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The INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR GREEK PHILOSOPHY AND CULTURE (ICGPC)is anon-
profit academic, research and cultural institution. The ICGPC has its seat in SAMOS (PYTHAGORION),
land of IONIA, which is also the birthplace of philosophy.

The ICGPC has its aim to promote international research into Greek philosophy, and to coordinate
and develop the research carried out by specialists in Greek philosophy, and Greek Culture.

The Center views Greek philosophy as including the philosophical production of the Greeks from the
time of the Presocratics until today, since this intellectual production is expressed in the same language,
namely Greek. Thus, it is not only the Ancient Greek Classical Philosophy that is defined as Greek
Philosophy, but also that philosophy of the Church Fathers, together with Byzantine, Modern Greek and
Contemporary Greek philosophy.

Furthermore, in view of the expansion of its activities in the Eastern Aegean, the Center has as its aim
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20 JOHN P. ANTON

fine and applied arts and the resulting anarchy in the conceptualization of beauty have
contributed to the advancement of technocracy. The latter, is less an artistic enterprise
and overwhelmingly one of business and production, no longer retaining any of the
basic traits of the classical conception of techné. It should be clear by now that the
classical view of Beauty associated with the comprehensive meaning of art, has
become the orphan of the more recent philosophies of art. Perhaps the most damaging
effects of such an exclusion, especially from the art of politics, is the divorce between
the science and the art of the political life whereby the concepts of beauty and virtue
are demoted in favor of the idea of utility and power.

What the future portends for the art of politics, if an art it is by now, even the
gods would be reluctant to claim to know. So be it. My guess is that at least Aristotle
would not hesitate to say that /ogos, in the current practice of the art of politics, has
become systematically parekbatik os. No means of therapy seem to be in sight. As for
the science of the good life, it would be difficult to say much about its prospects. For
the timebeing, it is an unwanted orphan with no signs for possible adoption. The urgent
need is not so a way to re-unite the fine and the applied arts as it is for the rediscovery
and the redefining of the art and the science of politics before we can entertain any
hope for their reunion. We may not be able to find a quick solution but at least we could
discover in Aristotle’ works a much-needed model. Adjusting such a model to serve
the needs of the present would itself be atask that reflexively comes within the purview
of the art of politics.

NOTES

1. For passages relating art, artistic creation and fantasia, see On the Soul, 111.3: 429a
1tt, 428b [1-13; 11.2: 413b 21-24; 111.2: 425b 23-25,427b 17-24.

2. Anthologia Lyrica Graeca, No 74, Diesel’s.

3. Politicus 295b, foothuxny Emotuny; comp; 276b7-cl.

4. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, translated, with introduction and notes by Martin
Ostwald, (Bobbs-Merrill, The Library of Liberal Arts, 1962), 151-2.

JOHNP. ANTON

PROFESSOR OF PHILOSOPHY
DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA

HAYDEN W. AUSLAND

ARISTOTLE’S METAPHY SICO-ETHICAL
OPOZ OF TRAGEDY !

Interpretation of the ITepiwotntiniic ordinarily takes its bearings from general
postulates concerning a fundamental metaphysical opposition between Plato and
Aristotle as qualified by prevalent modern views about the nature of poetry. Thus the
book is normally regarded as embodying Aristotle’s answer most notably to the
pésition taken by Socrates in book 10 of the Republic, where poets are criticised as
imitators of imitations of the ideas; and when one influential scholar more specifically
characterizes Plato as holding an “intensely personal, subjectivist view of poetry” and
names Aristotle as having substituted for it a “wholly impersonal, objectivist view of
the poet ... as amaker of structures” he reveals a debt to amodern distinction between
naive and sentimental poets.Z As a stronger corollary to this traditional estimate,
Aristotle will be credited with having divorced poetics from morality and politics,
allowing creative literature rules of its own and thereby originating the discipline of
aesthetics.3

During the second half of the XX century study has increasingly questioned
especially this extremity of the traditional modern assessment. One impetus has come
from the application of principles of political philosophy to various works of Aristotle
besides those properly political or ethical in subject matter; another has come from a
comparatively, gecent surge of interest in the politico-ethical dimension of ancient
literatyre generally, and of Attic tragedy in particular. Throughout, the most careful
students have sought to explain Aristotle’s views on poetry more rigorously within
the terms of his own philosophical outlook. For various reasons, most of the recent
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work pursued in this way has concentrated on re-assessing elements of tragedy
discussed by Aristotle primarily insofar as these exhibit some significance for moral-
political psychology. Old chestnuts like xd0apoig and auagtio have been fruitfully
re-examined with results tending to belie the notion that Aristotle was concerned to
found an aesthetics. An emerging consensus that the ITepi wotntixiic has to be
understood with reference to Aristotelian ideas in the field of practical philosophy has
not been matched, however, with anything of the kind in reference to his theoretical
works.*

This might be regarded as curious, given the character of those sections of the
book that have contributed the most to the notion that Aristotle is interested in
aesthetic structure alone at the expense of moral content. Key here are the chapters
in which he sets forth formal-looking requirements for a tragic drama, viz. the earliest
among those containing his discussion of plot (utBog) prior to the discussion of €8og
in chapter 15. These requirements are phrased in terms at first sight rather congenial
to the later Platonism that was influenced in part by Aristotle. The tragic pd8og is an
imitation (uipnoLg) of something presumably more real by comparison — an action
(mpdELg), which is itself perfect (teleia), possessing magnitude (Exyovoo. uéyebog)
whole (6An), and one (uic). These terms are all prominent in Aristotle’s theoretical
works. If he is perhaps answering the criticisms of Socrates of Republic 10 but is not
founding the discipline of aesthetics, then it seems likely that he would seek to ground
even a moral account of the poet’s mimetic activity in relation to his own principles.
The present study seeks to indicate how he does this and to suggest that the formal
features he demands of tragedy are consequences of his view of poetry’s moral
dimension viewed in correlative terms of his theoretical philosophy.

One of the casualties to the newer view of the ITepi motnTixfig has been the
tendency to dissociate Aristotle’s uses of omovdaiog and atArog in the opening
chapters, where they characterize mpdttovteg in a clearly moral sense, from their use
later on in reference to the actions imitated in dramas. Several commentators have
pointed out the problems in translating omovdotog as “good” in chapter 2 but then
suddenly rendering it as “serious” in chapter 6°s definition of tragedy so as to preserve
the notion that Aristotle is there interested only in aesthetic features. Slightly more
sophisticated are attempts to read Aristotle’s developmental history of the genres in
chapters 4 and 5 so as to have the ethical sense of the terms genetically supplanted by
one relatively free of moral connotation.’ But a comparison of the grounds given for
the poetic elements of §0o¢ and dudvora in chapter 6 with related formulations in the
ethical works show that the action imitated by even mature tragedy is meant to be
omoudoio in some properly moral sense.s

But is there any legitimate relation between this recognition and the
definitional requirement that the action imitated be perfect and possessing magnitude,

or (as is shortly to emerge) whole and one?” For it is these features of the object of
imitation that will determine corresponding qualities of the plot. It has been shownin
some detail how Aristotle’s definition in large part derives, as it claims, from the
discussion of mimetic genres and their development in chapters 1-5. But two elements
of the definition are hard to trace in the earlier discussion: the requirements (a) that
tragedy imitate an action perfect and possessing magnitude and (b) that it effect
%ndBagolg through pity and fear.8 A complete argument would seek to show that a
proper understanding of Aristotelian x&0agotg itself flows from an improved
understanding of the requirement of perfection and magnitude, but the present
occasion allows only for some reflections about requirement (a).

One may approach the problem by considering some interesting remarks made
by Friedrich Solmsen concerning Aristotle’s use of teheia in reference to the action
imitated:

té)\e’tag (in TEGEews omovdaiag kol Teleiag) is not prepared, but rather
smuggled into the definition by a certain kinship with omovdatog but it is just
the word teheiac which is to become of fundamental importance in chapter vii,
where the definition is referred to by the sentence xeltar & fpiv v
Toaydiav teleiog xai SAng mpdEewg elvor pipnouv, Exovong Tt uéyedog.
It is then remarkable that the only word — at least in the former part of the
definition — that had not been forshadowed in i-v is taken up in vii. Moreover,
it is reinforced by another one, 6Ang, which — in spite of ®elToL — was never
ledup tonor came in that definition. Both téheltovand—toastill greater extent
— Bhov are the foundation of the following treatise on pvog. They pretend
to be elements of the definition, which for its own part claims to be the outcome
of the preceding differentiation of the puuioelg, but they are actually neither
deduced nor led up to in i-iv, and the one of them that crept into the definition
did so not because of but in spite of the assertion that the definition was
avelknuuévn &x tov potépwy. This means that there is a discrepancy
between the methodological scheme of the Poetics and their actual contents.”

One might well wish to follow Solmsen in associating teheiog with crovdaic
without finding its introduction here at all suspicious. Scholars like Butcher, Bywater
and Else have tended to overlook the affinity, possibly since it invloves too close a
connection between morals and aesthetics.!0 But Solmsen is in his study specifically
interested in uneovering stages in the composition of the work corresponding to a
Jaegerian development in Aristotle’s thought. That the definition of chapter 6 should
link the earlier chapters’ discussion, framed in primarily moral terms, with the later
chapters devoted to structural questions by means of an ambiguous term “smuggled
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into” the definition without proper warrant, certainly suits such a purpose more than
it does that of scholars seeking to characterize a unified doctrine.

That Aristotle’s structural discussion has its roots in the earlier moral
considerations is at least suggested by his use of péyeBog. That an action imitated in
tragedy should have some magnitude is prepared for already in chapter 4, where
tragedy is said to have established itself as distinct from other genres, including epic,
by its relatively serious magnitude.!! Recent study has again tended to recognize that
Aristotle’s use of péyeBog in the ITIThas a qualitative dimension, but a commensurate
recognition has yet to occur for his use of Téhetog. 12

~ Exactly what is the “certain kinship” between tehelag and onovdaiag to which
Solmsen alludes? If we turn to Aristotle’s Metaphysics A, we find that chapter 16 is
devoted to explaining the meaning of tehelov. Things may be complete (i) in the way
a life is in the simple sense that it is temporally over with; they may be complete (ii) in
respect of a specific virtue, as a fully accomplished artisan is; or they may be complete
(iii) in the sense that they possess a TéLog that is omwoudaiov.!3 Commentators have
traditionally explained the difference between the first two senses in terms of the
categorical distinction between quantity and quality,!4 but a comparison with uses
made of tehelov in physical works will show that the two distinctions cut across one
another. The evidence deserves to be fully set out some time, but for the present it must
suffice simply to suggest that there is a serial relationship between all three senses set
out in Metaphysics A 16.15

Aristotle gives no examples for the third sense, but he does explain that it is used
in a transferred sense of things aiming at a base end. He had explained sense (ii)
analogously: a doctor is a complete doctor if he is a good doctor, but thief or a
sycophant can be called a perfect practitioner only when we confuse his goal with a
1éhog in the proper sense. !0 Aristotle’s point about sense (iii) is related, except that
he speaks adverbially in reference to processes, rather than adjectivally of substances:
something that has come to an utter end may be said to have perished completely, but
not in a proper sense. In the proper sense, only something that has achieved a good
end fully can be said to have come to be completely. 17

In respect to these three senses that Aristotle will speak of a Tp&ELS Teleiag,
As atemporal entity with beginning and end (or as an end in itself), it can be complete
in sense (i). When it is an action in accordance with the virtue of a mature man who is
spoudatow, it is perfect in sense (ii). And when this same man finds himself at the end
of a full life that he has been directed successfully at the end for man in accordance with
human virtue, his life constitutes an action now perfectly completed in sense (iii). That
these are not three different senses of a single term, but successive applications of a
single idea, can be seen also in Aristotle’s use of them in outlining the end for man in
the first book of the Nicomachean Ethics.

The substratum there taken for qualification is Cewm, life as shared by living
things generally.!8 This entails that any té\og in question will be an activity of some
kind. A man’slife must be in some way rational, and his €gyov or mtaELg (i.e. his téhog
asaman simply) is therefore psychic activity in accordance with reason.!9 Now a good
man’s proper end is generically the same as a man’s simply, but differentiated by
having to be in accordance with perfect virtue (xat” dpetiv teheiav); for this is the
distinction between the Egyov of anything simply and that of its omouvdaiov
counterpart.20 But this is not enough: as a living thing in a sense not shared by animals
and plants the good man must achieve his end within a complete life (8v teheim fiw).2!
Aristotle thus outlines the complete end for man, eddaipovia, by qualifying the end
of a specific living thing with successive senses of perfection: the perfection that
TtRAELg or Evépyeta constitutes in itself, the further perfection of this as an activity in
accordance with a man’s proper virtue, and the pursuit of this activity in a complete
life in asense not shared by otherliving things.22 The happiness spoken of in the ethical
works is thus activity as such qualified by the notion of perfection in all three of its
senses. Aristotle alludes to this when he says thv evdalpoviay 8¢ Téhog xai Tehelov
TiBepev TavTn aviwe.23 Happiness as something complete in sense (iii) combines
while subsuming senses (i) and (ii). That the end should be omovdaiov is required by
sense (ii), while its being ever attained requires a life of action, or activity, that is
complete in sense (i).24 Aristotle works backwards, premissing the fullest sense (iii) as
a basis for then articulating senses (ii) and (i). By this successive application of the
notion of perfection, he outlines the structure of the end for man, e0daipovio.2

" When Aristotle in chapter 6 of the the ITepi woinTixdg says that tragedy is an
imitation of action and life and happiness,26 then, he is not speaking loosely. He is
referring in compact form to what is implicit in chapters 4-5 about the development
of T arovdata toward a @uoLg, or natural completion of that form. Schematically
put, eddarpovia is a TEAELS nat’ dpetnv tedeiov &v Biw teheiw; so, if tragedy is an
imitation of action or life or happiness, then it must also in some sense be an imitation
of action in accordance with complete virtue in a complete life. This suggests how we
should read the first part of the definition of tragedy, the part stating that tragedy is an
imitation of a action that is good and perfect, possessing magnitude.2” In particular,
the term that Solmsen thought smuggled into the definition without warrant is in fact
anecessary step in expanding the notions developed in chapters 1-5. That it thereby
constitutes the main bridge to the structural discussion of the following chapters is no
reason to suspect it; on the contrary, it is an important indication of the way in which
the structural features of tragic plots derive, if with a certain mimetic indirection, from
the moral quality of the object of tragic imitation, which object Aristotle holds in some
way one and the same with the end of man.

One or two further points can on this occasion be stated only prospectively and






