. Yet, although every instance of activity is complete in
every moment, and therefore a perfect instance of the concept, it is also crucial to see
that, without exception, the cases that Aristotle isolates as paradigms of this true,
complete activity are inherently related to living being and the active powers by which it
is defined. On my reading, if living being and activity are suggested to be coextensive
here, then their connection has two major implications: (1) on the one hand, a hierarchy
is implicitly posited among living beings, requiring that those whose characteristic
activities are more complete, by virtue of being more permanently in possession of the
ends, are more active, and therefore more alive than others. (2) On the other hand, at the
pinnacle of this hierarchy, it becomes possible to imagine a being whose life is

characterized by a perfect activity, eternally in possession of its end, which is for this

262 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1048b 20-35.
339



reason the most alive. This being is precisely the divine self-thinking thought, whose life
Aristotle identifies in Metaphysics XI1.7 with the ‘activity of thinking’ itself.**

In other words, the similarities linking all instances of activity are perfect,
primary similarities, yet these primary similarities between the instances of activity
reveal a system of secondary or imperfect likenesses linking all forms of life in a
continuous, analogical chain of being that extends from the most active to the least. This
means that, although the likenesses with respect to which Aristotle illustrates activity are
indeed primary likenesses, and therefore not metaphorical, they reveal indirectly that the
entire cosmos is structured analogically according to secondary liknesses between the
perfect activity of the divine and the imperfect activity of those beings whose lives are
understood to be an imitation of the former in its utmost completeness. Activity itself is
therefore not at all a metaphor, but it reveals something like a metaphoric or iconic
relationship in the very ontological structure of the cosmos, because it shows that all
forms of activity other than the divine, while complete in their own way, derive their
completeness by imitation of #rue activity, which is the perfect life of self-thinking
thought.

Consequently, even if Aristotle’s remarks concerning activity in Metaphysics IX
and XII only allow us to envision this perfect life, it would be wrong to dismiss this as
mere metaphor. In Physics VIII.1-6, Aristotle in fact offers serious logical arguments,

proceeding by means of reductio ad absurdum, to prove both why an unmoved mover

must necessarily exist, and why it must have the character it has as a perfectly complete

203 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1072b 27 (my translation): ‘T y&p vou #vépyeia Ceor, eketvos 88 1) fvépyeiar.
In Chapter 9 Aristotle explicitly characterizes the divine as a ‘thinking of thinking (vonois vonoesws
vonols).” (1074b 34)
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and immaterial activity.”®* What is problematic about these arguments is that, even if
they do indeed prove the need for an unmoved, immaterial cause of all motion, it is
difficult to explain precisely Zow such a cause could be responsible for moving the
material cosmos. In Metaphysics X11.7, Aristotle attempts to answer this question by
means of another simile: he claims that the unmoved mover ‘causes motion in the
manner of something loved,” or more literally as an object of desire, s epcopgvov.”®
To some commentators (such as Berti), this answer is inadequate because it seems to
substitute a mere metaphor for a precise, causal explanation.’®® Berti’s point is thus that
Aristotle surely cannot mean that the cosmos literally desires the unmoved mover, but is
this correct? Just a few lines above in the same chapter, Aristotle argues that ‘the Good,
and that which is in itself desirable, are also in the same series; and that which is first in a

class is always best or analogous to the best.>®" To the extent that he provides a

564 . . . . .
To explain the argument succinctly, the unmoved mover is necessary because both time and motion are

eternal. Motion is considered to be eternal because all motion requires an external mover as its proximate
cause; if therefore an absolute beginning of movement is posited, the initiation of this movement
nevertheless requires a mover, and this initiation itself requires an initiation, which leads to an infinite
regress. Similarly, a beginning of time leads to the absurd notion of a time before time existed, at which
point time could begin. Therefore time cannot have had a beginning, and both motion and time are eternal.
Yet, in order for motion and time to be eternal, there must be a cause permanently existing in activity,
which is responsible for keeping them going, since without such a cause it is highly unlikely that the world
would have continued to exist uninterruptedly. The permanent existence of an active cause demands
immateriality, for any material admixture involves potentiality, which a completely active being must lack.
Therefore the eternity of motion necessitates the existence of a permanently active and immaterial cause.
See Aristotle, Physics VIII.1-6 passim, as well as De Motu Animalium Chapters 8-10, where the notion that
all motion requires an external mover is squared with the self-motion of animals, by showing that even this
latter kind of motion depends on a part of the animal body remaining unmoved.

293 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1072b 3-4 (my translation): ‘k1vel 88 cds ¢pcopevov, Kivoupeve 8 TEAAa
KIVEL.

566 Cf. “Unmoved Mover(s) as Efficient Cause(s) in Metaphysics A 6”, in (eds.) M. Frede, M. & D.
Charles, Aristotle's Metaphysics Lambda: Symposium Aristotelicum (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2000), p.
202.

267 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1072a 34 — 1072b 1 (trans. Tredennick; emphasis added): ‘aAAa pnv kol To
koAov kol TO 81” aTO aIPETOV €V TT) AUTI] CUCTOIXICQ" K& EGTIV GPIOTOV GEl T) AVOAOYoV TO
TPAWTOV.’
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justification in the Metaphysics for the notion that the unmoved mover acts as a cause of
motion through being desired, this would seem to be it. Does it count as a justification?

The answer to this question depends on whether ‘that which is first’ and that
which is ‘best’ are (a) actually the same, or only (b) analogically the same. If we choose
(a) then the unmoved mover, as the primary kind of substance, can be identified as a final
cause or ‘Good’, towards which all finite being actively strives in its existence; if we
choose (b), then the unmoved mover will rather be something analogous to a final cause,
which weakens the explanation considerably. In De Anima 11.4, Aristotle seems to
answer this question, by asserting that the phenomenon of animal reproduction
(yevvnoot) in particular highlights the actual desire that living beings have for the
eternal life of the divine. He accordingly argues that the purpose of reproduction in both
animals and plants is to ensure ‘that they may have a share in the immortal and divine in
the only way they can: for every creature strives for this (TAVTO yap EKEIVOU

OpéyeTan), and for the sake of this performs all its natural functions.”®*

%8 Aristotle, De Anima 415a 35 — 415b 2 (emphasis added): “T0 Totfco ETepov oiov atTo, [Mdov iy
Lov, puTov 8¢ duTOV, Tvar ToU el kol ToU Belou HETEXEWOIV 1) SUVOVTAL" TAVTO Yo EKELVOU
OPEYETOL, KAKELVOU EVEKT TIPOTTE OO TTPGTTEL KaTa dUGIV.” Aristotle explains further that ‘[s]ince
[i.e., plants and animals] cannot share in the immortal and divine by continuity of existence, because no
perishable thing can remain numerically one and the same, they share in these in the only way they can,
some to a greater and some to a lesser extent [...].” (415b 4-8) There are two other well-known texts in
which Aristotle suggests, either implicitly or explicitly, a connection between final causality and the notion
of imitation. The first is De Caelo 1.9, where Aristotle argues that the life and duration of all finite beings
are ‘derived’ from the immortal and divine duration of the heavens, which in turn depend for their
existence on the unmoved mover: ‘[f]rom it [i.e., ‘duration immortal and divine’] derive the being and life
which other things, some more or less articulately but others feebly, enjoy’ (279a 29-32; trans. J.L. Stocks,
in ed. R. McKeon, The Basic Works of Aristotle, p. 419). The second is De Generatione et Corruptione
11.10, where Aristotle more explicitly links the circular motion of the heavens to their imitation of perfect
being, and the perpetual nature of physical (i.e., ‘rectilinear’) genesis to the imitation of the heavens’
circular rotation: ‘in all things, as we affirm, Nature always strives after “the better”. Now “being” [...] is
better than “not-being”; but not all things can possess “being”, since they are too far removed from the
“originative source”. God therefore adopted the remaining alternative, and fulfilled the perfection of the
universe by making coming-to-be uninterrupted: for the greatest possible coherence would thus be secured
to existence, because that “coming-to-be should itself come-to-be perpetually” is the closest approximation
to eternal being. The cause of this perpetuity of coming-to-be [...] is circular motion: for that is the only
motion that is continuous. [...] Hence it is by imitating circular motion that rectilinear motion too is
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To make Aristotle’s point a little more concrete, we might begin by asking what
the final cause of natural beings is in general. To the extent that Aristotle argues in the
Physics that the final cause is not limited strictly to artificial products, but applies to
natural bodies as well, the question becomes: what is this final cause towards which
natural bodies strive? In the case of artificial products, the final cause is fairly easy to
determine, but it is much less so in the case of natural, living bodies. The answer is
ultimately that living beings are the causes of themselves. This is why all living being is
characterized as eEv—€pyeia and Ev—TeAExela, meaning that which has its end and
function within itself.

All of a living being’s functions, from the nutritive capacity of plants to the
intellective capacity of human beings, have for their ultimate end the maximal salvation

or preservation (cw(glv) of the organism itself.”®

This ultimately underscores the
importance of procreation, which allows an animal to preserve itself in form (or species)
because it is unable to preserve itself numerically, as the self-same individual, for an
indefinite period of time. Unlike in Plato, in Aristotle it is crucial to see that the mortal
animal does indeed attain its specific form, but it can ultimately sustain this form only
through a kind of second-order permanence, by means of reproduction. In this imperfect
permanence of the species, consisting in the endless succession of individual life-cycles
through which mortal animals preserve themselves eternally in time, Aristotle evidently
sees a deeper striving to participate in, or imitate the eternal oicov of the divine. To

borrow Freud’s terminology, Aristotle seems to mean that the desire felt by living things

for the unmoved mover is unconscious: in striving after food and sex animals are in fact

continuous’ (336b 25 — 337a; trans. H.H. Joachim, in ed. R. McKeon, The Basic Works of Aristotle, p.
527).
299 See also the discussion of nutrition at De Anima 416b 14-7.
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striving for union with the absolute, without really knowing it. So does this mean that
living things actually desire the unmoved mover?

The best answer that can be given to this question is a characteristically
Aristotelian one: yes and no. The actual object and end of an animal’s striving is its own
form; it is a striving to attain and preserve the complete totality of what that animal is, in
itself. Yet no individual animal whose life is rooted in the potential of a natural body,
conceived as a composite of matter and form, ever achieves this perfectly, insofar as its
life and activities are conditioned by the palpitations of matter, motion and time. On the
one hand, the answer to the above question is therefore a negative one, insofar as what
the animal truly desires is its own salvation and preservation. On the other hand,
however, Aristotle clearly sees in this desire for self-preservation a deeper imitation, as it
were, of the eternal self-preservation of divine substance, which exists alone in complete
activity. In light of this view, it becomes possible to say that the animal’s desire for self-
preservation indicates to Aristotle a deeper, more fundamental desire to approximate or

570

imitate the perfect activity of the divine insofar as this is possible.”"” In the final analysis,

the notion that the unmoved mover causes motion as an object of desire is indeed a

370 Ricoeur supports this notion of an imitative cosmic structure following necessarily, if only implicitly,
from Aristotle’s teaching about activity: ‘[t]his bond of imitation and dependence in relation to a terminus
ad quem is never treated systematically by Aristotle, even though it is there that the unity of ontology and
theology plays out [...].” Elaborating on what a properly Aristotelian doctrine of imitation involves,
Ricoeur notes furthermore that ‘[w]hat is imitated is not so much an intelligible universal as a singular
intelligence. The act that perpetuates life, the act that perpetuates the cycle of the physical elements, the act
above all by which the wise person becomes established in the contemplative life [...] are different
approximations of this analogical unity of being; [...] in order to elaborate them rigorously it would be
necessary to draw closer together the fundamental difference between Platonic participation which goes
from intelligible to sensible and Aristotelian imitation which goes from the pure to the mixed act, from the
real form to the unreal form, from the divine intelligence to human contemplation [...]." (Being, Essence
and Substance in Plato and Aristotle, pp. 246/7 {f.)
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metaphor according to Aristotle’s own definition, but it is no mere metaphor.”” It is no
less deserving of serious consideration than is Freud’s notion of the unconscious.

As mentioned, the notion that all living being actually desires the unmoved mover
suggests that all forms of life, and the activities in which these forms express themselves,
are performative imitations, or dynamic images, that strive to the extent that they are able
to approximate the complete life and activity of the divine. This ultimately underscores
the proximity between Aristotle’s own metaphysical theory and those of Plato and the
Pythagoreans, which he criticizes in Book 1. Yet there is an important difference between
them, which we could call a difference between dynamic and static imitation. The
difference can be made apparent by recalling that Aristotle ultimately finds Platonic
participation to be inadequate because Plato failed to show, other than by the empty
language of participation and a logic of static resemblance, precisely how and why
eternal and unchanging Ideas can be the causes of perishable things that move and
change. It is exactly this causal explanation that Aristotle aims to provide with his image
of divine causality as desire: he shows that the unmoved mover, which is pure activity, is
desired by perishable things in their essential movements and alterations, and is

ultimately the final cause toward which all finite beings strive in a way that is appropriate

> 1t would be interesting to compare this and other Arisotelian images to what Hans Blumenberg means
by ‘absolute metaphor’. Cf. H. Blumenberg, Paradigms for a Metaphorology, trans. R. Savage (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2010) p. 5. For Blumenberg, absolute metaphors are those that prove
impervious to literal paraphrase, or what he calls ‘terminological claims’: ‘[t]hat these metaphors are called
“absolute” means only that they prove resistant to terminological claims and cannot be dissolved into
conceptuality, not that one metaphor could not be replaced or represented by another [...].” (Ibid) In other
words, as he explains, these absolute ‘metaphors [...] do not admit of verification [...]." (p. 13) One obstacle
to this comparison, which would nonetheless be fascinating to investigate, concerns whether or not the
indirect or second-order proof of reductio ad absurdum qualifies as what Blumenberg means by
‘verification’. To the extent that Aristotle does buttress his metaphysical account of the unmoved mover
with the rigorous, but indirect proof he offers in Physics VIII, he clearly verifies his metaphorical
comparison of the unmoved mover to an object of desire. Precisely because it is unclear whether proof by
reductio counts as legitimate verification, an answer to this question cannot be given definitively here.
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to them. The beings that do this best are the heavenly bodies, whose unending circular
motion constitutes the closest possible approximation of godly activity. But every living
being, to the extent that it is alive, is defined by activities that to varying degrees are
dynamic copies, or moving images, of complete activity.

Consequently, if Aristotle’s Metaphysics culminates in the consideration that the
unmoved mover causes motion as an object of desire, which moves the cosmos without
itself being moved, then mimesis belongs to the very metaphysical structure of the
cosmos (much as it does in Plato’s Timaeus), insofar as such desire manifests itself in the
extent to which each living being is able to approximate its own activity imperfectly to
that of the divine Mind.””* Yet Aristotelian mimesis is dynamic, or performative mimesis,
and this is what distinguishes it from Platonic participation and Pythagorean imitation. In
itself, this suggests that Aristotle’s criticisms of Plato in particular are aimed less at what
Plato was evidently trying to show, than at the way in which he tried (unsuccessfully,
according to Aristotle) to show it.

In the context of such a metaphysics, which is as much a metaphysics of life as it
is one of act (and not a metaphysics of static presence), it should therefore come as no
surprise that Aristotle retains an important place for a certain kind of metaphor,
conceived broadly as comparative predication, in his philosophical method. The
proliferation of comparisons, similes and analogies throughout Aristotle’s works reveals

its importance in the fact that the physical universe itself is a moving image, which seeks

372 Blumenberg’s comments on this are worth quoting at length: ‘in Aristotle, the absolute uniformity of
the ultimate circular movement is deduced from an analysis of the concept of time, which requires an
eternally homogenous movement as its substrate, such that the intransient pure actuality of the unmoved
mover is the norm grasped by the eros of the first sphere. [...] The Aristotelian prime mover is unmoved
under the criterion of physical movement, whose final principle it is meant to be; as thought thinking itself,
however, [...] it is at the same time pure Evépyeia in theoretical activity. Circular movement, as an
imitation of the voUs, refers to a relationship that Mind has to itself [...].” (Paradigms for a Metaphorology,
p. 120/1)
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imperfectly to compare itself in its becoming to the eternal model of what truly is. In
other words, if Aristotle’s Metaphysics ultimately gives us to understand that the cosmos
itself is structured as a dynamic image of eternity, then it must be recognized that
comparisons, similes, images and analogies are perhaps better suited to revealing this
image-structure than are the logical ‘tools’ that Aristotle invents in the Organon.

The foregoing considerations substantiate my (and O’Rourke’s) contention that,
as mentioned in the third chapter of this dissertation, evépyeia or activity is the principle
of both the perfect resemblances that unite all beings as beings in the Metaphysics, as
well as the imperfect ones that ground the production and comprehension of metaphors
in the Rhetoric. The fact that Aristotle employs this concept in both metaphysical and
metaphorical contexts underscores his intention to bind the study of poetic and rhetorical
style to the scientific and philosophical comprehension of the world in general, and
thereby to suggest implicitly that the latter is indeed a sufficient condition of the former.
But Aristotle’s argument in Metaphysics IX-XII also indicates that the study of rhetorical
and poetic style, while not a sufficient condition of the philosophical comprehension of
the world, can nonetheless contribute to it in crucial ways.

6.6 Conclusion

To tie all this together and make it as concrete as possible, we might consider the
question of metaphor in its relation to a genealogy of concepts, in the Aristotelian sense.
As we saw in the previous chapter, the ultimate concepts of science are arrived at through
a process that begins for Aristotle in sense perception. Beginning with the perception of
sensible particulars, the mind gradually moves to these concepts by first proceeding

through what later commentators called a “first,” or ‘proximate’ universal. From these
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first universals, the mind then intuits more ultimate universals by means another level of
induction, arriving at the concept ‘animal,’ for instance, by intuiting what is common to
‘human being’ and ‘dog.’ In this genealogy of the concept, what is crucial to grasp is that
each successive stage of conceptuality is marked by a higher level of generality; the
‘higher’ or more generic a concept is, the less content it will have in terms of marks by
which it can be differentiated from other concepts. The fewer marks a concept possesses,
the greater its extension must be, and vice versa.

Induction therefore moves from sensible particularity to the first universal, and
from the first universal to the ultimate universal, either by an immediate intuition of the
essence of the subject in question or by apprehending what is common among a group of
its particular instances. Yet because there is a progressive reduction in conceptual content
established by the inductive movement to higher levels of generality, sensible particulars
in their phenomenal integrity present the mind with many more qualities, more marks,
and more information to sort through in its search for the underlying essence.
Consequently, the mind has less content to sort through in its passage from first
universals to ultimate universals than it does in the passage from sensible particulars to
first universals. Indeed, one could even go so far as to say that sensible particulars are
characterized by an excess of marks: the cup on the table in front of me is similar in
shape to other cups; but it is also similar to my cat in that both are next to the book shelf;
and it is similar to the window in that both are transparent, and so on, ad infinitum. The
point is that the primary stage of induction presents more possibility for error than the
later stage(s), because the mind has to sort through an endless array of accidental

resemblances in order to find those that indicate an essential connection between things
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of the same class. It is really only the continual repetition of similar instances over time
that makes the process feasible at all.””

In the conclusion of the previous chapter, I argued that metaphors have their
natural milieu in the domain of human experience, which constitutes the most primitive
stage of scientific rationality. At this inchoate level, the free activity of grouping things
into classes, which is characteristic of metaphorical language, makes a positive
contribution to science by providing the mind with a storehouse of clues that are capable
of bringing it to the threshold of scientific discovery. As I argued there, metaphor can be
seen to have its proper place in these early stages of the development of science, and it is
in these early stages that its positive contribution to science, which Gadamer describes as
‘advance work in logic done by language itself’, is easiest to discern.

Aristotle’s claim in Metaphysics 1 that the earliest Greek philosophers are ‘like
one who lisps’ is significant in this regard. As mentioned already, it implies vaguely and
inconclusively that these thinkers expressed themselves in a way that is appropriate to the

early beginnings of First Philosophy. Furthermore, the simile also implies that Aristotle

takes himself to be bringing science to its completion, by furnishing its ultimate

>73 Still, it is highly questionable whether, after Darwin, the repetition of similar instances over time could
be taken to ensure that induction leads in a repeatable way from sensible particulars to the universals of
science. To the extent that Aristotelian induction seems to require for its intelligibility something very
close to what later gets elaborated as the doctrine of substantial forms, the Darwinian idea that natural
species themselves change and evolve over time, and therefore are potentially infinite in number, calls the
viability of induction into question. Furthermore, even aside from the challenges presented by Darwinian
research in biology, contemporary science is concerned with laws whose verification requires complex
mathematical operations, rather than linguistic definitions and categorical syllogisms. In light of important
scientific developments in the late 19th and early 20th century (Cantorian set theory in mathematics, and
Einsteinian relativity in physics, to name two), most contemporary philosophers have abandoned the notion
of induction because the concepts most important to today’s science, and the mathematical operations by
which these concepts are verified, bear no connection to the human experience of the world as sensible.
Even if induction can be said to work on Aristotle’s account, and the mind can make its way from sensible
particularity to the universals of qualitative science, it is unclear what a contemporary doctrine of
induction, articulated with a view to explaining the intuition of properly quantitative scientific principles,
would even look like.
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principles and by articulating the law of non-contradiction that follows from these
principles. Yet what exactly are these ultimate principles? Exactly how far can the
passage from particulars to universals go? It must be recognized that, even if properly
demonstrative science ends with the discovery of ultimate genera such as animal, the
search for principles does not stop there. Beyond the generality of these ultimate
universals there exist still more universal concepts, which scholastic interpreters called
transcendentals, and among which being is primary.

As we have already seen, Aristotle considers wisdom to be the active possession
of the ultimate, causal knowledge that is sought after in First Philosophy. In claiming
wisdom to be like a head with respect to the body of knowledge in the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle also implies that it is a consummation of all knowledge as such; he
confirms this in the Metaphysics when he notes that First Philosophy is the most accurate
knowledge of what is most knowable (and hence most desirable) in itself. The upshot is
that, in the context of the genealogy of concepts that I have so far outlined, the
development of the concept in Aristotle does not stop with the ‘ultimate’ universals,
which furnish the starting points of scientific demonstration. Rather, there are even more
ultimate universals than these properly scientific concepts, yet due to their extreme
generality they can be neither defined nor demonstrated.

I have shown that, in his attempts to reveal and explain these u/timate concepts,
which are truly ultimate precisely because they stand at the limits of all conceptuality as
such, Aristotle makes productive use of metaphors, in the form of similes and analogies.
This is not a contradiction of Aristotle’s injunction against the use of metaphors in the

Organon, insofar as he does not use them in the context of defining or demonstrating
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anything; it also does not contradict the law of non-contradiction, because he uniformly
prefers similes to metaphorical words. He uses these metaphors not to define or
demonstrate, but rather as a means of ‘making clear’ or ‘indicating’ (SnAccis)
principles that, on his own account, are maximally remote from the senses. If this is so,
then it means that metaphor has its natural place not only at the beginning of the
genealogy of the Aristotelian concept, in experience, but also at the end, in the
culmination of knowledge that is called First Philosophy.

It is also crucial to recognize that, if metaphor finds its natural milieu both at the
beginning and at the end of this conceptual genealogy, it appears in a slightly different
form at the end from that in which it initially emerges. Aristotle’s own way of using
similes and analogies itself testifies to this difference, insofar as he uniformly displays a
concern to harness metaphor’s capacity for revealing similarities and at the same time to
reduce its capacity to puzzle and confuse. In so doing, on my reading, Aristotle
ostensibly strives to place metaphor fully in the service of the philosophical pursuit of
truth. In other words, Aristotle’s use of similes and analogies reflects the philosopher’s
effort to transform (and thereby reform) metaphor from a tool used by sophists to
conceal falsehood, into a tool used by philosophers to reveal truth. In my view, he
accomplishes this transformation both by (a) preferring similes and analogies over
metaphorical words in his theoretical discussions; and by (b) appending explanations to
these similes and analogies, to clarify just what is similar and what is different between
the things being compared. In the final analysis, the fact that Aristotle is able to explain
why the things he compares are both similar and different indicates that he already

possesses a properly scientific knowledge about them and the classes to which they
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belong, but also that this scientific knowledge alone is not adequate to reveal the kinds of
truths with which First Philosophy is concerned.

The philosophical effort on Aristotle’s part to reform metaphor must be seen as
the necessary corollary of his effort to reform the arts of rhetoric and poetry more
globally, as we examined this in the first chapter. Ultimately, insofar as Aristotle
associates the ability to make and understand metaphors with the innate capacity to
perceive resemblances between things, it follows that whoever is best at the latter will
also be best at the former. If it is truly the philosopher who must have the keenest eye for
similarities, since philosophy is the knowledge of what is most general and therefore must
take account of what everything that exists shares in common, then the philosopher is the
one who is best qualified to make metaphors. That this is so is implied discretely by a
remark Aristotle makes in the Rhetoric, when he discusses the production of fictional
stories as material for exhortative speeches. In this passage Aristotle argues that the
perception of resemblances (TO Opolov 0pAv) ‘is easy, if one studies philosophy (p&ov

0TIV £k Pp1Aocodlas).”> "

If this means that seeing similarities is something that the
philosopher has a pre-eminent ability for, it also means that the philosopher is the best at
making metaphors as well.

Once we recall that metaphor is for Aristotle the most important element of both
rhetorical and poetic style, it becomes clear that his rhetorical and poetic theories

implicitly single out the philosopher as both the ideal orator and the ideal poet. In other

words, Aristotle’s theory of metaphor underscores, from a unique perspective, his effort

574 Atristotle, Rhetoric 1394 7-8.
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to reform the rhetorical and poetic arts in accordance with the Platonic critiques that we
examined in the first chapter.

If this means that Aristotle brings poetry and rhetoric closer to philosophy by
means of his theory of metaphor, the reverse is also true: his conception of philosophy
depends quite heavily on the capacity of what Gadamer above calls ‘the genius of verbal
consciousness’ to stimulate the mind’s natural capacity for intuition, which is not strictly
speaking a repeatable, scientific method. As I have argued throughout, the procedures of
demonstration and definition cannot replace the ability to perceive resemblances, which
Aristotle roots in a natural disposition he calls eudula. In this regard, Aristotle’s remark
that wisdom is the combination of scientific knowledge (mioTnun) and intelligence
(vous) shows that his conception of philosophy can never be reduced to an iterable
procedure, which one could master by memorizing a set of rules and perform
mechanically, without insight. Philosophy as practiced by Aristotle requires and
presupposes a detailed knowledge of determinate concepts, as well as of the methods that
disclose their connections, but it is clear that these are not in and of themselves sufficient
to arrive at the truly ultimate principles with which First Philosophy is concerned. For
this, one needs insight, and this fact indicates the reason why philosophical thought is not
strictly separable, for Aristotle, from a kind of inspiration that ultimately highlights the
proximity between philosophical thought and poetic invention as Aristotle conceives
them. Aristotelian philosophy thus positions itself between (or perhaps above) the
scientific and the poetic, in the effort to bind them together in a unique theoretical
discipline. In the final analysis, Aristotle’s theory of metaphor provides a unique

perspective from which to elaborate this effort and what is at stake in it.
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7. Closing Remarks

By way of a general conclusion, it will be helpful to recall the three objectives that I
assigned to this dissertation in the introduction. These were: (1) to highlight the
continuity of presuppositions linking Aristotle’s general theories of rhetoric and poetry to
those of Plato; (2) to resolve an apparent discrepancy between the different statements
made by Aristotle in different texts regarding the theoretical value of metaphorical
expressions, as well as another discrepancy between certain of these statements and
Aristotle’s own use of similes; and (3) to work out an account of how Aristotle’s views
fit into the contemporary landscape of philosophical debate concerning metaphors and
their relevance to human thought.

The first two objectives, which I indicated in the introduction were short-term
ones to be fulfilled by the end of the dissertation, have indeed been achieved. The
consideration that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is a vertical rather than a horizontal one
has moreover played an important role in the acheivement of each goal.

(1) Concerning the first objective, the notion that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor
is a vertical theory underscores the fact that the ability to make and understand
metaphors, for Aristotle, is a properly contemplative, or theoretical ability, which
concerns things and their similarities rather than words and their figurative meanings. In
other words, if metaphors essentially reveal secondary or imperfect similarities, and if
similarity is according to the Categories a relation (Tpos Ti) between two things, then
the mastery of the arts of rhetoric and poetry, which both demand the mastery of
metaphor, demands an orientation towards a philosophical comprehension of what things

are in themselves. To see how this underscores the continuity between Plato and
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Aristotle’s general views concerning the status of rhetoric and poetry, we need only
recall that, in the Phaedrus, Socrates explains to Phaedrus that ‘unless he pay proper
attention to philosophy he will never be able to speak properly about anything’ (261a 4-
5); and that, in the Republic, Socrates also banishes poetry from the ideal city until such
time as it can demonstrate its value as a form of civic education, which aims for more
than mere gratification of its audience and is based on a stable understanding of the
things it imitates (608a 2-3).

This means, as I argued in the first chapter, that for Plato the condition of
possibility for establishing rhetoric and poetry as genuine arts or TeXva is their (re-)
orientation towards the philosophical pursuit of goodness and truth. On the one hand, as
we saw, Aristotle fulfills this condition by giving rhetoric the function of discovering all
possible means of persuasion in regard to any subject whatsoever, and by giving tragic
poetry the function of imitating human action in such a way as to purge the emotions of
pity and fear from the souls of the audience. Each of these functions responds implicitly
to the Platonic critiques examined in the first chapter, to the extent that neither function
can be performed without some orientation towards the pursuit of goodness and truth: the
definition of rhetoric as the discovery of all possible means of persuasion requires that
orators take account not only of what merely appears true, but also what is actually true;
and the definition of tragic poetry as the imitation of an inherently ‘elevated’ action
requires the poet to be concerned more with general patterns of human action, and with
the kinds of things that certain kinds of people normally do, than with historical

particulars.
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Each of these functions subtly suggests that a philosophical orientation towards
the world is indeed the ideal, sufficient condition for mastering rhetoric and poetry as
genuine TExval, and Aristotle’s vertical theory of metaphor simply reinforces the need
for such a philosophical orientation from within his discussions of rhetorical and poetic
style in particular. In other words, in the same way that the essential functions assigned
by Aristotle to rhetoric and poetry implicitly Platonize the fields of argumentation and
imitation by binding them in subtle ways to philosophical thought, Aristotle’s
discussions of metaphor in both the Poetics and the Rhetoric do so by giving metaphor
the function of revealing similarities between things, and by connecting the ability to
make and understand metaphors to the essential function of each art. Consequently,
whoever wishes to master rhetoric and/or poetry must master metaphor, and whoever
must master metaphor must master (the properly unmasterable) comprehension of the
similarities between things. This means, as mentioned several times above, that in order
to master rhetoric and poetry as Aristotle understands them, one ought either to be, or to
become, a philosopher.

The inherently philosophical character of Aristotle’s discussion of metaphor,
which underscores the inherently philosophical character of his rhetoric and poetry, is
also evident in the privileged place he reserves for analogical metaphors in particular.
These analogical metaphors are implicitly valorized by the fact that all metaphors by
definition reveal secondary similarities, which are most abundant among things that are
connected by analogy rather than by genus or species. In Aristotle’s discussions in both
the Poetics and the Rhetoric, the majority of examples he offers to illustrate the most

effective uses of metaphor are accordingly analogical metaphors comparing abstract
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qualities or events to sensible things in general, and to sensible things that move in
particular. As we have seen, the principle Aristotle recommends as the basis for the ideal
metaphorical resemblance is the principle of Aristotle’s entire metaphysical system:
gVepyela or activity. Even if Aristotle discusses this concept in the Rhetoric by
associating with its common meaning of motion, rather than its theoretical meaning, the
fact that this concept operates as the principle of both the perfect metaphysical likenesses
that First Philosophy aims to discover, as well as the imperfect metaphorical likenesses
that poets and orators must master, once again suggests subtly that the understanding of
the former is implicitly singled out by Aristotle, in accordance with Plato’s views, as the
ideal condition for the latter as well. It is in this sense that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor,
and specifically its vertical character, highlights the Platonic heritage of his rhetorical
and poetic theories, as demonstrated in the first three chapters above.

(2) Concerning the second short-term goal I assigned to this dissertation, the
vertical character of Aristotle’s theory has also been instrumental in showing that there is
no contradiction in Aristotle’s views concerning the theoretical value of metaphorical
expressions in different contexts, even if these views are genuinely complicated. The two
contradictions considered at the outset have been shown to be merely apparent ones,
insofar as Aristotle’s prohibition against the use of metaphors in the Posterior Analytics
is implicitly limited to those contexts in which the terminological precision of a
definition or a scientific demonstration is at stake. In other words, Aristotle extolls the
use of metaphors in discussions that are presumed not to be properly scientific ones, and

prohibits it in specifically scientific discussions aimed at formulating definitions by
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means of genera and specific differences. There is no contradiction here, nor is there one
in Aristotle’s use of similes in his own, properly dialectical discussions.

Although, according to Aristotle’s remarks in the Rhetoric, the simile is also a
metaphor, it is a metaphor that allows him to obey the law of non-contradiction
formulated in Metaphysics IV, because it does not generate equivocation by presenting
something under a name that does not belong to it. The vertical character of Aristotle’s
theory of metaphor indicates above all that, more than an exchange of names, what is
essential to the metaphoric attribution is the fundamentally predicative operation of
comparing two or more things in view of a secondary, or imperfect likeness they are
perceived to share. Aristotle’s own use of metaphors, in the form of similes and
analogical comparisons, therefore does not contradict his own qualified prohibition
against the use of metaphors because (a) he does not use metaphors in the course of
defining or demonstrating anything; and (b) he routinely prefers similes over the
metaphorical word, and thereby brings his metaphorical comparisons into line with the
law of non-contradiction, which he evidently aims to follow in both scientific and
dialectical discussions.

(3) Concerning the third, long-term objective I assigned to this dissertation, it will
be helpful to recall that, as mentioned in the introduction, several recent interpreters have
mischaracterized Aristotle’s position as being fundamentally identical with classical
rhetorical theories of metaphor, which were elaborated by figures such as Cicero and
Quintilian. I also claimed that some of the same interpreters have sought to argue, partly
on the basis of this erroneous premise, that Aristotle’s theory of metaphor has no

valuable insight to offer contemporary philosophical discussions about metaphors and
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their relation to human thought. In fact, this conclusion rests on a number of implicit
premises, which we can formulate along the following lines:

P1. The cognitive interaction theory of metaphor is a factually accurate theory capable of
explaining the production of metaphorical meaning in all its most important aspects.
P2. The Traditional View is incompatible with the interaction theory of metaphor.
P3/IC. The Traditional view is incapable of explaining the production of metaphorical
meaning in all its most important aspects (P1, P2).

P4. Aristotle is the originator of the Traditional View.

P5. Aristotle’s theory is incompatible with the cognitive interaction theory (P2, P4).

C. Aristotle’s theory is incapable of explaining the production of metaphorical meaning
in all its most important aspects (P5).

This conclusion adequately expresses the position elaborated by proponents of the
cognitive view of metaphor, whose reconstructions of Arisotle’s theory we examined in
the second chapter of this dissertation. Yet as we saw thanks to the distinction between
vertical and horizontal theories of metaphor, Aristotle’s theory is not in fact identical to
the Traditional View, which discredits P4 above.

Nevertheless, even if we posit a distinction between Aristotle’s theory of
metaphor and those properly horizontal theories of the Traditional View, and thereby
discredit one of the premises on which the above conclusion rests, the conclusion that
Aristotle’s theory is incapable of explaining the production of metaphorical meaning can
be supported in other ways. Even at the point where we draw a distinction between
Aristotle’s theory and those of the Traditional View, on the basis of the fact that
Aristotle’s is a vertical theory, whereas those of Tryphon, Cicero, Quintilian etc. are
horizontal theories, the one thing that horizontal and vertical theories of metaphor still
share in common is the presupposition that all metaphors are made in view of certain

perceived similarities. What distinguishes the two is that, on a vertical theory, the

relevant similarities are between things, whereas on a horizontal theory the relevant

359



similarities are between the meanings of individual words. To use Max Black’s
distinction, we can therefore differentiate Aristotle’s vertical theory of metaphor from the
horizontal theories of the Traditional View by saying that Aristotle’s is an Object-
comparison theory, while the theories that characterize the Traditional View are
Substitution theories.

At the same time, it is also crucial to recall that Black distinguishes the
interaction theory of metaphor from both the substitution and object-comparison theories
by the consideration that the latter two assume that all metaphors are made in light of
certain similarities, whereas the interaction theory holds rather that metaphorical
meaning is in many of the most imporant instances a result of differences and disparities,
rather than of resemblances. The aforementioned argument can therefore be
reformulated, without the erroneous premise discredited above, as follows:

P1. The cognitive interaction theory of metaphor is a factually accurate theory capable of
explaining the production of metaphorical meaning in all its most important aspects.

P2. The cognitive interaction theory of metaphor does not hold similarity to be an
important principle in the production of metaphorical meaning.

P3. Both substitution theories and object-comparison theories hold similarity to be an
important principle in the production of metaphorical meaning.

P4. Aristotle’s theory of metaphor is an object-comparison theory.

P5. Aristotle’s theory of metaphor holds similarity to be an important principle in the
production of cognitive metaphorical meaning (P3, P4).

P6. Aristotle’s theory of meaning is incompatible with the cognitive interaction theory of
metaphor (P2)

C. Aristotle’s theory is incapable of explaining the production of metaphorical meaning
in all its most important aspects (P1, P5, P6).

As mentioned in the introduction, determining whether Aristotle’s theory of metaphor
has any real purchase in contemporary debates requires ultimately that we assess the

different versions of the interaction theory of metaphor in detail, and decide whether it

truly accounts for the production of metaphorical meaning as exhaustively as its
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proponents assert. If the interaction theory in general, and Lakoff and Johnson’s
cognitive theory in particular, is indeed capable of explaining the production of
metaphorical meaning in a way that shows both substitution theories and object-
comparison theories to be inadequate, then the above conclusion must be confirmed.

If, on the other hand, there is any substance to the critiques that have been issued
against the interaction theory of metaphor by the thinkers mentioned in the introduction
(Derrida, Blumenberg, Ricoeur, Peters and Davidson), and specifically if the interaction
theory of metaphor is seen in the end to require some reference to a principle of iconic
resemblance to account for the way in which metaphoric meaning is generated, then
Aristotle’s theory of metaphor and its basic assumptions will not be as far from
contemporary views as interpreters like Lakoff and Johnson have subsequently claimed.

In fact, it is crucial to point out that, although Lakoff and Johnson’s cognitive
theory of metaphor clearly presupposes the conceptual framework of Black’s interaction
theory of metaphor, neither author has responded to the philosophical criticisms outlined
above, all of which were in print for at least two years prior to the publication of
Metaphors We Live By in 1980. Rather than addressing these objections, the authors have
instead sought to legitimate their views by pointing to empirical data from a number of
recent neuro-imaging studies, which they assume provides incontrovertible evidence of

the correctness of their cognitive, interaction theory of metaphor.”’” Indeed, Lakoff and

> Asan example of one such datum, consider the paper published by Randall Stilla, Simon Lacey and K.

Sathian, which presents the findings of a recent neuroimaging study and argues that these findings ‘are
consistent with the conceptual metaphor theory of grounded cognition (Lakoff & Johnson, 2003)’
(“Metaphorically feeling: Comprehending textural metaphors activates somatosensory cortex”, Brain and
Language 120 (2012), p. 418/9). Using ‘functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)’, the brain activity
of subjects was monitored as they were read a variety of sentences containing metaphors originating from
the specific sensory domain of touch, as well as their literal equivalents. According to the authors,
‘[p]articipants lay supine in the scanner, with foam blocks positioned around the head to minimize
movement. A mirror angled over the head coil enabled participants to see a centrally placed fixation cross
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Johnson place such confidence in this data that they claim, on the basis of it, to have
brought ‘[m]ore than two millennia of a priori philosophical speculation’ to its end.
‘Because of these discoveries,’ the authors assert dramatically, ‘philosophy can never be
the same again.”>’°

Nevertheless, the dogmatic finality with which Lakoff and Johnson dismiss over
2 millennia of serious philosophical speculation seems out of line with much of the
actual data on which they base their theory in some of its most important aspects. In
addition to an abundance of pseudo-reasoning and weaslers throughout their arguments
(one of the most prevalent is the claim that thought is most/y metaphoric), there is a vast
discrepancy between the revolutionary status they attribute to their own research and the
actual data they provide to support it. In just one of many instances of this discrepancy,
after characterizing a series of ‘Existence Proofs’ for the notion of phenomenological
embodiment, which is the lynchpin of their entire theory of the embodied mind as well as
the theory of metaphor that it supports, Lakoff and Johnson initially claim that ‘[e]ach of
these neural modeling studies constitutes an existence proof.””” Yet just a few lines
below, the authors concede that ‘[n]one of this proves that people actually use those parts

of the brain involved in perception and motor control to do such reasoning [i.e.,

concerning ‘spatial-relations’], but it is in principle possible.””’® Essentially, this means

projected on a screen placed in the rear magnet aperture. Participants were instructed to keep their eyes
open and fix their gaze on the cross. They were instructed to listen to the sentences and press a response
button with the left index finger as soon as they understood the sentence, using a fiberoptic response box.
The sentences were presented through headphones that attenuated external sounds by 20 dB to muffle
scanner noise.” (p. 419) The resultant neuroimaging demonstrated brain activity in response to the
sentences containing textural metaphors, but not to those containing their literal equivalents, leading the
authors to conclude that they had found ‘a preliminary proof of concept for conceptual [i.e., cognitive]
metaphor theory.” (Ibid)
70 Lakoff & Johnson, Philosophy in the Flesh, p. 3.
377 Lakoff & Johnson, Philosophy in the Flesh, p. 42.
578 (..

Ibid.
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that at least some of the evidence cited by Lakoff and Johnson does no more to support
their theory than to say that it isn’t impossible.

If this is the case, it seems reasonable to question whether such data really
supports Lakoff and Johnson’s claims to have brought the whole history of philosophical
speculation about the mind-body problem, and about the language-thought problem, et
cetera, to its final, irrevocable completion. And if it is possible to question whether the
data really supports these claims, it also seems reasonable to question whether the
revolutionary character they attribute to their theory of metaphor, and their subsequent
rejection of Aristotle’s theory, are ultimately to be taken seriously.

On my view, Lakoff and Johnson have grossly overstated the conclusions that can
be drawn in good faith from their data, many of which are genuinely fascinating.
Consequently, to the extent that their rejection of Aristotle’s theory of metaphor as
simply being ‘wrong’ rests on the strength of these conclusions, it too is suspect in my
view. At the same time, I do not simply want to argue the opposite, by insisting that
Aristotle was ‘right’, and that he miraculously anticipated every crucial insight of the
20th and 21st centuries by over two millennia. Certainly, it would be satisfying to score
one for the Stagirite, whose ideas are often mistreated in scientific discussions. But the
real goal of the history of philosophy should be to aid the future progress of ideas, by
offering the strongest possible models with which to compare current theories.

This way of understanding the function of the history of ideas comes very close
to what Paul Feyerabend calls ‘counter-induction’.’”” In order to understand what is

meant by this term, it is necessary to see how it dovetails with the conclusions of Thomas

P p, Feyerabend, Against Method (London: New Left Books, 1975), p. 29.
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Kuhn’s influential work, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962). Significantly,
Kuhn defines scientific revolutions as ‘non-cumulative developmental episodes’*’,
which effectively calls into question the naive presupposition that scientific progress
occurs in linear fashion from one paradigm to the next. Kuhn replaces this notion of

linear progress with a softer one of ‘evolution”*'

, which is not based on the assumption
that scientific development necessarily tends towards a single, fixed point or terminus,
conceived as the objective state of the world.’® Rather, for Kuhn, scientific development
is an evolution in precisely the way that Darwin conceived it: ‘a process of evolution
from primitive beginnings — a process whose successive stages are characterized by an
increasingly detailed and refined understanding of nature’, but not necessarily ‘a process
toward anything.”*
Picking up from where Kuhn’s book leaves off, Feyerabend’s notion of counter-
induction derives its importance from the consideration that
[k]knowledge so conceived is not a series of self-consistent theories that
converges towards an ideal view; it is not a gradual approach to the truth. It is
rather an ever increasing ocean of mutually incompatible (and perhaps even
incommensurable) alternatives, each single theory, each fairy tale, each myth that
is part of the collection forcing others into greater articulation and all of them
contributing, via this process of competition, to the development of our
consciousness.
Yet because empirical adequacy forms a major criterion for scientific knowledge (as it

evidently does for Lakoff and Johnson), the acceptance of a scientific theory carries with

it the assumption that the accepted theory is ‘right’, since it corresponds to the world of

80 Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (University of Chicago Press, 1996), p. 92
o8 Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. 170.

o82 Accordingly, Kuhn argues on p. 126 that ‘[w]e may [...] have to relinquish the notion, explicit or
implicit, that changes of paradigm carry scientists and those who learn from them closer and closer to the
truth.’

o83 Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. 170/1.
o84 Feyerabend, Against Method, p. 30.
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fact. As Feyerabend and Kuhn both point out, however, the correspondence between any
given theory and the facts is never complete. Consequently, every theory has at best a
limited factual basis, because (as Kuhn argues explicitly) certain facts are only accessible
from within the presuppositions of certain theories.”® Thus counter-induction, which for
Feyerabend involves the rehabilitation of all kinds of defunct and disproven theories
from the history of ideas, is integral to maintaining the empirical adequacy of
contemporary scientific theories, since the new facts that may disprove an accepted
theory can sometimes only emerge in the course of investigating a rival theory.
Feyerabend therefore states that ‘[a] scientist who is interested in maximal empirical
content [...] will accordingly adopt a pluralistic methodology, [...] and he will try to
improve rather than discard the views that appear to lose in the competition.”**

It seems safe to say that Lakoff and Johnson do not see the value in the pluralistic
methodology of counter-induction recommended by Feyerabend. Rather than trying to
habilitate contrary views, and thereby ensure that the ‘winning theory’ is indeed the
strongest one, they seem instead to have assumed from the start that their theory is the
right one, and on the basis of this assumption, which is in many cases not adequately

supported by the data they cite, they have dogmatically asserted that every theory

disagreeing with their own is simply wrong.”®’ It is of course possible that their theory is

585 . o . . . .. .
See Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, p. 52, which describes ‘distinction between
discovery and invention or between fact and theory’ as ‘exceedingly artificial’.

286 Feyerabend, Against Method, p. 47.

87 This is in my view very close to what Susan Haack calls pseudo-inquiry: ‘[a] pseudo-inquirer seeks to
make a case for the truth of some proposition(s) determined in advance.” See “Science, Scientism and Anti-
Science in the Age of Preposterism,” Skeptical Inquiry 21/6 (November/December 1996). Haack ties this
notion of pseudo-inquiry to the sad predicament that, according to her, scientific research currently faces:
‘[t]his is the very debacle taking place before our eyes: genuine inquiry is so complex and difficult, and
advocacy “research” and politically-motivated “scholarship” have become so commonplace, that our grip
on the concepts of truth, evidence, objectivity, inquiry has been loosened.’ (Ibid) In my view, the
aforementioned discrepancy between the inconclusive nature of Lakoff and Johnson’s data, on the one
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indeed the right one, but so far not much of what they have offered in support of it merits
the revolutionary status they claim for it. In my view, and in agreement with Feyerabend
and Kuhn, it seems that the key to progress in this and any other field of scientific
research is the development of alternative perspectives, which can be compared to
current theories in order to make sure that the latter do indeed account for all relevant
facts. It is partly to this end that I offer the present study of Aristotle’s theory of

metaphor.

hand, and the dogmatic nature of their claims to have ended the entire history of philosophical speculation,
on the other, is a perfect indication of this ‘loosening’ of our grip on the concepts of ‘truth, evidence,
objectivity, inquiry [...]".
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