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Introduction

[S]ome interpretations of norms of deliberation privilege speech
which is dispassionate and disembodied. Defences of these norms
tend to presuppose an opposition between reason and emotion.
They tend falsely to identify objectivity with calm and the absence
of emotional expression. . . . The privileging of allegedly dispassion-
ate speech styles, . . . often correlates with other differences of social
privilege. The speech culture of white, middle-class men tends to be
more controlled, without significant gesture and expression or
emotion. The speech culture of women, racialized or ethnicized
minorities, and working-class people, on the other hand, often is, or
is perceived to be, more excited and embodied, values more the
expression of emotion, uses figurative language, modulates tones of
voice, and gestures widely.

Iris Marion Young, Inclusion and Democracy
(OUP, 2000) 39-40.

Principal Claims of the Book

The principal claim defended in this book is that, for Aristotle in the
Rhetoric, arousing the passions of others can amount to giving them
proper grounds for conviction, and hence a skill in doing so is properly
part of an expertise in rhetoric.

This claim rests on two principal foundations. First, it involves defend-
ing the attribution to Aristotle of a normative view of rhetoric, centred
around its role in the state, in which rhetoric is a skill in producing proper
grounds for conviction. If the arousal of the passions is part of rhetoric,
thus understood, Aristotle must hold, second, a particular view of the
passions: he must think they are representational states, in which the
subject takes things to be the way they are represented.

Accordingly, the book defends a distinctive fresh interpretation of
Aristotle’s views on rhetoric (Part 1), sets out some key components of
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his understanding of the passions (Part 3), defending these against rival
interpretations, and undertakes to resolve an apparent contradiction in
Aristotle’s views about whether arousing others’ emotions could be an
exercise of rhetorical expertise (Part 2).

The Significance of the Conclusions

The overall conclusion about the role of emotions in rhetoric carries
significance beyond its importance in accurately representing Aristotle’s
views. The reasoning that lies behind Aristotle’s inclusion of emotion-
arousal among the methods of rhetoric, if sound, seems to support a
similar conclusion for our own day. That is, Aristotle offers a justification
for those who consider emotions and their arousal to have a legitimate
and important place in public reason, political debate, legal argument,
advertising, and public discourse quite generally. And it offers a basis on
which to resist the view that public discourse should be kept free from
emotion (supposing that were possible). Part of the importance of this
issue lies, as feminist thinkers have emphasized,1 in the way in which the
latter point of view can serve to privilege the contributions of men over
those of women in public discourse, or those of some cultures over those
of others, or indeed those of the educated over those of the working class.

Aristotle’s Rhetoric is the first and most influential treatise on rhetoric
in Western civilization. His ideology of it—frequently misunderstood—
is therefore worth identifying correctly.

The conclusions on rhetoric are important for some further reasons.
First, in Aristotle studies, they highlight that we should not look to
Aristotle’s Rhetoric to give us anything that might be described as an
‘ethics of rhetoric’—the endeavour to find such a thing in this work has
generally produced disappointing results. However, once it is understood
that Aristotle is interested in rhetoric insofar as it is an expertise that is
worth valuing in the state, and worth cultivating in ourselves and others,
the significance of Aristotle’s arguments about the nature of rhetoric
comes better into focus. Those interested in questions about what kinds
of contribution to public debate and deliberation should be encouraged,
or about what kinds of expertise it is important for civic leaders to

' E.g. Young (2000), Ahmed (2004), and Zerilli (2005).
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cultivate, even about how we should educate the young with a view to
their contribution to public life, could profit from attending to Aristotle’s
arguments about the nature and importance of rhetoric, and its place in
the state. Although this cannot amount to a fully developed ethics of
public speaking, it does have interesting implications for the use of
political ‘spin’ and propaganda, on the techniques of advocacy, and
even on methods of advertising.®

The conclusions about the passions are of interest for two very simple
but important reasons. First, identifying correctly Aristotle’s understand-
ing of the passions is an issue of considerable interest in ancient
philosophy—partly in its own right, and partly for its implications for
other aspects of Aristotle’s thought, notably his moral psychology. Sec-
ond, as interpreted here, Aristotle’s views on the passions are in most
respects highly plausible and deserve serious consideration alongside
theories of emotion developed more recently. Some consideration is
given to such comparisons in Chapters 9 and 10.

Synopsis

Part 1, then, defends a distinctive interpretation of Aristotle’s views on
rhetoric. Aristotle’s view, I argue, is that rhetoric is exercised solely in the
provision of proper grounds for conviction (pisteis). This view contrasts
as sharply with how rhetoric was understood by his predecessors as it
does with what we take ‘rhetoric’ to refer to today. I show how he defends
this surprising and controversial view by appeal to a more widely shared
and plausible view of rhetoric’s role in the proper functioning of the
state. I then explore in more detail what normative standards must be
met for something to qualify as ‘proper grounds for conviction’, applying
this to all three of Aristotle’s kinds of ‘technical proofs’ (entechnoi
pisteis)—proofs using arguments, proofs from the character of the
speaker, and proofs involving the passions of the listeners. This inter-
pretation of the Rhetoric marks a significant change from the approach
adopted by many interpreters since the late Middle Ages, who have seen
the treatise either as a kind of guide to virtuous conduct in the arena of
public speaking (how to be Cato’s ‘vir bonus dicendi peritus’), or as

2 1 have tried to develop some of these implications in Dow (2013).
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offering a view of rhetoric completely free from internal normative
constraints—a neutral tool with no tendency to good or ill. By contrast,
I champion an interpretation that particularly highlights the logical and
epistemological features of rhetoric, the very features that most inter-
ested the ancient, Arabic, and early medieval commentators.

Part 2 highlights two challenges that face the inclusion of emotion-
arousal within the set of genuine techniques of Aristotelian rhetoric. One
is the issue of how arousing audience passions can be a way of producing
proper grounds for conviction. This is answered by supposing that
passions can constitute the reasonable acceptance of premises in argu-
ments that count in favour of the speaker’s conclusion. However, this
presents an interesting constraint on Aristotle’s understanding of the
passions themselves. For it requires that the passions constitute some
kind of ‘acceptance’ of something that can serve as a premise in an
argument. Aristotle must, I argue, hold that the passions involve repre-
sentational content, and that having a passion is a way of taking things to
be the way they are represented. The second challenge is a problem of
finding a consistent interpretation of the evidence we have in the Rhet-
oric: on the face of things, Aristotle both denies that the arousal of the
passions can have any role among the techniques of rhetorical expertise,
and also asserts that arousing the passions is one of three kinds of
technical proof that collectively make up the expertise. I argue for a
resolution of this apparent contradiction, upholding the latter assertion,
and offering an alternative explanation of the texts that appear to favour
his denial of a role for emotion-arousal within rhetoric.” Resolving this
latter problem clears the way for an interpretation of Aristotle’s view of
the passions, particularly in the Rhetoric, that is consistent with suppos-
ing that arousing the passions could be a way to provide proper grounds
for conviction.

® Tt is not part of this project to argue for or against the unity of the Rhetoric, or to try to
reach a verdict on the various developmental and redaction hypotheses that have been
proposed. I simply assume the unity of the Rhetoric as a working hypothesis. However, a
significant motivation for denying unity has been the apparent difficulties in finding
a consistent treatment of emotion-arousal throughout the treatise, and indeed in finding a
consistent treatment of the norms that apply to rhetoric generally. If it can be shown that
Aristotle has a coherent position maintained without inconsistency throughout the Rhetoric,
this motivation for denying its unity is removed.
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Part 3 starts from this challenge and defends an interpretation of
Aristotle’s understanding of the passions. Aristotle accommodates the
representational aspect of the passions within a substantive theory of the
emotions as pleasures and pains. Such a view constitutes the most
plausible understanding of Aristotle’s detailed accounts of the passions
in Rhetoric 2, and is compatible with a new representationalist reading of
his account of pleasure (and pain) in Rhetoric 1.11. In common with a
number of recent interpreters, I argue that for Aristotle the representa-
tional aspect of the passions consists in the exercise of a psychological
capacity he calls phantasia. In contrast to many of these interpreters,
however, I reject the view of Rhetoric 2.2-11 on which, for Aristotle, the
distinctive outlook involved in passionate states is (or can be) how things
merely ‘appear’ to the subject. This is important, because if the passions
themselves involve no affirmation of their representational content, it is
hard to see how such a state could provide proper grounds for conviction
of anything else. That is, it is hard on that view to see how arousing the
passions could be a technical proof, part of the expertise of rhetoric. By
contrast, I argue that for Aristotle the passions involve an exercise of
phantasia whose representational contents are (at least to some degree)
taken to be the way things actually are.






PART 1






1

Rhetoric and the State—
Aristotle and His
Predecessors

Not only does the aspiring orator have an obligation to be a good
man, but unless he is a good man he will not even get to be an orator.

(Quintillian, Institutio Oratoria XII.1)

MENDACIOUS, adj. Addicted to rhetoric.

(Ambrose Bierce, from The Devil’s Dictionary)

Sophistications of theory cannot obscure the truth that there are but
three ways for language to affect us. It can move us toward what is
good; it can move us toward what is evil; or it can, in hypothetical
third place, fail to move us at all....[A]ny utterance is a major
assumption of responsibility.

(Richard M. Weaver, The Ethics of Rhetoric)

This part of the book defends a particular understanding of Aristotle’s
Rhetoric. The central claims are that in this work, Aristotle has a con-
sistent view of rhetoric: as an expertise in producing ‘proofs’ (pisteis)—
understood as ‘proper grounds for conviction’—for the speaker’s audi-
ence, and that he first states and defends this view, and then sets out in
detail the elements of rhetoric thus defined. This normative view of
rhetoric derives, I claim, from Aristotle’s view that rhetoric was a skill
in discharging an important role in the state—namely a role contributing
towards good judgements in law courts and political assemblies. Aristotle
is here seen as standing in opposition primarily to more mechanical,
non-normative views of rhetoric, seen most clearly in Gorgias and
Thrasymachus among his near-contemporaries, and characteristic of
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the handbooks on rhetoric circulating in Aristotle’s day.' But equally, he
rejects more ‘high-minded” accounts of rhetoric, such as the suggestion
in Plato’s Phaedrus that the speaker exercising rhetorical expertise must
know the truth about his subject matter so as to be able to ensure that the
conviction he brings about in listeners be true (or, if he chooses, false).

Defending the proposed interpretation involves rejecting several rival
views of the Rhetoric. Aristotle’s view of rhetoric is not value-neutral,
as some have thought. And yet, the normative element in his account
of rhetoric is limited. Thus, on the interpretation defended here, we
should not look to the Rhetoric—as some have—to provide an ‘ethics
of rhetoric’, that is, an account of how rhetoric ought (virtuously) to be
exercised. Nevertheless, the Rhetoric does express Aristotle’s view of
why rhetoric is an expertise valuable to the state and worth cultivating
in individuals. Moreover, since his view is that rhetoric is a skill in
providing proper grounds for conviction, the use of some manipulative
speaking techniques (including some championed by, for example, Thra-
symachus) will not count as exercising rhetoric at all.

The present chapter sets out some important background to the
Rhetoric, in the rival views of rhetoric taken on the one hand by Gorgias
and Thrasymachus and the handbook writers that followed them, and on
the other by the Socrates of Plato’s Gorgias and Phaedrus. Then, in
Chapters 2 and 3, I set out from the text of the Rhetoric an account of
Aristotle’s position, and how he sought to defend it. Chapter 2 defends
the proposed attribution to Aristotle of a normative account of rhetoric,
defined in terms of ‘proof’ and the understanding of this key term (Gk.
pistis) as ‘proper grounds for conviction’. Chapter 3 further argues that in
Rhetoric 1.1 Aristotle’s understanding of rhetoric is not only asserted
(and deployed against rival views), but defended on the basis of rhetoric’s
role in the state. Chapter 4 explores the merits of Aristotle’s view over its
rivals. Understanding rhetoric as an expertise in discharging an import-
ant role in public life arguably allows Aristotle to account for the value of
rhetoric more convincingly than is possible on Thrasymachus’s and
Gorgias’s view, but without being committed to the impossibly idealized
picture of rhetoric set out in Plato’s Gorgias and Phaedrus. The same
chapter canvasses the wider merits of the view of rhetoric being

' Cf. Rhet 1.1, 1354a11-13, Dow (2007, pp. 391-6), and Chapters 2 and 9.
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attributed to Aristotle, and offers some reflections on the significance of
his position for understanding speech-making expertise and practice in
any era. Chapter 5 considers the merits of this interpretation of the
Rhetoric over other possible interpretations, broadly vindicating the
way in which the treatise was read by ancient commentators, Arab
philosophers, and early medieval readers, over the more ‘ethical’ read-
ings of the treatise that have dominated its interpretation since around
the time of Aquinas. That is, I defend an interpretation of the work that
sees its most important claims as logical and epistemological rather than
ethical.

1.1 The Background to Aristotle’s Rhetoric
on Rhetoric

The remaining sections of the chapter set out first, the non-normative
views of rhetoric held by Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and the writers of
handbooks on speaking (technai logén), and second, the criticisms of this
kind of view and the more stringent requirements for an art of rhetoric
found in Plato’s dialogues Gorgias and Phaedrus.

It is above all in relation to these three thinkers, and those subscribing
to their views, that Aristotle seeks to position his own account of rhetoric,
in the chapters (particularly sections 1.1-3, 2.1, and 3.1) in which he
argues for the key structural elements of that account. Whilst, in the
treatise as a whole, Aristotle shows awareness of some other theorists and
practitioners of rhetoric, he does not seem to have them in view when he
argues for his general position. It is clear from the discussion in Plato’s
Phaedrus, from Aristotle’s summary of previous writers on rhetoric in De
Sophisticis Elenchis 34, and from references in the Rhetoric itself, that
there were a number of thinkers and practitioners regarded in the
Academy, and in some cases by Aristotle himself, as having made a
significant contribution to rhetoric. But in most cases, he either confines
his engagement with their views to certain very specific topics, or he does
not (as far as we can tell) engage with their views at all. Prodicus of Ceos,
Hippias of Elis, Protagoras, Zeno, and Evenus of Paros, though men-
tioned in the Phaedrus for their contribution to the expertise, are men-
tioned only in passing or, in Evenus’ case, not at all in the Rhetoric.
Licymnius of Chios is mentioned only in connection with lexis and—as
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he is in the Phaedrus—for his terminology in designating parts of the
speech.” Theodorus of Byzantium is also mentioned, again matching the
Phaedrus, in connection with terminology for parts of the speech,’ and
once in relation to the use of striking linguistic neologisms;* but in a third
reference to him, there is the oblique implication that he made a signifi-
cant wider contribution to the understanding of rhetoric.” This matches
the significance attributed to him in SE 34, where he is represented as one
of the pioneers of rhetoric, alongside Tisias and Thrasymachus. This said,
our evidence of his views on rhetoric hardly extends beyond these
references, and we therefore have scant basis for linking him to Aris-
totle’s arguments in, for example, the opening chapters of the Rhetoric.
Curiously, Tisias is not mentioned in the Rhetoric at all, unless Aristotle
takes Corax to be Tisias, in which case he is mentioned once in the
context of fallacies related to the improper use of ‘eikos’.® There are a
number of references to Theodectes in the Rhetoric, mostly quotations
from his plays, but also some examples of arguments he used.” Aristotle
refers at 1410b2 to a work called Theodekteia, which catalogued ways of
composing the opening of periods. The work is often, not implausibly,
taken to be Aristotle’s own work, though this goes beyond what we have
in the text. It may be the same work as the ‘Collection of the “Art” by
Theodectes’ that appears in Diogenes Laertius’ catalogue of Aristotle’s
work.® If Aristotle wrote one or more works about Theodectes, he must
have considered his work (on style? on types of argument?) of significant
interest, but we do not have enough evidence to support the view that
Aristotle was in the Rhetoric seeking to position the main features of
his account of rhetoric in relation to the views of Theodectes. Similarly,
there is no evidence that Aristotle was seeking to position his own
views in relation to those of Polus. This is perhaps surprising, since
Phaedrus 267b10-c3 implies that he wrote a theoretical work on rhetoric,
and he has obvious prominence in Plato’s Gorgias. Still, his name is
mentioned only once in the Rhetoric, in connection not with his views on
rhetoric, but with a pun on his name.” Likewise, Isocrates is mentioned

3.2, 1405b6-8, 3.12, 1413b12-14, 3.13, 1414b16-18.

3.13, 1414b12-15. 4311, 1412a25.

2.23, 1400b14-16. 6 2.24,1402al7.

2.23, 1397b2-7, 1398b5-9, 1399a7-9, b1-4, 28-30, 1400a27-9; 2.24, 1401a35-b2.
Diogenes Laertius 5.24.25.

2.23, 1400b21. The pun is similar to that made at Gorgias 463e2.

© N U W N
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by Aristotle a dozen times in the Rhetoric,' but in these, the focus is
clearly on Isocrates’ output as an orator or writer, and in no case do we
get any hint that Isocrates has what Aristotle would regard as a rival view
of rhetoric to offer, or that he put forward views that Aristotle needs to
address in setting out his own account of the expertise. This is, of course,
strange given that we have what purports to be a systematic account of
rhetoric set out in Isocrates’ extant works, particularly Against the Soph-
ists and Antidosis (though, of course, Isocrates himself calls it ‘philoso-
phy’)."" Nevertheless, Aristotle does not make any attempt to address
these in setting out his own account in the Rhetoric."?

By contrast, I believe a good case can be made that Aristotle engages
with the views of Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and those expressed in the
Platonic dialogues Gorgias and Phaedrus. So it is to these that I now turn.

1.2 Gorgias, Thrasymachus,
and the Handbook Writers

Aristotle’s view, I claim, is that a speaker exercises an expertise in
rhetoric only when he provides his audience with some good grounds
on which to be convinced. This is, I suggest, rather a surprising view.
Whereas, for Aristotle, the person who brings his audience round to his
point of view by a series of verbal tricks, body language, tone of voice,
and the like, without providing any good grounds for conviction, has not
exercised rhetorical skill at all, to us, such a case might seem a paradig-
matic exercise of rhetoric.'” It is perfectly possible to give an account of

1919, 1368a19-21; 2.19, 1392b11-13; 2.23, 1399a1-6, b8-11; 3.7, 1408b15-16; 3.10,
1411a30-1; 3.11, 1412b5-6; 3.14, 1414b26-8, 33-5; 3.17, 1418a29-32, 32-4, b27.

"' It might seem strange also because of the prominence given to Isocrates’ ability in
rhetoric at the end of the Phaedrus (279a). But the latter passage is not unequivocal in this
regard: it highlights Isocrates’ proficiency as a speaker, not his contribution to rhetorical
theory; and it suggests that a more divine impulse will take Isocrates beyond rhetoric
towards philosophy.

> M. M. McCabe (1994) makes the case for finding Aristotle engaging with Isocrates’
views in the opening chapters of the Rhetoric, but the evidence cited seems to me far from
convincing. The passage one might consider to be the best candidate for an allusion to
Isocrates’ views is 1.2, 1356a27-30, where Aristotle refers to those who practice rhetoric in
place of politics. But again, this is, I think, better taken as a reference to the kind of view held
by Thrasymachus and Gorgias, and championed by the characters Gorgias, Polus, and
Callicles in Plato’s Gorgias.

'3 See, for instance, OED v. sub ‘thetoric’ 2.b, sub ‘rhetorical’ 1.b, sub ‘rhetorician’ 2.b.
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what rhetoric is without reference to good or proper grounds for convic-
tion, indeed without using any normative concepts at all. Rhetoric is a
skill for using speech to get your listeners to agree with you and do what
you want them to do. Defined thus, any use of speech that systematically
has the desired effect will be an exercise of the art of rhetoric, a successful
rhetorical technique. That Aristotle is not content to define rhetoric in
this simple intuitive way is significant. The significance of his view and
the ways in which he presents and argues for it will be seen best against
the background of Gorgias’ and Thrasymachus’ views on rhetoric. Both
of these seem to have held a non-normative view of rhetoric similar to
the one just outlined. They were among the biggest names among
theorists of rhetoric in Aristotle’s day, and there are good reasons to
suppose that they are prominent targets of Aristotle’s arguments early on
in the Rhetoric.

These excerpts from Gorgias’s Encomium of Helen represent perhaps
the most celebrated expression of his position.

But if it was speech which persuaded her and deceived her heart, not even to this
is it difficult to make an answer and to banish blame as follows. Speech is a
powerful lord, which by means of the finest and most invisible body effects the
divinest works: it can stop fear and banish grief and create joy and nurture pity.
I shall show how this is the case, since it is necessary to offer proof to the opinion
of my hearers: I both deem and define all poetry as speech with meter. Fearful
shuddering and tearful pity and grievous longing come upon its hearers, and at
the actions and physical sufferings of others in good fortunes and in evil fortunes,
through the agency of words, the soul is wont to experience a suffering of its own.
But come, I shall turn from one argument to another. Sacred incantations sung
with words are bearers of pleasure and banishers of pain, for, merging with
opinion in the soul, the power of the incantation is wont to beguile it and
persuade it and alter it by witchcraft. . . . What cause then prevents the conclusion
that Helen similarly, against her will, might have come under the influence of
speech, just as if ravished by the force of the mighty? For it was possible to see
how the force of persuasion prevails; persuasion has the form of necessity, but it
does not have the same power. For speech constrained the soul, persuading it
which it persuaded, both to believe the things said and to approve the things
done. The persuader, like a constrainer, does the wrong and the persuaded, like
the constrained, in speech is wrongly charged. To understand that persuasion,
when added to speech, is wont also to impress the soul as it wishes, one must
study: first, the words of astronomers who, substituting opinion for opinion,
taking away one but creating another, make what is incredible and unclear seem
true to the eyes of opinion; then, second, logically necessary debates in which a
single speech, written with art but not spoken with truth, bends a great crowd and
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persuades; and, third, the verbal disputes of philosophers in which the swiftness
of thought is also shown making the belief in an opinion subject to easy change.
The effect of speech upon the condition of the soul is comparable to the power of
drugs over the nature of bodies. For just as different drugs dispel different
secretions from the body, and some bring an end to disease and others to life,
so also in the case of speeches, some distress, others delight, some cause fear,
others make the hearers bold, and some drug and bewitch the soul with a kind of
evil persuasion.'*

To describe the power of speech, Gorgias uses metaphors involving
magic spells and potions, exercises of political power, the use of physical
strength to coerce others, and the use of drugs in medicine. Thrasyma-
chus uses similar images in portraying rhetoric as a powerful force. The
physical force image appears in the reported title of one of his works on
rhetoric: ‘Knockdown Speeches’ (YmepBdAovres Adyor),'” casting the
power of rhetoric in a forensic or political contest as akin to that of a
wrestler. Likewise, in Plato’s Phaedrus, Thrasymachus is described as a
great expert in calming the anger of a crowd, using terminology—
‘charming them with spells’—that is explicitly attributed to Thrasyma-
chus himself (Phaedr. 267d1). This can be considered alongside the
picture of Thrasymachus from Plato’s Republic I, where his view of
Sustice’ is as a tool by which the powerful exercise their power over the
weak.'® It fits nicely with that view to think that rhetoric was another
such tool for exercising power. The power of rhetoric (or of speech,
logos) is comparable to any other force acting powerfully on its objects,
whether those objects are listeners (in the spells imagery, you spellbind
your audience) or whether they are your opponents whom you over-
power when your words rob them of the allegiance of listeners (in the
wrestling imagery, you throw you opponent).

There is thus a good prima facie case that Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and
others took the view that rhetoric is to be understood simply as a force,
with no particular tendency of its own to good or ill, that one can harness
to one’s own designs.'” On closer inspection, however, the issue is more
complex. Some images, such as the wrestling image, in which one exerts

—
IS

Gorgias, Helen, translation from Sprague (1972).

Thrasymachus DK 85B7.

Here I follow Chappell (1993, 2000), pace Everson (1998).

Gorgias is of course represented by Plato as holding just such a view in the Gorgias,
e.g. 456a7-457c4.

—_
o«
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the power of rhetoric against those who are arguing for a different point of
view, do not imply a non-normative conception of rhetoric.'"® This is
because the image does not even purport to characterize the relationship
between orator and listener. Images of this kind characterize the inter-
play between the disputing parties, and it seems perfectly natural to
characterize in the language of physical force or violence the effect on
one’s opponent of arguments that (even properly) count decisively in the
eyes of others in favour of your case. An argument can be in that sense
devastating, inexorable, irresistible, powerful, or ‘knockdown’.

The language of spells and magic, however, is more disturbing.
Imagery of this kind purports to characterize the way the orator’s speech
works in affecting the audience. Part of the point of such imagery,
especially as part of Gorgias’s display of the power possessed by the skills
he offers to convey, is that they operate on people regardless of their
resistance. Just as a spell is supposed to bind someone and bring about
change irresistibly, perhaps without its object even knowing, so an
orator—Gorgias claims—is able to spellbind his audience."” The Helen
concludes with the revelation that although it purportedly aimed at
improving the listener’s opinion of Helen (‘EAévns wév éyrcuion),” it
has in reality all been an exercise in amusement for Gorgias himself (éuov
8¢ maiyviov). We are pawns in Gorgias’s hand, and rhetorical skill is his
means of exercising power over us. I see no reason to suppose, as Robert
Wardy does, that Gorgias is here hinting that our enjoyment of this
exercise shows our complicity in deception, or our consent to Gorgias’s
exercise of power over us.?! If that were so, Gorgias would have landed us
in a strange state indeed—aware that we have been deceived, aware that
we have had a hand in our own deception, and yet still persuaded. It is
questionable whether such a state is possible,”> and doubtful whether this
was part of what Gorgias intended here. On Wardy’s suggestion, the

'8 Aristotle himself compares the power of speech to physical strength at Rhetoric 1.1,
1355a38-bl.

' This, I take it, is part of the implication of the suggestion made in Plato’s Meno
(80b4-7) that Socrates might be mistaken for a sorcerer because of his ability to dislodge
others” confidence that they possess knowledge, despite their resistance.

20 Tsocrates observed that it was really an apologia not an encomium (Helen 14). Thanks
to Malcolm Heath for this reference.

2! Wardy (1998, p. 37).

22 Tt would come close to the kind of self-deception whose possibility was plausibly
denied in Williams (1973).
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reader has been foolishly complicit in consenting to Gorgias’s deception,
and might be expected to reproach himself for this in retrospect. But this
reading surely distorts Gorgias’s point. The speech is epideictic and the
reader assesses it as such—their verdict about Helen is not what princi-
pally matters here. It is rather Gorgias himself that the reader is assessing.
The reader does this precisely by refusing his consent to be deceived, and
assessing how well Gorgias can fare in advancing his case. The speech’s
success then consists in our feeling the force of the case in Helen’s favour,
being unable to see how to answer it, and yet realizing that something is
amiss in the exoneration of Greece’s most famous adulteress.** The point
is that the piece has exercised over us the very kind of power that forms
such a theme in the speech itself. And it has done so flagrantly: even
when the speech is parading the fact that it is being used to wield power
over its listeners, we are powerless to resist. No matter how little consent
or complicity we offered, or how forearmed against Gorgias’s wiles we
were, we were overpowered. In fact, this is a central point of the speech.
The very choice of subject matter tells us that what is being defended is
indefensible, the emphasis on exercises of power by the use of speech is
prominent throughout, and in case it were not obvious, at the end we are
told explicitly that Gorgias is not in earnest and is relishing his sway over
us. Yet, even with all these reasons for epistemic caution right in the
foreground, we still find ourselves beguiled. So almost the reverse of
Wardy’s claim is true—Gorgias’s speech has its way with us even when
we consider ourselves to have most reason to resist. Gorgias’s skills have
the power to make the weaker case appear the stronger, even when the
audience knows that this is what is happening. So much, at least, is
Gorgias’s provocative claim.**

This fits with Gorgias’s assimilation (well charted by Wardy) of
philosophical argument to political demagoguery, and to witchcraft
and magic spells.”® All are ways of using speech to exercise power over

** Cf. Griffin (1980): ‘the archetype of deceitful wives’, 78; ‘a legendary figure. . . for her
guilt and suffering’, 97-8.

?* 1t would require much more from Gorgias to show that his techniques actually have
the power to get people to form beliefs against what they consider to be the balance of
reasons to believe. All he actually succeeds in showing is that beliefs can be ‘compelled” even
in circumstances in which a listener takes himself to have some substantial reason(s) not to
believe.

%5 Cf. also De Romilly (1975).
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others, and represent processes in which—if they are executed skilfully—
the listener is powerless to resist. Perhaps on their own, these power
images might simply be a metaphor for the fact that one-way-or-another
speech influences people—something that at that level of generality
nobody would deny. Within a larger picture of Gorgias’s views, however,
it seems these kinds of imagery have a much more specific use, as
expressing a view of rhetoric in which the expertise does not in any
way depend on whether or not what is communicated in speech repre-
sents good reasons for conviction. Indeed even the making of such a
distinction by philosophers is cast as merely their device for exercising
power over others.

If this is correct about how Thrasymachus and Gorgias use imagery of
spells (and other kinds of power), it is clear how sharply it differs from
the view of rhetoric that we are here attributing to Aristotle. For Aris-
totle, the sense in which rhetorical expertise gives the orator power over
listeners is that it gives him an ability to show them that by their own
lights they do well to be convinced. The power he has is limited by the
extent to which he can show them this.

Thus, at one level, Aristotle will have no objection to the use of
comparisons with wrestling and physical force. In defending the useful-
ness of rhetoric at 1355a19-b7, he argues a fortiori from the acceptability
of being able to ‘defend yourself” with bodily force to the acceptability of
doing so with argument. But at another, these metaphors are used by
Gorgias and Thrasymachus to express a conception of rhetoric that is
very much at odds with Aristotle’s. On his view, rhetoric is an ability to
influence listeners by producing in speech things that should*® bring
about conviction in them. On theirs, rhetoric is an ability to influence
listeners by producing in speech things—indeed anything—that actually
will bring about conviction in them.

There is good reason to suppose that Gorgias and Thrasymachus are
the major figures in the tradition of writing ‘Arts of Rhetoric’ (technai
logon) that Aristotle is opposing in the programmatic passages of argu-
ment at the start of the Rhetoric. They were clearly among his most
influential predecessors in this field.*” In Aristotle’s summary of previous

%% The exact character of this ‘should” will be clarified in Chapter 2.
*” This is further confirmed by their prominence in Plato’s references to theorists of
rhetoric in the Gorgias and the Phaedrus.
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theorists at De Sophisticis Elenchis 34.184a, Thrasymachus is named as a
key figure alongside Tisias and Theodorus,”® and Gorgias is mentioned
shortly afterwards as someone who purported to teach the art of rhetoric
but in fact merely imparted the products of the art. Additionally, Aris-
totle’s reference to ‘slander, pity and anger’ at 1354al6f. in one of his key
opening arguments is arguably intended to identify Thrasymachus as his
target.” Aristotle’s opening arguments in the Rhetoric may be intended
as criticisms of others besides Thrasymachus and Gorgias,* but these are
certainly the most prominent proponents of the views he is criticizing.

1.3 Plato

The views just described come in for heavy criticism in Plato’s dialogues,
particularly Gorgias and Phaedrus. This criticism, as well as constituting a
rejection of the views on rhetoric of Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and others,
also itself expresses a positive and extremely stringent view of what would
be required if something is to count as a genuine expertise (techné) of
rhetoric. A full account of Plato’s treatment of rhetoric cannot be
attempted here; it will be enough to indicate the principal lines of argu-
ment used against Gorgias and against handbook writers in the tradition
of Thrasymachus. I focus here on the Platonic insistence on knowledge of
how the art’s methods are applied to achieve its results, the requirement
that the expert practitioner know the truth about their subject matter, and
the incorporation into the account of the expertise the specification that its
deployment be in the pursuit of appropriate goals. These will then provide
the basis for a fruitful comparison with Aristotle’s views.

In the Gorgias (462b-c), Socrates famously suggested that rhetoric was
merely a knack (empeiria), and not an expertise (techné) at all. His
central argument in support of this denial was as follows:

2% The latter are unlikely to be Aristotle’s principal targets at the start of the Rhetoric,
Tisias because he could hardly be described as one who ‘these days’ (viv 1354all) is putting
together an ‘art of speaking’, Theodorus because he is mentioned by Plato and Aristotle
principally in the context of his complex terminology for sections of a speech (cf. Plato
Phaedrus 266e-267a; Rhetoric 3.13, 1414b13-15).

2 The case for this is argued in greater detail in Dow (2007) and Chapter 7.

30 Pplato is clearly in view at 1354al-11, 1355a14-18, and 1356a27-30. As already
discussed, there is no obvious evidence of a dialectic with Isocrates, on the nature and
core constituents of rhetoric. Cf. Ross (1959, p. 206) (index auctorum, sub ‘Tsocrates’);
Haskins (2004).
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And I say that it isn’t a craft (techné), but a knack (empeiria), because it has no
account of the nature of whatever things it applies (prospherei) by which it
applies them, so that it’s unable to state the cause of each thing. And I refuse to
call anything that lacks such an account a craft. (465a2-6)*'

The objection is based plausibly on the view that having a techné includes
understanding relevant techniques and how they achieve their results, so
that its possessor can achieve non-accidental success in producing some
particular result. It may well be an apt criticism of Gorgias and Thrasy-
machus that they offered little by way of an account of how their
techniques worked, and hence of the basis on which one selects one
technique rather than another.”> Nevertheless, there seems nothing here
to preclude the possibility of their supplying for the array of techniques
they called ‘rhetoric’ an account of how they produced the effects they
did, and hence why one might select one or another of these techniques
on any given occasion. The addition of such an account would, it seems,
be enough to enable Gorgias’ and Thrasymachus’ approach to speech-
making to evade disqualification from being a techné, at least on these
grounds.™

It becomes clear what Socrates has in mind, when one considers the
accounts sketched in both the Gorgias and the Phaedrus of a kind of
rhetoric that would qualify as a genuine techné. Towards the end of the
Gorgias, Socrates describes what such rhetorical practice would be like.

So this is what that skilled (technikos) and good orator will look to when he
applies (prosoisei) to people’s souls whatever speeches he makes as well as all of
his actions, and any gift he makes or any confiscation he carries out. He will
always give his attention to how justice may come to exist in the souls of his

3! Translations of Plato here and below are from Cooper (1997).

> Both Gorgias and Thrasymachus seem to have taught rhetoric mainly by providing
their students with set-pieces to use or adapt. Cf. De Soph. Elench. 34, 183b36-185a9;
Phaedr. 268a-269¢; Dow (2007), Chapter 7, and evidence cited there.

* 1t is perhaps for this reason that this point is endorsed with the briefest of arguments
in the first few lines of the Rhetoric (1354a6-11). Evidently, by Aristotle’s time, the point
was well worn and not in serious dispute. The further objection that Gorgias’ rhetoric does
not aim at what is best but at what is pleasant is considered later. But we may note here that
the failure of Gorgias’ rhetoric to aim at the best is not used by Socrates as grounds for
concluding that it fails to be a techné, but as grounds for concluding that it is shameful
(464e2-465a2). That Socrates does not here make the claim that an improper aim disquali-
fies a practice from being a techné does not, of course, rule out the possibility that he holds
that claim. Evidence from later in the dialogue that he does hold precisely such a view is
presented here.
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fellow citizens and injustice be gotten rid of, how self-control may come to exist
there and lack of discipline be gotten rid of, and how the rest of excellence may
come into being there and badness may depart. (504d-e)

It turns out that rhetoric is an ability to affect people’s souls, or, as it will
be called in the Phaedrus, soul-leading through words (Jvyaywyia 7is
dwa. Adywv, 261a7-b2, 271c10). What makes this kind of practice a
genuine techné seems to be the way in which the methods are organized
in the service of an identified goal. The kind of understanding of human
psychology that this will involve is explained in much greater detail in
the Phaedrus, where—again—Socrates sets out what would be involved
in a genuine techné of rhetoric.

socrATES: Clearly, therefore, Thrasymachus and anyone else who
teaches the art of rhetoric seriously will, first, describe the soul
with absolute precision and enable us to understand what it is:
whether it is one and homogeneous by nature or takes many
forms, like the shape of bodies, since, as we said, that’s what it is
to demonstrate the nature of something.

PHAEDRUS: Absolutely.

SOCRATES: Second, he will explain how, in virtue of its nature, it
acts and is acted upon by certain things.

pHAEDRUS: Of course.

socrATES: Third, he will classify the kinds of speech and of soul
there are, as well as the various ways in which they are affected,
and explain what causes each. He will then coordinate each
kind of soul with the kind of speech appropriate to it. And he
will give instructions concerning the reasons why one kind of
soul is necessarily convinced by one kind of speech while
another necessarily remains unconvinced.

PHAEDRUS: This, I think, would certainly be the best way.

SOCRATES: In fact, my friend, no speech will ever be a product of
art, whether it is a model or one actually given, if it is delivered
or written in any other way . .. (271a-b)

Understanding of souls and speeches, and of how speeches affect souls, is
required for a genuine techné of rhetoric because only on this basis can
there be a proper account of how its possessor achieves non-accidental
success in achieving a particular kind of state in a given soul (or souls) by
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using a particular kind of speech. As the use of ‘necessarily’ (ex anankés,
271b4) shows, Socrates is committed to the view that in at least some
cases the state of conviction produced is determined by the kind of
speech used and the kind of soul the listener has. To the extent that
producing conviction is determined in this way, it is the business of a
techné of speech-making, i.e. rhetoric, to account for this. It is on the
basis of possessing such an account that the expert can be in control of
producing their chosen outcome. Thus the understanding involved in
rhetoric plays a similar role to that involved in other technai. The potter’s
understanding of clay, of the techniques of working, and of how these
affect different types of clay all combine to give them control over the
final features of the pot. Likewise, the doctor’s understanding of medi-
cines, of the body, and of how various kinds of medicines affect various
kinds of bodies combine to give them control over the patient’s condi-
tion.”* For the orator to possess a similar kind of control over the
audience’s convictions will, according to Socrates, involve significant
knowledge not only of speech-making techniques but also of human
psychology.

That a genuine techné should involve knowledge that puts its posses-
sor in control of the attainment or non-attainment of particular (valu-
able) outcomes, and enables them to explain how they are achieved, is
thus a prominent aspect of Socrates’ position in both the Gorgias and the
Phaedrus. 1t is also, I shall argue, the best explanation of another dis-
tinctive requirement of the kind of rhetoric Socrates is prepared to
endorse in the Phaedrus. In that dialogue, Socrates distinguishes his
position from that of Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and other writers of so-
called ‘technai’, with regard to whether the expert orator needs to know
the truth about their subject matter. Socrates clearly holds that they do,
although his arguments for this claim are quite tricky to make out.

One key argument made at 261d-262c, and recapitulated briefly
at 273d-e when Socrates considers how to address Tisias, involves
accepting—perhaps only for the sake of argument—the premise that
the exercise of rhetoric involves the use of similarities. The argument
proceeds from this to the conclusion that rhetorical expertise must
involve knowing the truth about one’s subject matter. The premise

3 Cf. Gorg. 503e-504a; Phaedr. 268a-269b.
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seems acceptable enough: speakers in forensic and deliberative contexts
alike frequently invite their audience to see the similarity between one
thing and another, and to infer that they should make the same judge-
ment about the one as they do about the other. Socrates proceeds as
follows:

SOCRATES: We can therefore find the practice of speaking on
opposite sides not only in the lawcourts and in the Assembly.
Rather, it seems that one single art—if, of course, it is an art in
the first place—governs all speaking. By means of it one can
make out as similar anything that can be so assimilated, to
everything to which it can be made similar, and expose anyone
who tries to hide the fact that that is what he is doing.

PHAEDRUS: What do you mean by that?

socrATES: I think it will become clear if we look at it this way.
Where is deception most likely to occur—regarding things that
differ much or things that differ little from one another?

PHAEDRUS: Regarding those that differ little.

SOCRATES: At any rate, you are more likely to escape detection, as
you shift from one thing to its opposite, if you proceed in small
steps rather than in large ones.

PHAEDRUS: Without a doubt.

soCRATES: Therefore, if you are to deceive someone else and to
avoid deception yourself, you must know precisely the respects
in which things are similar and dissimilar to one another.

PHAEDRUS: Yes, you must.

SOCRATES: And is it really possible for someone who doesn’t know
what each thing truly is to detect a similarity—whether large or
small—between something he doesn’t know and anything else?

PHAEDRUS: That is impossible.

socRATES: Clearly, therefore, the state of being deceived and hold-
ing beliefs contrary to what is the case comes upon people by
means of certain similarities.

PHAEDRUS: That is how it happens.

SOCRATEs: Could someone, then, who doesn’t know what each
thing is ever have the art (technikos) to lead others little by little
through similarities away from what is the case on each occa-
sion to its opposite? Or could he escape this being done to
himself?
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PHAEDRUS: Never.

sOCRATES: Therefore, my friend, the art (technén) of a speaker
who doesn’t know the truth and chases opinions instead is
likely to be a ridiculous thing—not an art (atechnon) at all!

PHAEDRUS: So it seems. (261d-262c)

Clearly, if rhetoric requires knowledge of similarities, and knowing
similarities in turn requires knowledge of the truth of the things being
spoken about, then rhetoric must require this same knowledge of the
truth. But for reasons both internal and external to the dialogue, it seems
hard to see why one should accept (as Phaedrus does without quibble)
the premise that it is impossible to detect similarities between something
one does not know and something else. It seems simply implausible as
stated: I know little enough about plants, but I can tell similarities and
differences between plants even when I do not know what they are. And,
even within the dialogue, it seems that only at 260b-d Socrates seemed
himself to allow that he might persuade Phaedrus that he should get a
horse for fighting enemies despite his (and Phaedrus’) being ignorant of
what a horse was. Of course, if Socrates is as ignorant as Phaedrus about
what a horse is, rhetorical argument may well simply transmit the flaws
in Phaedrus’ initial understanding onto the conviction Socrates secures.
Nevertheless, there is an important sense in which, in this example,
despite both parties’ ignorance of what a horse is, Socrates’ persuasive
argument proceeds successfully precisely because of the similarity be-
tween what Socrates said about ‘horses’ and what Phaedrus believed
about ‘horses’. He is successful in the sense that he convinces Phaedrus
of what he set out to convince him, namely to get a horse for fighting
enemies. It is assumed, we should note, that Socrates knows in the
relevant respects what Phaedrus believes about ‘horses’ (260b2-4).
Thus, even within the dialogue, it seems that successful persuasive argu-
ments using similarities do not require knowledge of the truth, and
Socrates does not seem to offer a good argument to support his claim
that they do.

This objection seems to me to be telling if Socrates is viewing rhetoric
as a techné enabling its possessor to get an audience convinced of a given
claim, regardless of whether that claim is true or false. But Socrates’ view
seems to be that possession of a genuine techné of rhetoric ought to put
the skilled orator in charge of whether what their audience (and indeed
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they themselves) came to be convinced of was true or false. Whether the
convictions resulting from the exercise of the techné turn out true or false
should not be a matter of chance or accident, since an accidental result is
the mark precisely of the absence of techné. In the previous passage, this
may well be what Socrates has in mind, since he repeatedly emphasizes
that the result that the orator aims at is for the audience to be deceived
but for him to avoid being deceived himself (and the discussion imme-
diately preceding (261c-d) about speaking on opposite sides makes it
clear that for the skilled orator, it is simply a matter of choice whether
they want the audience to be deceived or to be convinced of the truth:
their skill puts them in a position to achieve non-accidentally whichever
outcome they choose). If this is the case, then what matters in persuading
an audience is not merely the similarity between what they already
believe and what, at each stage in the persuasive strategy, they are
being invited to believe. Rather the orator will need to know how similar
each of these is to what is actually true, so as to be in a position to ensure
that where the audience is led, by suitably small steps, tends either
towards or away from the truth. This is an important part of the
knowledge that enables the genuinely skilled (technikos) speaker to be
in control of the outcomes that they produce, and to be in a position to
offer an explanatory account of how they are produced.

On this interpretation, Socrates insists that the skilled orator must
know the truth about their subject matter, even if their aim is to make the
audience’s convictions false rather than true. His view thus does not rely
on the idea that rhetoric aims at true convictions in the audience. It relies
instead on the view that rhetoric involves persuasion using similarities
(262b6), and that it is the expertise by which a speaker achieves non-
accidental success in securing convictions in their audience that are true,
if he so chooses, or false. Socrates concludes ultimately that the view of
the ‘wise’,”> namely that the skilled orator need not know the truth but
only what their audience believes, makes their supposed techné into
something ridiculous (geloian, 262c2) and not a techné at all (atechnon,
c3). This, on the interpretation proposed here, is because on the account
of rhetoric proposed by the ‘wise’, it is a matter of chance whether the
convictions produced in the audience turn out true or false. When

35 ‘sophoi’ (260a6)—and there is a strong hint that it is Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and

Theodorus who held this view (261b6-c3).
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Socrates refers back to this argument later at 273d2-6, he claims to have
shown that one cannot know what is similar to the truth without
knowing the truth of one’s subject matter. This lends support to inter-
pretations, such as that proposed here, of the argument of 261d-262c in
which the similarities referred to are similarities to the truth.*

The position developed by Socrates in the Phaedrus, then, is that
genuine rhetorical expertise requires knowledge of the speaker’s subject
matter. The earlier argument to that effect is confirmed by later passages,
where the nature of this requirement is further explained. As Socrates at
264e-266¢ analyses some merits of his two earlier speeches, he highlights
the contribution made by collection and division in getting a clear view
of the key themes (love, madness) of each speech. At 272d-273e, the role
of collection and division is again emphasized for its importance, not just
in understanding the soul, but in understanding ‘every single thing’
(273e2)—where we must take this to include the subject matter of
the speech, since it is offered as a reason for resisting Tisias’s claim
that the expert speaker need only know what is likely—a claim that
pertains to the speech’s subject matter. The final summary (277b5-c6)
of the expertise of speech-making again emphasizes that it requires
knowledge of the speech’s subject matter as well as of listeners’ souls,
and confirms that this is to be achieved by collection and division, a skill
whose possessors are called ‘dialecticians’ (266b7-c8), or ‘philosophers’
(261a3-5, 278c4-d6).%”

We have noted in passing Socrates’ emphasis in the Phedrus on the
knowledge of psychology required for possession of a genuine techné of
rhetoric. It is worth highlighting the prominence it receives. Socrates

6 At 273d, Socrates also repeats (as something ‘we were saying before’) the claim that
‘what is likely is in fact accepted by the many because of a similarity to what is true’
(273d3-4). This seems to suggest that in both passages Socrates after all holds the prob-
lematic claim that one cannot discern similarities between things unless one knows the
truth about them. Interestingly, Socrates here carefully distinguishes between the (prob-
lematic) claim that it is similarity to the truth that makes ‘the likely’ acceptable to the
masses, and the claim that knowing what is similar to the truth requires knowing the truth.
He perhaps hints that it is the latter that has been the more carefully argued for (diélthomen,
ds, cf. tunchanomen legontes, d3).

*” The similarity has often been noticed between this claim about the importance of
‘dialectic’ (and philosophy) to rhetorical expertise and those made by Aristotle (esp. Rhet
1.1, 1355a3-18). Here, however, we should note that the aspect of ‘dialectic’ to which
attention is being drawn is the ability to undertake collection and division. See Chapter 3 for
Aristotle’s very different use within rhetoric of the resources of ‘dialectic’.
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emphasizes that without detailed knowledge of the soul, the student of
rhetoric will have no more than a set of techniques, and will certainly
lack a systematic method for how these should be appropriately applied
(269a5-c5). The techniques are merely ‘things one must learn as a
necessary preliminary to grasping the expertise’ (b7-8), and their limi-
tations are illustrated by comparisons with medicine, tragedy, and music.
In medicine, for example, (to paraphrase 268a8-c4) knowing how to
raise or lower body temperature, or how to induce vomiting or defeca-
tion, without knowing when, to whom, or to what extent one ought to
apply such techniques, is not yet to have acquired the expertise of
medicine (indeed, 269a2-3 makes the bolder claim that such a person
has only the preliminaries to medicine (ra mpo {arpukijs), and has not
even begun to grasp medicine itself). Similarly, the person that has
grasped in relation to speaking such things as what the various parts of
the speech should contain, techniques for praise, amplification and
diminution, the use of images, and how to arouse audience emotions
(cf. 266d7-267d9) has only the preliminaries to learning the expertise of
rhetoric. What is missing will be analogous to the medical case, including
at least’® the following: (1) a clear conception of what the desirable state
of the soul is that the speaker should be trying to produce (analogous to
the doctor’s understanding of the good functioning of the body that they
are aiming to produce), (2) an understanding of how various types of
soul are affected by various kinds of speech, and (3) an ability to
recognize each type of soul (and perhaps speech) as encountered in
real life.> The point Socrates most emphasizes is the psychological
knowledge (2).

Since the nature of speech is in fact to direct the soul (Jvyaywyia), whoever
intends to be a rhetorician must know how many kinds of soul there are. Their
number is so-and-so many; each of such-and-such a sort; hence some people
have such-and-such a character and others have such-and-such. Those distinc-
tions established, there are, in turn, so-and-so many kinds of speech, each of
such-and-such a sort. People of such-and-such a character are easy to persuade
by speeches of such-and-such a sort in connection with such-and-such an issue

%% Some further items are added at 272a4-7.

%> Moss (2012b) offers a nice account of how this is not only explained in the Phaedrus,
but illustrated (or something approximating to it is illustrated) in Socrates’ interaction with
Phaedrus.
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for this particular reason, while people of such-and-such another sort are difficult
to persuade for those particular reasons. The orator must learn all this well . . .
(271¢10-d7)

For Socrates of the Phaedrus, a genuine expertise in rhetoric will involve
extensive psychological knowledge, as well as knowledge of the truth of
their subject matter, in order to put them properly in control of gener-
ating beneficial outcomes by the application of their expertise. Attaining
this level of knowledge is, as Phaedrus observes and Socrates concedes,
‘no small task’ (272b5-6).

A further significant theme in the criticism in Phaedrus and especially
Gorgias of earlier theorists of rhetoric concerns the goods that rhetoric
secures and the goals in the service of which it can and should be
deployed. In both dialogues, I shall emphasize, Socrates insists that it is
part of the proper practice of any kind of rhetoric that is of genuine value,
that it be deployed in the pursuit of what is best, that is justice, temper-
ance, and the whole of virtue (Gorg 504d5-e4).

The question of what rhetoric is good for, that is the valuable purpose
(if any) that it might be properly deployed to achieve, is one of the
structuring questions framing the whole of the Gorgias. Socrates, as has
already been indicated, gives the fullest statements of his own views
towards the end of the dialogue, but the question of what valuable
purpose rhetoric serves is central to the interrogation of Gorgias right
at the outset. When the orator is compared with the doctor, trainer, and
businessman, Socrates makes the comparison in terms of the product or
achievement (ergon, 452a8, b6) of each, and an assessment of the extent
to which each represents a good (agathon, 452a5, 8, 9, b3, ¢5, 7, d1, 3), so
as to assess which produces the greatest good. Gorgias is happy to accept
that his characteristic activity will be defined by giving an account of its
product, the good of which it is the producer (démiourgos, 452d4). The
answer Gorgias gives is that it is persuasion (fo peithein, or peithd, 452el,
453a2)—his answer is interesting on a number of counts.

Persuasion, I say: the ability to persuade with words the judges in the courtroom,
the councillors in the council chamber, the assemblymen in the assembly, and
anyone in any other civic debate. In fact, through this power you will make the
doctor your slave, and likewise the trainer. And this businessman will turn out to
be making money not for himself but for someone else: for you, as a result of your
ability to speak and persuade the masses. (Gorgias 452e1-8)
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We can see in this passage that, although no great emphasis is placed on
this point here, Gorgias is made to distinguish between rhetoric’s imme-
diate product, persuasion, and the goal that this enables the orator to
achieve, power and control over others and enrichment for himself. This
is a likely basis for his defence of rhetoric later, at 456¢c-457c, in which he
insists that the possibility of its unjust use (its use in pursuit of unjust
ends, presumably) does not impugn the expertise or its teachers.

I think that if someone becomes skilled in rhetoric and then uses this power and
expertise to commit injustice, it is not the person that taught him who should
be hated and expelled from our cities. The teacher passed it on for just use, but
the student is using it in the opposite way. It is the one that uses it incorrectly
(ouk orthos) that we should by rights hate, expel and execute, not the one that
taught him.  (457b5-c3)

Gorgias’ defence here is that rhetoric is valuable insofar as it is used
justly, and that this is its proper and perhaps its normal use (such that its
unjust use is a ‘perversion’ of it).** The crucial point for our purposes is
that this just use of rhetoric will have two central features. First, clearly
the just use of rhetoric must be in the service of a genuinely good goal.
Second, it requires knowledge of how to attain that goal, including how
to do so through the use of rhetorical skills. Without either one of those
features, it will remain a chancy matter whether the use of rhetoric will be
harmful or beneficial, and hence both are required by Gorgias in order to
resist the implied charge that his teaching of rhetoric is irresponsible and
dangerous.*’ We have discussed already the requirement that the valu-
able use of rhetoric requires considerable knowledge on the part of the
speaker. Here, we note that the speaker must aim at a good goal.

The defence, as proposed by Socrates and accepted by Gorgias, is
doubtless overblown and it leads Gorgias into contradiction. No doubt

40 The unjust use of rhetoric is described as ‘incorrect’ (odx dpbws) at 457al-2, 3-4, c2,
and as a ‘perversion’ (ueraotpéipavres) of it at 457al. Cf. Barney (2010) for an excellent
examination of Gorgias’ defence along these lines. As she notes, there is a tension between
this line of defence and the grounds on which Gorgias boasts of rhetoric’s value, that is, as a
power to enslave and manipulate others for one’s private advantage.

*1 This is, I think, the correct explanation of why Gorgias concedes not only that his pupils
will have knowledge of justice and injustice, but also will be motivated justly (459c-460c).
These concessions are not required because of Gorgias’ particular circumstances as a foreigner
(pace Kahn, 1983), but because they are required by any defence of the value of possessing
and teaching an expertise, once it is admitted that it has the potential to be used for inflicting
more harm than good.
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it would be enough to exonerate the teacher of rhetoric of the charge of
irresponsibility if they were merely justified in believing that the skill they
conveyed would be used justly: that would then allow for the possibility
that it be on occasions used unjustly. It is, however, not this but a rather
different strategy for reformulating Gorgias’ position that is taken up by
Polus. And Polus is surely right in this regard, since the kind of rhetorical
practice that depends on extensive knowledge and just goals is very
unlike the actual kinds of practice that Polus and Gorgias are represented
as standing for in the Gorgias. Polus is represented as seeking to retract
any robust commitment to just aims or knowledge of justice (461bc). He
seeks to defend the value of rhetoric on the basis that it enables a speaker
to give pleasure to his audience (462¢8-9), and it thereby confers on him
the benefit of great power to secure whatever goals he pleases, whatever
he thinks best (466a9-c2, e6-8). Again, like Gorgias, Polus seems com-
mitted to some kind of distinction between rhetoric’s proximate goal of
pleasure and the ulterior*? goal of its practitioner in practising it—
typically, for Polus, power and the advancement of his personal goals.

This brief account of how Polus reformulates a defence of Gorgianic
rhetoric is enough to highlight some key features of the position Socrates
adopts in opposing it. For him, both the proximate goal of pleasure and
the ulterior goal of having the power to do whatever seems best are
grounds for objection. As a practice aimed at producing pleasure, Gor-
gianic rhetoric is classified as a kind of ‘flattery’ (kolakeia), and is hence
deemed shameful (aischron, 464e2) ‘because it [namely flattery] guesses
at what’s pleasant with no consideration for what’s best’ (465al1-2).
Clearly part of what is objectionable about flattery in general, and
hence about Gorgianic rhetoric thus conceived, is that it is deceptive.
Rhetoric is the ‘image of a part of politics’ (molirikijs popiov eldwov,
463d2, e4); specifically, it impersonates justice (Suxatooivy, 465¢3) and
shares what all flattery has in common:

It masquerades as something else and pretends to be that thing. It gives

no thought to what is best, but uses what is most pleasurable at each moment

to ensnare folly and deceive it. As a result it is taken to be highly valuable.
(464c7-d3)

*2 We are not offered any precise account of such a distinction in the text, so it is under-
determined whether it is better taken as a distinction between proximate and ulterior ends,
or between ends internal and external to the practice of rhetoric.
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The metaphors of masks, disguises, and masquerading express the criti-
cism that rhetoric is valued (presumably by listeners, and perhaps at an
institutional level—insofar as provision is made in law courts and assem-
blies for the delivery of speeches) because it is taken to deliver certain
benefits, which it pretends to deliver but does not actually do so.* Just as
skill in adornment (koppwriki, 465b3) purports to deliver the authentic,
properly held beauty that comes from training, but delivers no more than
the illusion of it, so rhetoric purports to contribute to justice, but delivers
no more than the illusion of doing so. In short, Socrates is saying that
Gorgianic rhetoric, in aiming at pleasure, is fraudulent—pretending to be
a valuable contribution that it does not deliver.

As well as contesting the value of pleasure as a goal of rhetoric,
Socrates also challenges the worth of power and the capacity to get
whatever one thinks best.

soc: You say that having great power is a good thing for the
person who has it?

roL: I do.

soc: Do you think it is a good thing, then, if someone does the
things that seem best to them, when they lack understanding?
Do you call that ‘having great power’?

poL: I do not.

soc: So, will you demonstrate that orators do have understanding,
and that rhetoric is an expertise (7éyvnv), not mere flattery, and so
refute me? But if you leave me unrefuted, then those orators who
do in their cities what seems best to them, and tyrants, will thereby
have secured nothing good. Power, as you affirm, is a good thing.
But doing what seems best to you when you lack understanding:
you also agree that that is an evil. (466e6-467a5)

Polus, as we have seen, does not wish to go back on the Gorgianic
insistence that rhetorical skill does not require knowledge. Socrates’
argument shows that the good that Polus insists is an (or the) important
goal of exercising rhetoric, i.e. power, is at worst an evil, and at best a
conditional good. Where the orator lacks knowledge, it will be left a

43 Cf. also Rhetoric 1.2, 1356a27f.
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chancy matter whether the power rhetoric gives them is beneficial or
harmful to them. Since the power to advance one’s own chosen goals by
acting unjustly features so prominently in Polus’s account of what
rhetoric enables its possessor to do, the conclusion that injustice and
unjust action are not goods at all, but the greatest evils, has implications
for the worth of rhetoric thus conceived. Socrates returns explicitly to
this question at 480al, ‘What is the great benefit of rhetoric?’. Socrates is
prepared to concede that it might be of some benefit to an unjust person
in ensuring they get punished, but apart from that he concludes that
there is no worthwhile goal that can be achieved by rhetoric of the kind
Polus has in mind (480b7-d6; 481b1-5). Thus, we see Socrates insisting
that if rhetoric is to be of value, there must be some valuable goal that it
can be relied upon to secure.

A similar picture emerges clearly from the latter part of Socrates’
discussion with Callicles. Socrates distinguishes two kinds of rhetoric
according to the aims they countenance. One type is Gorgianic and based
on flattery: ‘their impulse is towards the gratification of the citizens; they
despise the common good and speak with a view to their own private
interests” (502e5-7). By contrast, Socrates, towards the end of the dia-
logue (504d-e), envisages a possible genuine art of rhetoric.

So, it would be with an eye to these things [structure (rdé:s) and orderliness
(xouos)] that that expert (rexvixds) and good (dyabés) orator would proceed,
applying to [the citizens’] souls whatever words he spoke, all his actions too, and
whatever gift he might give, or if he took anything away. He would always be
thinking about how to bring about justice in the souls of the citizens, and drive
out injustice, how self-control could be produced and intemperance driven out,
how he can bring about the rest of virtue, and get vice to depart.  (504d5-€3)

Such an art, in the hands of a good man, would aim at producing justice,
self-control, and the rest of virtue in the souls of citizens—that is, it
would aim at what is genuinely good. As such, it would be among the
genuinely artistic occupations (pragmateiai . ..technikai) concerned
with the soul, i.e. among those that ‘possess forethought about what’s
best for the soul’ (501b3-5).**

** The insistence on having the right aim is interestingly less prominent in the Phaedrus,
but it is not wholly absent. When Socrates compares knowing the various rhetorical
techniques catalogued from previous treatises on the ‘Art of Speaking’ (266d-268a) to
knowing how to perform various kinds of medical treatment (268ab), the way he highlights
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In the Gorgias, then, Socrates seems to insist that a genuine techné of
rhetoric should aim at the good of listeners, and should proceed on the
basis of a knowledge both of this goal and of the means to it (500e-501b).
In the Phaedrus, this latter requirement is developed further as a require-
ment that the skilled speaker possess psychological knowledge of how to
bring about the envisaged condition in the souls of his listeners. The
requirement to aim at the good is perhaps relaxed, with the acknow-
ledgement that a genuine skill in rhetoric could be used for good or ill,
and that rhetoric is a skill for speaking effectively on opposite sides.
However, the Phaedrus adds the new and highly demanding requirement
that, in order to argue (as rhetoric does) from likelihoods, the speaker
know the truth about their subject matter. I have suggested that this
requirement springs from thinking of rhetoric as an expertise that gives
its possessor control over whether the listeners’ (and his own) convic-
tions turn out true or false.

in which the latter falls short of knowing medicine (ra larpucd, 269a3) or of making you an
expert medic ({arpucds, 268b3) is that it lacks the additional knowledge of when and to
whom to apply such treatments. The implication is that it is part of medicine to know what
kinds of states of the body are desirable to produce, that is to say, what the appropriate goal
of medical intervention is. The implication is that it is part of genuine rhetorical expertise to
know when and to whom the various rhetorical techniques should be applied—i.e. what the
appropriate goals of rhetorical activity are.



2

Proof-reading Aristotle’s
Rhetoric

2.1 Introduction

Aristotle, I shall claim, saw rhetoric as an expertise in producing ‘proofs’
(pisteis), understood as proper grounds for conviction. Such a position is
quite distinct from the views of Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and the hand-
book writers on the one hand, and those put forward in Plato’s works on
the other. Gorgias and Thrasymachus saw rhetoric as a collection of
techniques for wielding power over an audience by speaking to them,
specifically the power to produce conviction in one’s listeners, irrespect-
ive of whether they do well to be so convinced. Whereas Aristotle saw
rhetoric as an expertise in giving listeners good grounds for conviction
(‘proofs’, pisteis), only techniques that met this criterion would count as
rhetoric, in his view. As we have seen in the previous chapter, Plato’s
works convey the insistence that to count as a techné, rhetoric must have
some account of how conviction is successfully brought about, and the
suggestion that this is a matter of understanding human psychology so as
to know how different kinds of speeches will affect different kinds of
souls. Aristotle, as we shall see, partly accepts this requirement, but draws
not on a merely descriptive psychology of how conviction can be suc-
cessfully produced, but on a normative psychology of how humans do
well to be convinced. Accordingly, his theory sets out various kinds of
‘proof’ (pistis) that rightly incline humans to be convinced. Aristotle
disagrees with the Platonic view of the aim of rhetoric—in Plato, it was
the production of virtue in the souls of listeners, for Aristotle, it is well-
founded judgements in the listeners. Rhetoric, for Aristotle, aims at an
epistemic good. Since Aristotle does not agree with the Platonic view
that the expert orator should be in a position to control whether the
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audience’s convictions are true or false, he does not hold that the orator
needs to know the truth about his subject matter. For Aristotle, the
listeners’ judgements will be well-founded through being formed on
the basis of good grounds for conviction (‘proofs’, pisteis), and providing
these require, in turn, not knowledge of the truth, but rather a grasp of
plausible starting points for the listeners’ deliberations in the form of
‘reputable opinions’ (endoxa) related to the subject at hand.

2.2 Aristotle’s Arguments in Rhetoric 1.1

Central to this sketch of Aristotle’s distinctive view of rhetoric is the
claim that, for him, rhetoric was an expertise in providing proper grounds
for conviction. I want to set out from Rhetoric 1.1 and elsewhere the
evidence that this was indeed Aristotle’s view of rhetoric (and that this is
a correct gloss of his Greek term ={o7is), and explore how we should
characterize his view of how rhetorical methods could provide such
proper grounds for conviction. In Chapter 3, I will consider how such a
view might be defended, starting from a consideration of how Aristotle
actually does undertake to defend his view.

The bulk of Rhetoric 1.1 is taken up with a polemic by Aristotle against
those who had written instruction handbooks for those with ambitions
in public life, who needed to be able to succeed both in assembly debates
and in the courtroom. I've called them the ‘handbook writers’. They
typically seem to have called their works ‘The Art of (or Expertise in)
Making Speeches’ (réxvn Adywv).! The passage I will start with, from
near the start of the Rhetoric, is the beginning of Aristotle’s polemic
against them. Aristotle is setting out his own position, his own instruc-
tion manual on rhetoric, affirming (what Plato had once denied)? that
there is a genuine expertise of rhetoric, but as a result of this he must
immediately insist that this does not constitute an endorsement of the
kind of views and techniques peddled by the handbook writers. It’s as
though he was saying, ‘Sure, Socrates was wrong in the Gorgias: there is
an art of making speeches. But don’t think I'm talking about the kind of
thing that you find in these handbooks labelled as an “Art of Making

» >

Speeches”.” In support, he advances a number of arguments to show that

! Cf. 1354al12. % Gorg 462b8—c3, 465a2-5.
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the techniques of the handbook writers do not deserve to be called an
expertise in rhetoric.

2.3 Rhetoric 1.1, 1354a11-18

Here, then, is a fairly literal translation of how the text is printed in
W. D. Ross’s Oxford edition:

Now the authors of the current handbooks on the ‘Art of Rhetoric’ have provided
hardly even a part of it.> (For the proofs are the only thing that belongs to the art,
the other things are merely accessories to it.) These people say nothing about
enthymemes which is the body of proof, and they busy themselves mainly with
what is outside the subject at hand. For slander and pity and anger and suchlike
affections of the soul are not concerned with the subject at hand but are directed
at the judge. (Rhetoric. 1.1, 1354a11-18)

Ross’s brackets* and the apparent contradiction between this passage
and the rest of the Rhetoric over the place of emotion-arousal in rhetoric’
have distracted attention from how Aristotle’s argument works.®

This passage, I suggest, could be paraphrased as follows:

These authors claim to have given us a systematic treatment of rhetoric. But in
fact they have told us little or nothing about it. Rhetoric consists entirely in
providing proofs. They have ignored the main thing that generates proof—that is,
arguments / considerations. And they have spent virtually all their time and
energy on things that cannot possibly contribute to proof—that is, things that are
irrelevant to the issue under consideration.

* Here there is a variant in the manuscripts. Ross follows some manuscripts and reads
‘008ev s elmeiv memopikaow adThs udpiov’, other manuscripts have ‘8Alyov memovjract
adris uépiov’ (have produced a small part of it), and Kassel conjectures ‘6A{yov memovijxaot
ad7is udéprov’ (have laboured over a small part of it). Some, e.g. Cooper (1999, p. 391), in an
attempt to soften the apparent contradiction about emotion-arousal, emphasize the possi-
bility of reading ‘ 6A{yov . .. udpiov’ (a small part). But that what Aristotle has in mind is that
their contribution to the expertise itself is negligible is confirmed by the uncontested ‘od8ev’
(nothing) at 1354b21, in a passage which seems to express the same thought (cf. Dow, 2007,
p- 384 and Chapter 7).

* Cf. Burnyeat (1994, p. 10, n.26): ‘The parentheses Ross puts around [this sentence] are
a disaster’.

> Cf. Chapter 7 for my own view of how the puzzle about this supposed contradiction
should be resolved.

¢ So much so that Kennedy seems to view the passage as a torrent of unsupported
accusations rather than as a passage of argument (cf. the ‘rhetoric of the Rhetoric’ (Kennedy,
1985, p. 132)).
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We may discern two arguments here. The first is this.
2.3.1 Argument (i)

1. In attempting to give an account of the art of rhetoric, the hand-
book writers say nothing about enthymemes. (al4f.)

2. Enthymemes are the most important part of (literally: the body of)
proof. (al5)

3. The only thing that properly belongs to the art of rhetoric is proofs.
(al3f.)

We may infer:

4. The handbook writers say nothing about the most important part
of the only thing that properly belongs to the art of rhetoric.

Which gives good reason to suppose:

5. In attempting to give an account of the art of rhetoric, the hand-
book writers have produced scarcely a part of it. (a11-13)

It is clearly important to establish what Aristotle means here by wioris—
thus far rendered ‘proof’. LS] identifies three broad categories of mean-
ing for mw{or.s. First, it can mean a psychological state of trust, confidence,
or conviction. Second, it can mean that which produces such a state of
confidence. And there is a third, later usage to mean that which is
entrusted. The relevant category in our texts is clearly the second. But
this still leaves open whether or not it is part of the meaning of #{o7s
that what it refers to properly produces confidence or conviction. Does
the word, as Aristotle uses it, have a normative element to its sense in this
way, or not? One might categorize interpreters, and indeed translators, of
Aristotle according to the answer they give.” Those who recognize a
normative element to the sense of #{o7is typically favour translating it
something like ‘proof” or, as I prefer, ‘proper grounds for conviction’;”
those who do not tend to opt for phrases like ‘means of persuasion’.”

7 Those recognizing some kind of normative sense to wioris include Barnes (1995),
Cooper (1993), and Grimaldi (1972); those who do not include Kennedy (1991), Primavesi
(1987), and Rapp (2002a). Those who contend that either the meaning of w{o7is or the
account of rhetoric, or both, changes between 1.1 and the rest of the Rhetoric include Barnes
(1995), Primavesi (1987), Rapp (2002a), Solmsen (1929), and Wisse (1989).

8 Reflected in Freese’s Loeb translation in Freese (1926).

° Reflected in W. Rhys Roberts’ translation in Barnes (1984).
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Aristotle says that m{orews are the only thing that belongs to rhetoric,
and the previous argument contains a premise (2) that might illuminate
what this claim means. If it turns out that enthymemes are a kind of
proper grounds for conviction,'® this might suggest that the presence of
proper grounds for conviction is a feature of all #/o7is. However, the
argument will not be decisive on that score. Facts about the ‘main part
(body) of mioris’, though suggestive, will not necessarily entail anything
about w{o7is in general, or about wio7s itself.'" The second argument,
however, is decisive.

2.3.2 Argument (ii)

1. The handbook writers have spent most of their time on things that
are outside the issue (i.e. on speaking irrelevantly to the issue at
hand).'? (al15-18)

2. Only miorews belong to the expertise of rhetoric. (al3)

3. Therefore, the handbook writers have contributed next-to-nothing
to the expertise of rhetoric. (al1-13)

' ‘Enthyméma’ literally means a consideration, and Aristotle’s view seems to be that
enthymemes are pieces of reasoning (1355a8) that constitute considerations in favour of the
speaker’s case. Cf. Burnyeat (1994) and later discussion of 1355a3-12.

"' The interpretation of this argument is further complicated by controversy over what
Aristotle means in claiming that enthymeme is ‘the body of proof” (al5). None of the
arguments here depends on a particular interpretation of this phrase. It comes very early on
in the treatise, and the most plausible interpretation seems to me the simple view that this
phrase means ‘the main part of proof’, and that Aristotle is here claiming that, in general,
proving something will principally involve advancing ‘considerations’ in its favour (our
interpretation of ‘enthymeme’ here should be consistent with the more precise account
Aristotle gives later in the treatise); cf. Burnyeat (1994). Grimaldi’s view that enthymemes
underlie all proofs (Grimaldi, 1957, 1972) has little textual warrant, and its inadequacies
were exposed long ago (Wikramanayake, 1961; Rapp, 2002a, pp. 2.41-2. Rapp’s own view
((Rapp, 2002a, pp. 2.41-4) that ‘body’ is here contrasted with ‘accessories’ and that the
claim is that enthymemes are the essential core of a speaker’s proof, to which other things
may be added as accessories, has significant weaknesses. First and most significantly, ‘body’
is not here contrasted with ‘accessories’: the latter is contrasted with ‘belonging to the art’
(évrexvov, al3). Second, it makes Aristotle’s point unnecessarily technical, very early on in
the treatise. Third, it needlessly saddles Aristotle with an implausibly strong claim, seem-
ingly at odds with the rest of the treatise: that if the speaker has failed to use enthymemes,
using only non-technical proofs, pathos-proofs, character-proofs, and examples, he has
provided only accessories to proof (pistis), but not proof itself, cf. 1355b35-1356a4;
1403b9-13.

2 ¢t correctly Cooper (1999, p. 391), pace Cope (1877, p. 4). Cf. also Thiir (2005).
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As it stands, this second argument is rather elliptical. Its conclusion is
that the handbook writers have said little about rhetorical expertise. The
justification is that the mi{oreis alone fall under the expertise, and the
handbook writers have spent most of their efforts on what is outside
the issue, or irrelevant. The argument requires an unstated premise to the
effect that speaking about irrelevancies cannot constitute producing
mloteis. But such a premise is only plausible on the normative under-
standing of mio7is. Indeed, on the normative understanding of wio7s,
it is obviously true, and on the non-normative understanding, it is
clearly false.

(Unstated premise, normative view of nio7is): if what one says is irrelevant to
some issue, saying it cannot provide good grounds for conviction one way or the
other on that issue.

(Unstated premise, non-normative view of m{o7:s): if what one says is irrelevant
to some issue, saying it cannot cause someone to be convinced one way or the
other on that issue.

It seems clear that argument (ii) should thus be made explicit as follows:

1. The handbook writers have dealt mainly with what is outside the
issue (i.e. irrelevant to it). (al5f.)

2. If what one says is irrelevant to an issue, then saying it contributes
nothing to giving someone proper grounds for conviction (roughly,
a ‘proof’) of any particular view on that issue. (unstated premise,
supplied as obvious)

3. The only thing that properly belongs to the art of rhetoric is giving
proper grounds for conviction. (al3)

We may infer:

4. Most of the handbook writers’ work dealt with matters that con-
tribute nothing to the only thing that properly belongs to the art of
rhetoric.

This gives good reason to suppose:

5. The handbook writers have produced scarcely a part of the art of
rhetoric. (al11-13)

If this is right, then the sentence (al3) that Ross puts in parentheses—
premise 3 here—is needed to play a key role in connecting the premises
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Aristotle gives with the conclusion he takes them to support, in argument
(i), just as it did in argument (i).
The sentence in the text is this.

e Ny y o ; Vgt N
al yap miotews évrexvéy éoti uévov, a 8' dAa mpoobijral

For it is only the proofs that belong to the art, other things are mere accessories.
1354al13

In my view, this sentence expresses Aristotle’s substantive view of
rhetorical expertise, and—as suggested by the phrase ‘proper grounds for
conviction’—the view he expresses is that exercising the expertise of
rhetoric constitutively involves conforming to some normative standards.

As we have seen, in the arguments in which it features, this claim
serves to adjudicate what things do and don’t constitute exercises of the
expertise of rhetoric. It does so by expressing a substantive view of what
is essential to rhetorical expertise, such that then various activities or
techniques can be assessed against it to see whether they fit. Enthymemes
are clear cases of pistis. Irrelevancies clearly contribute nothing. When we
understand ={o7is as proper grounds for conviction, the arguments at
1354a11-16 can be seen to be fundamentally sound.

If it is correct, the best that can be said for the contribution of these
predecessors of Aristotle, the handbook writers, is that they have thought
lots about accessory features of rhetorical practice. What they have failed
to do is set out the essential features that explain success when the expert
rhetorician persuades by deploying his expertise.

However, the effectiveness of these arguments against their targets is
subject to an important qualification. The pivotal premise 3 merely
asserts Aristotle’s own position over against the handbook writers’
views of rhetorical expertise. If, as we have suggested, it is the views of
Gorgias, Thrasymachus, and their followers that Aristotle is criticizing,
they surely would not grant this premise. On their view, rhetoric’s power
is like that of a strong wrestler or a magic spell or a violent enemy: it
produces its result without needing to render that result in any sense
proper. Whether conviction has been properly produced is, on this view,
an entirely separate question from whether conviction has been pro-
duced by an exercise of rhetorical expertise. At this stage in the treatise,
Aristotle has offered no arguments against competing views and in
favour of this premise. Nevertheless, if the premise can be supported
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appropriately, the argument is good. So, in Chapter 3, I will try to show
that Aristotle has good reasons for accepting it.

First, however, I wish both to address an important objection against
the position canvassed here, and to explain how the view of rhetoric
discerned in these opening passages of the treatise is reflected in Aris-
totle’s later statements characterizing the nature, function, and goal of
rhetoric.

2.3.3 The nature of rhetoric and the sense of mioris between
1.1 and the rest of the Rhetoric

I hope to have shown that the opening arguments of Rhetoric 1.1 present
a compelling case for the following claims:'

(RHET) Rhetoric, for Aristotle, is an expertise in producing pisteis.
(PIST) ‘mlomis’ means proper grounds for conviction.

However, it has sometimes been doubted that Aristotle adheres to these
consistently through the Rhetoric. In particular, it is claimed that the
meaning of m{oris changes between 1.1 and the rest of the treatise.'*
Against this view, I will attempt to show that it is perfectly plausible to
read the treatise preserving throughout a consistent view of the nature of
rhetoric and the sense of w{o7:s.

This ought to come as no surprise, since there are a number of
references back from 1.2 to 1.1 (e.g. 1355b33, 1356a31), suggesting that
Aristotle at least saw these two chapters as part of a continuous whole,
and a number of references back to book 1 from book 3 in passages that
exhibit awareness of the contents of both chapters."

'3 Here, as throughout, I use the transliterated pistis and pisteis to refer to the ‘proofs’
themselves with which Aristotle says rhetoric is concerned, reserving use of the Greek
mioris and wiorews for discussion of Aristotle’s terms.

14 Cf. Solmsen (1929); Primavesi (1987); Rapp (2002a). A change in view or an incon-
sistency between 1.1 and the rest of the treatise has historically been suggested on a variety
of grounds, of which this is one. It is sometimes linked with the supposed inconsistency
about emotion-arousal addressed in Chapter 7. If these can be explained, the motivation for
embarking upon the (hugely problematic) project of assigning different parts of the work to
different periods of Aristotle’s thought is considerably undermined. The residual issue of
whether the use of logical terms is consistent between the chapters cannot be addressed
here.

!> E.g esp. 3.14, 1415b4-9 and 25-6. But note also how 3.1, 1403b6-13 recapitulates the
analysis from 1.2 and 2.1 of technical pisteis into three kinds, and how within the same
section b18-19 and 1404a5-7 echo the emphasis in 1.1 on relevance and on using the facts
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In both the first and second chapters of the Rhetoric, Aristotle char-
acterizes rhetoric in terms of the pisteis, i.e. as proposed in RHET: that
the techniques belonging to the expertise have to do with the pisteis (1.1:
1354a13, b21, 1355a3-4; 1.2: 1355b35, 1356a20-33),'° and also as an
expertise that consists in an ability ‘to see the possibly persuasive’ (1.1:
1355b10-17; 1.2: 1355b25-34)." Since, on any understanding of what
pisteis are, they are things that are intended to produce a persuasive effect
on the mind of the audience, it is perfectly natural to move from talk of
pisteis to talk of ‘things that are persuasive’. Aristotle seems in both of the
first two chapters to move easily between these two ways of speaking about
rhetoric’s core, as though they were simply two closely related ways of
speaking about the same thing, one focused more on the content of the
speech, the other focused more on its effect on the audience. If so, Aris-
totle’s definition of rhetoric at 1355b25-6 as a ‘capacity to see the possibly
persuasive’ is not a denial of RHET, but simply another perspective on it.
And we can see both from the easy transition back to the language of
miores at b35, and from 1356a20-33, that he still thinks of rhetoric as
centrally about producing pisteis, i.e. that he is still committed to RHET.

Does the sense of mioris change between 1.1 and the rest of the
treatise?'® The answer, I claim, is that it doesn’t, and that Aristotle uses
the word in more or less its ordinary Greek sense throughout, sharpening
this up somewhat in one important passage (1355a3-18) to be discussed

to prove one’s case. The sections on taxis seem to reflect this same division (e.g. 3.17,
1418a12-21, and a38-40 show awareness of the need for pathos- and éthos-proofs), but
equally strongly echoes the sentiments of 1.1 on diabolé, relevance, and the centrality of
proving your case with the facts (3.13, 1414a31-7, b7-8; 3.16 passim).

'® Notice that 1355b35’s analysis of pisteis follows immediately and naturally (there is no
indication of a change of subject) from a definition of rhetoric itself, and that at 1356a20
claims about the nature of the pisteis are presented as grounds for conclusions about
rhetoric as a whole.

17 Notice that the distinction at b15-16 between what is really and what is apparently
persuasive is incomprehensible in its context, on the view that ‘persuasive’ (7.6avér) means
no more than ‘effective in producing conviction’. It must mean something like ‘persuasive
by reason’ (cf. DA 3.3, 428a22-3; Rhet 1.2, 1356b28-30), such that rhetoric is an expertise in
seeing what audiences will take to be reason-based grounds for persuasion (whether or not
they are correct to do so).

'8 Rapp (2002a, pp. 34-5) argues convincingly against a range of different interpret-
ations, and defends the view, adopted from Primavesi (1987), that Aristotle in 1.1 uses
wioTis quotationally (zitierend), and then gives the term a different sense in 1.2. My concern
here is to reject this in favour of an ordinary Greek sense, though one somewhat different
from the ‘unterminological sense’ that Rapp rejects.
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later. At no point, I contend, does he use this term in a technical sense,
nor does he stipulate a meaning for it."”

When, thirteen lines into the treatise, Aristotle writes ‘al yap mioreis
évrexvdv ela uévov’ (only the pisteis belong to the expertise), he clearly
cannot be using the term w{oreis in a way that presupposes his own
theory to be unveiled several pages later. He must be using the term in
some sense he can expect his readers to be familiar with already. One
possibility is that it carries its ordinary, everyday sense. But another is the
ingenious suggestion, defended by Primavesi and Rapp, that it is used
allusively to mean roughly, ‘the things that previous writers assigned to
the section of the speech they called “mioreis”.*® That ‘af mioreis’ was a
familiar term among teachers of rhetoric for a particular part of a speech
is corroborated somewhat by its appearance in the Rhetoric itself at 3.17,
1417b21%" as a way of introducing discussion of the section of the speech
devoted to proofs. The employment of such a sense in 1.1, a part of the
Rhetoric explicitly concerned with previous theorists of rhetoric, is not by
itself implausible. Indeed, if one considers 1354a13-14 in isolation, this
sense may make for quite a plausible reading. But, in the end, there are
decisive objections. The first is that m{o7is at al5 cannot be read in this
way, which saddles the interpretation with an awkward and unheralded
shift of the term’s sense within two lines and between its first two uses in
the treatise. The second is that this interpretation turns al3-18 into a
series of loosely connected complaints, rather than (as canvassed earlier)
a carefully constructed pair of closely related arguments to a single
conclusion. The third objection is that this suggestion is needlessly
complicated and undermotivated, since the ordinary sense of mioris
yields a perfectly satisfactory, indeed superior, understanding not only
of this passage, but of uses of the term elsewhere in the treatise. Indeed,
whatever other possibilities there may be for the meaning of the term in
1.1, if it can be shown that the ordinary sense is plausible both for this

!9 The stipulation of meaning taking place at 1355b35-9 is of drexva and évrexva. This
distinction enables Aristotle to express his position more precisely, clarifying his looser
assertion at 1354al3 (‘the pisteis alone belong to the expertise’). None of this, however,
indicates a change in the sense (as opposed to the reference) of mioris. Indeed, the
unqualified phrase ‘a{ m{oreis’ is used again shortly afterwards at 1356a21 where it clearly
refers only to the technical pisteis.

20 primavesi (1987, pp. 36-8); Rapp (2002a, pp. 34-5).

! Theodorus’ list of parts of the speech employs the slightly different terms miorwaois
and émmiorwaois (Plato Phaedr. 266e3-4).
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chapter and for the rest of the treatise, there must be a strong presump-
tion in its favour.

What, then, is the ordinary sense of n{o7is? Consider the following
passage of Aristotle, from a context with no particular connection to the
discussion of rhetoric, and in which #{o7is is clearly not part of a
specialist technical vocabulary.

Knowledge (yvéais) of [the soul] is held to contribute greatly to the advance of
truth in general, and, above all, to our understanding of nature. For it is
something like the principle of animal life. We are seeking to scrutinise and
understand (fewpijoar kal yvovar) first its nature and being, and then its con-
tingent properties; . . . To attain any firm evidence (rwa w{ow) about the soul is
one of the most difficult things in the world. (De Anima 1.1, 402a4-11)

What is the meaning of miors in the last sentence (here translated as
‘firm evidence’, in line with the normative interpretation of the term I am
urging for its use in the Rhetoric)? It is something supremely difficult to
obtain in relation to the soul. Aristotle’s point here can scarcely be that it
is supremely difficult to find anything to say about the soul that could be
convincing to people, since people then as now both had and were
susceptible to acquiring all kinds of convictions about the soul. His
point must be that it is hard to find things that merit conviction, things
that are a firm (in the sense of proper) basis for pursuing knowledge
(yvdois). Hence mioris here must simply mean something that merits
conviction. And, since the context here provides no indication of a non-
standard sense, we ought to conclude that Aristotle is simply relying on
the term’s ordinary meaning.

Similarly, then, in Rhetoric 1.1, Aristotle can rely on m{o7.s having this
normative sense quite independently of whether he is engaging dialect-
ically with a tradition of technical writing on rhetoric because this is
simply part of the ordinary meaning of the word, when it is used to refer
to what produces confidence. This can be seen in both philosophical and
non-philosophical usage from around the same period.”> Understanding

22 One interesting philosophical example is from Parmenides fragment B1, 30, where a
normative sense is extremely plausible. In Aristotle, see especially Top 100b19-21, 103b3-7;
Soph. Elench. 165b27. In non-philosophical prose, the evidence from the orators is particu-
larly relevant and instructive. Among uses of mio7is to refer to what produces conviction,
I have yet to find a single instance incompatible with the proposed normative reading, and
several that require it: cf. esp. Lysias 1.19.6, 12.10.1, 18.19.5, 19.32.2, 25.17.2; Isocrates
Antidosis 125.5, Busiris 31.5, Helen 22.2, Paneg. 110.2, Phil. 91.8; Lycurgus in Leocr. 79.4,
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the term in this way makes sense of the connection made frequently in
ancient authors between mioris, especially its use in such phrases as
‘mloTw éxew’ (to be convincing), and the cognate adjective mio7ds (trust-
worthy).”> We have argued that the normative sense proposed in (PIST)
was required by the arguments of the opening chapter: the contemporary
usage of the term shows this to be simply its everyday meaning.

That this is the meaning of #{o7is in 1.2 receives some additional
support from the following. Following the characterization of rhetoric at
the start of 1.2 as a capacity to see the possibly persuasive in each thing
(itself entirely consistent with the view of rhetoric in 1.1, as we have
shown), Aristotle draws attention to a feature that makes it different
from other expertises. That is, that it has no particular subject matter. In
making this point, he observes that other expertises are (i.e. make their
possessor), in their own domain, ‘competent to teach and persuade’
(SLBao‘Ka)\Lm‘y Kal TELOTLK), 1355b29), whereas the implication is that
rhetoric is, by virtue of its being a capacity to see the possibly persuasive,
competent to persuade (weioriki)) in any given domain. If here all that
was meant by ‘competence to persuade’ was de facto effectiveness in
persuasion, Aristotle’s point would be far from compelling—Plato’s
Gorgias calls attention to the fact that in large gatherings experts are
less persuasive than non-experts that have expertise in rhetoric.>* And
only a page before this passage, Aristotle himself observes that ‘before
some people, even if we had the most precise knowledge, it would not be
easy to persuade them by using it in your speech’ (1355a24-5). Presum-
ably the sense in which expertise brings persuasiveness is precisely that it
brings an ability to offer genuinely supporting justifications for the
expert’s claims. Their de facto persuasiveness will vary considerably
depending on the circumstances of each case. Now if this is right, then
even in these opening sentences of 1.2, since Aristotle is suggesting that

80.2, 127.12; Demosthenes 23.116.4,23.117.2-7, 29.40.8, 30.26.1. In several cases, where it is
qualified by an adjective (e.g. {xavy), peyior, Tocaidry), it is clear from the context that the
aspect of the meaning of m{oris to which the qualifier draws attention is its indicating
epistemic merit, not merely persuasive effectiveness. Demosthenes’ use of the phrase
‘rekuiiprov kal wiomis’ (29.40.8, 30.26.1) similarly suggests that it is part of the sense of
the term to indicate that what it refers to merits conviction.

> Aristotle makes this connection explicitly in Top. 100b18-23.

** Gorgias 458e6-459c2. This is particularly relevant given that the juxtaposition of
‘teaching’ and ‘persuasion’ in connection with the expertises (technai) here is surely
supposed to recall the discussion of Gorgias 453d7-454a5.
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the rhetoric’s persuasive power across every domain has an important
similarity to the persuasive power of each expertise in its own domain,
we get a hint that this persuasive power will be about providing proper
support for the orator’s claims, not merely devices that are de facto
effective in getting people to believe things.

After a brief discussion of rhetoric in terms of what is ‘persuasive’,
Aristotle reverts to talking about the pisteis at 1355b35: ‘proofs can be
divided into technical and non-technical proofs’ (b35-6). We should
notice two things. The first is that the initial use of ‘al nioreis’ cannot
mean the section of the speech called ‘the proofs’, it must mean simply
proofs; and since it picks up from the talk of ‘the persuasive’ (76 mfavdv)
in the preceding paragraph, it cannot be a way of referring to a section of
the speech by specifying its contents. The second is that this sentence
seems to presuppose some previous discussion of ‘the proofs’: and it
seems most natural to suppose that it simply picks up on the discussion
of the proofs in Chapter 1. If so, we should expect ‘a{ m{o7eis’ to mean the
same in both places.

Another passage that suggests continuity in the meaning of the term
between 1.1 and 1.2 is 1356a20-34. The passage argues that since the
pisteis are of such-and-such a kind, it turns out that rhetoric is an
offshoot of dialectic and politics, and a kind of part of dialectic. Notice
first that this inference makes far better sense if pisteis are central to
rhetorical skill (our claim (RHET)). Second, the inference from the
nature of the pisteis to a close similarity between rhetoric and dialectic
recapitulates what was said in Chapter 1 (as Aristotle himself observes at
1355a31-2), and strongly suggests that the meaning of m{s7is has not
changed between the two chapters.

A final passage to consider in this connection is 1356b26-34. In this
section, ‘persuasive’ (mfavdv) is unselfconsciously paired with trust-
worthy (me7dv) (1356b29) and seems to be some kind of epistemic
standing;25 and it is paired also with ‘reputable’ (évdofov) (b34). It is
seemingly simply assumed that the kind of persuasiveness Aristotle is

%% Further evidence of this is Aristotle’s recognition of a distinction between the ‘per-
suasive’ (mfavov) and the ‘apparently persuasive’ (pawduevor mibavév) at 1355b15-16. This
distinction itself makes no sense if 7favéy simply means ‘liable to persuade’, since here
clearly ¢awouevdv makes reference to the perspective of the speaker’s audience. If they take
something to be persuasive, then it simply is persuasive to them (i.e. liable to persuade
them). The distinction is meaningful, however, if mfavdév indicates, as suggested, the
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talking about will derive from some kind of trustworthiness or reput-
ability. This is perfectly natural if, as I am claiming, Aristotle is commit-
ted throughout to rhetoric’s being an expertise in providing proofs
(RHET), understood as proper grounds for conviction (PIST).*¢

Understanding the term #/o7ts as meaning ‘proper grounds for con-
viction’, as proposed in (PIST), is thus not only the ordinary meaning of
the word in Greek, it is also required by the argument of 1.1, and makes
very good sense of its use in 1.2 (indeed, the passages cited can plausibly
be taken to offer positive support to this interpretation). This conclusion
receives confirmation from book 3. It is clear that book 3 of the Rhetoric
reaffirms both the classification of proofs into three types from 1.2 (3.1,
1403b9-13; 3.17, 1418a12-17) and the emphasis from 1.1 on the cen-
trality of proof and using the facts to fight one’s case (3.1, 1403b18-20,
1404a5-7; 3.13, 1414a30-6). And in this context, it is clear that wio7s
means, as in 1.1, rhetorical arguments that provide some kind of dem-
onstration of the conclusion for which they are offered as support (3.13,
1414a30-6; 3.17, 1417b21-34). For example, at 1414a30-6, Aristotle
takes it as obvious that the orator’s task of ‘demonstrating’ (dmodeiar)
his conclusion will be discharged by providing ‘proofs’ (w{oreis). All of
this lends support to the proposal (PIST) that throughout the treatise, by
‘mioris’ Aristotle means proper grounds for conviction.””

2.3.4 Aristotle’s overall characterization of rhetoric

I now wish to show that in a number of key passages where Aristotle
expresses his understanding of what rhetoric is, its function, goals, and

possession of some kind of positive epistemic standing, that is, something that one ought to
be persuaded by.

% These may also explain Aristotle’s emphasis on m{oris and what might be plausibly
seen as his suppression of the term we.6c) and cognates until well into the treatise (the first
use in reference to rhetoric is at 1355a30). That the delay in the use of these terms is
surprising and calls for explanation is suggested by the very close association between
rhetoric and cognates of mefw both in Aristotle, and in the preceding Platonic treatments
of rhetoric (e.g. EN 3.3, 1112b14; Plato, Gorgias 452e-453a; Phaedrus 270b8, 271b4-5). The
suggestion is that, although Aristotle would not deny that rhetoric was concerned with
persuading, he initially uses 7/o7:s to the exclusion of 7efd) in order to make clear that his
view of rhetoric centred on the provision of proofs, not simply on successful persuasion.

27 One might additionally note that where, both in and outside the Rhetoric, mio7:s is
used to refer to the state of being convinced, this is closely associated by Aristotle with its
being a response to reason and argument, e.g. Rhet 1.1, 1355a5-6, De Anima 3.3,
428a17-23.
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methods, the view he expresses is consistent with, and in many cases
confirms, the understanding of rhetoric and the nature of the pisteis I am
attributing to Aristotle.

Aristotle’s first characterization of the nature of rhetoric comes in the
first lines of the treatise.

Rhetoric is a counterpart to dialectic. For both are concerned with things that are
such as to be, in a way, common to everyone to get to know, and that relate to no
specific body of knowledge. This explains why everyone also, in a way, possesses
something of both. For, to an extent, everyone engages in criticising and main-
taining an argument and in defending and accusing people. Now in the general
population, some do these things at random, others because of practice do them
from ability. Because both of these are possible, it is clear that there would also be
a way of doing these things methodically. For where success is achieved by some
because of practice and by others from their own ability, it is possible to study the
explanation for this: and just such a thing all would agree is the function of an
expertise (réxvys). (1354al-11)

Here, he emphasizes that rhetoric, in common with other technai,
explains its possessor’s non-accidental, method-based, success in achiev-
ing some goal. Rhetoric’s sphere of operation is not precisely specified,
but that it is pursued in settings of public deliberation such as law-courts
is gestured at in the reference to ‘defending and accusing people’ (a5-6).

The nature of rhetoric is further indicated in the emphatic alignment
of rhetoric with dialectic (al), and it is clear that the basis for this
similarity is the centrality of arguments to both.*® The very next sentence
in the text has already been discussed at length.

These days, those who put together ‘Arts of Speaking’ have provided us with
scarcely a part of it. For it is only the proofs (7{oreis) that belong to the art, other
things are mere accessories. (all-14)

It confirms that Aristotle sees rhetoric as an expertise to which the proofs
are central, and this suggests that it is precisely the role of reasoning and
arguments that he sees as the central component both of dialectic and of
this closely related expertise used in ‘defending and accusing’. Indeed, this
impression is specifically confirmed in the next chapter, when he describes
rhetoric and dialectic as ‘certain capacities for providing arguments’
(1356a33-4), and uses the importance of reasoning (76 svAloyisacfa,

28 Cf. Allen (2007).



PROOF-READING ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC 49

1356a22) to rhetoric as a reason for thinking that rhetoric is not merely a
kind of offshoot of dialectic (ofov mapapfés 7, a25), but a kind of part of
dialectic and similar to it (udpiév 7v s SadexTirns rai opol[wula,
a30-1).

It is in this context that we should read Aristotle’s explicit statement at
the start of 1.2 on the nature of rhetoric.

Let rhetoric be an ability in connection with each thing to see what is possibly
persuasive. For this is the function (¢pyor) of no other expertise. (1355b26-8)

Aristotle had just specified the ‘function’ (épyov) of rhetoric in very
similar terms (1355b10-11), and although these formulations by them-
selves leave open what could count as ‘persuasive’, it is clear from the
context just described that he has in mind an ability to see the possibil-
ities for persuasive arguments.

Accordingly, Aristotle’s view about the goal of rhetoric (strictly, the
goal rhetoric enables its possessor to secure)® is that it is to secure some
particular judgement by offering proof (wioris) or demonstration
(amddeéis) of it (1354a26-8, b30-1). What type of judgement it is the
orator’s goal to secure will depend on the type of speech-making in
which he is engaged (1.3, 1358a36-1359a6). Thus, forensic speakers are
aiming to convince their listeners that an action was just or unjust,
deliberative speakers that some course of action is beneficial or harmful,
and epideictic speakers that something or someone was fine or base.
When Aristotle touches in passing on the goal of rhetoric at the start of
each of books 2 and 3, he simply says that it is ‘for the sake of a
judgement’ (évexa wpioews, 1377b20-1), or ‘with a view to [the audi-
ence’s] conviction’ (mpos 86¢av, 1404al). One final passage to consider
with regard to the goal of rhetoric is Aristotle’s introduction in book 3 to
his treatment of ‘arrangement’ (rdé:s), i.e. of the parts of a speech.

There are two parts of a speech. For it is necessary both to say what the issue is on
which one will speak, and to demonstrate it (dmodeiéa:). That is why it is

* Rapp (2009) organizes his discussion of the goals of rhetoric in terms of a modern
distinction between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ goals. This doesn’t match Aristotle’s use of
terminology, of course. All of Aristotle’s remarks about the ‘goal’ (7é)os) and ‘function’
(épyov) of rhetoric, and hence the discussion here, are concerned with the ‘internal’ goals of
rhetoric. Aristotle’s views on the ‘external’ goals of rhetoric are expressed in terms of how it
is ‘useful’ (ypijowuos), and emerge in passages where he touches on the role of public
speakers in the state. These topics are discussed in Chapter 3.
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impossible having said something not to demonstrate it, or to demonstrate it
without having first said it. For the one who demonstrates demonstrates some-
thing, and the one who introduces something introduces it in order to demon-
strate it. And of these, the one is a statement and the other a proof (m{o7:s), just
the same as if one had distinguished these as thesis and demonstration.

(3.13, 1414230-4)

Aristotle is, of course, not literally specifying that a properly constructed
speech have only two parts (he discusses six parts in the section of book 3
introduced by this paragraph). He is rather indicating, presumably, that
these are the two essential parts that a speech is bound to contain, given
the nature and purpose of speech-making. But if so, this confirms that
here too Aristotle’s view of rhetoric makes proof (m{o7is) central to the
expertise, and characterizes that proof as ‘demonstration’, a character-
ization that at the very least suggests the provision of good grounds for
the speaker’s claim.

The exact significance of Aristotle’s use of terms such as ‘demonstration’
(dmddeiéis) in characterizing rhetorical proof is the subject of the next
section. For now, my concern is to have shown that there are good grounds
for supposing that Aristotle’s commitment to a view of rhetoric in which it
is an expertise in offering proper grounds for conviction is not only
required by the initial arguments of the Rhetoric 1.1, but also makes good
sense of how he characterizes the expertise throughout the treatise.*

2.4 Aristotle’s Theory of Proof (1355a3-18)

To claim that rhetoric, for Aristotle, was a skill in producing pisteis,
and that we should understand these to be ‘proper grounds for convic-
tion’, is to invite questions about what standards Aristotle thought
something had to meet in order to count as ‘pistis’. This section addresses
these questions.

30" Arguably, such a view gains support from attention to the things Aristotle lists as non-
technical pisteis (i.e. proofs that require no technical skill to develop, but are simply available
ready to be used by the speaker), in his discussion of these at 1355b35-9. He does not include
things of dubious evidential value, such as the family or race of the speakers, even though
these might help bring about the desired verdict. He does include things that are good reasons
(at least in the view of Aristotle and some of his contemporaries) in favour of some particular
verdict: written laws, witness statements, written agreements, evidence obtained under torture
(cf. Mirhady, 1996, Rhet 1.15, 1376b31-1377a7 and Rhet. ad Alex. 16) and statements made
under oath.
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2.4.1 A theory of pistis: what constitutes proper grounds
for conviction?

Aristotle, as we have seen, clearly thinks that material irrelevant to some
issue cannot qualify as proper grounds for conviction of the orator’s
proposed view of that issue. Irrelevance is an impropriety that excludes
material from being a possible pistis. On the other hand, Aristotle seems
to allow that there are things that would count as exercises of rhetorical
skill despite being sufficiently objectionable that they should not be
done.”® Thus, not every way of lacking propriety rules something out
as a pistis. So, what should we think Aristotle supposes is required for
something to count as a pistis? The answer I propose might be roughly
summarized thus: an orator presents listeners with proper grounds for
conviction of his conclusion just if what he presents to them is—by their
lights—good reason for adopting the conclusion he is recommending.**
A more precise formulation is given in the next section: it can be
defended, I believe, on the basis of a close reading of Rhetoric 1355a3-14.

2.4.2 Proposed characterization of Aristotelian pistis:

1. A pistis consists of premises™ acceptable to the audience that stand
in such a relation to the conclusion for which they are offered as a
pistis that if one accepts (and persists in accepting) the premises, it
would be an exercise of good judgement to be inclined towards
accepting also that conclusion because of those premises. (Cf.
1355a3-14: pisteis require skill in dialectic.)

2. A pistis is comprised of things that are reputable, and it is a device
by which they confer good standing®* on something else, namely
the conclusion. (Cf. 1355a4f. Pistis is a demonstration of a kind.)

! Cf. 1355a29-31: Rhetorical expertise involves being able to argue both sides of the
case, even where actually to do this shouldn’t be done because it would be to persuade
people of things that are inferior or base ‘o0 yap dei 7a padda melfew’ (a3l). Cf. also
1355b2-7: rhetoric can be used wrongly and cause great harm. Notice how on this point
Aristotle seems to side with Gorgias against Plato.

32 This rough summary is intended only as an approximation to the view I am
recommending.

* Since both logos-proofs (1359a6-10, 26-9; 1377b16-20) and pathos-proofs
(1378a26-9) involve premises, it seems reasonable to infer that éthos-proofs also do.

*>* Tt is unclear what the correct Aristotelian terminology would be for the epistemic
good standing of a conclusion of a sound argument from reputable premises (and we do
well to note that not only rhetorical arguments but systematic enquiries in ethics, for
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3. A pistis aims at inclining the listener to accept the conclusion® as a
result of sensitivity to the reputability of the premises and the
relation in which they stand to the conclusion. (Cf. 1355a4f. Pistis
is a demonstration of a kind.)

My main concern in this characterization is to state more precisely what
it is about a pistis that makes it proper grounds for conviction. Accord-
ingly, in what follows, I will be mainly concerned with parts 1 and 2.

In some key passages in Rhetoric 1.1, Aristotle emphasizes that the
orator’s exercise of his craft should not corrupt the listener; indeed, it
should assist him in making good judgements aimed at the truth.*® On
this formulation, the orator’s presentation of pisteis does this by helping
the listener to undertake a process of inference that has two important
features. One is that the premises are ones that are reputable. The other is
that the process of inference itself proceeds correctly such that, given
appropriate premises, it serves to increase the good standing of the
conclusion.

2.5 Rhetorical, Dialectical Expertise,
and the Nature of Pisteis: 1355a3-14

The following passage confirms this proposal:

Since it is plain that the expert method is concerned with the proofs (w{orecs),
and proof is demonstration of a kind (dmd8eié(s 7is), for we are convinced most
of all whenever we think a thing has been demonstrated, and a rhetorical
demonstration is an enthymeme, and this is pretty much the most important
of the proofs, and the enthymeme is reasoning of a kind (cvAloyiouds 7is), and it

example, involve starting from premises that are reputable rather than known). Still, it is
clear from both the Rhetoric and the Posterior Analytics that Aristotle’s view is that
rhetorical arguments are structurally similar to the (ideal) case of scientific demonstration,
where the epistemic merits of the premises of a sound demonstrative argument serve to
deliver conclusions that are in sufficiently good epistemic standing to count as understand-
ing (émiomiun). I am grateful to Terry Irwin for highlighting this issue.

* Tt is in this sense that Aristotle can allow that the proximate goal of rhetoric is to
persuade. Cf. EN 3.3, 1112b14.

% Cf. 1354a24-31, and Chapter 3. Note that although such a view undeniably has
significant normative content, it is considerably less high-minded than some competing
views of rhetoric attributed to Aristotle. The merits of such views will be considered in
Chapter 5.
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is the job of dialectic (either dialectic generally, or one of its parts) to consider
alike all reasoning, it is clear that the one who is best able to discern this—from
what and how a piece of reasoning comes about—would also be best skilled in
enthymemes, provided he also grasped the features of the enthymeme and how it
is different from cases of logical reasoning. (1355a3-14)

This passage presents many difficulties, not all of which can be discussed
here. What I hope to show is that, on any plausible understanding of its
argumentative structure and key terms, a number of points emerge about
the nature of rhetorical pisteis.

First, Aristotle is concerned to show that it is experts in dialectic who
are best placed to possess an expertise in rhetoric. This is clearly the
conclusion emphatically announced at al0-14.*” (Compare also the
treatise’s opening slogan, ‘Rhetoric is the counterpart to dialectic!’
1354al.) Hence the section serves as a kind of sales pitch for his own
teaching, with Aristotle suggesting that one should learn rhetoric from
someone like him whose expertise makes him well placed to furnish
the necessary foundation in dialectic. The basis for his argument is the
nature of rhetoric (as concerned with providing pisteis) and hence the
nature of the pisteis. The crucial point for our purposes is that Aristotle’s
argument here—however we trace it out in detail—is based upon the
nature of pisteis (a3-5). A pistis is of such a kind, and the most important
(component?) of the pisteis, enthymeme, is of such a kind that it is
experts in dialectic that are best placed to master them. What is it
about expertise in dialectic that helps with enthymemes and pisteis?
Aristotle explicitly says at all that it is a matter of being able to discern
‘from what and how a piece of reasoning comes about’ (éx 7{vwv kai méds
y{verar culoytouds). So, pisteis are such that their successful production
is a matter of knowing something about how reasoning works, and
something about the selection of materials for reasoning.*® My conten-
tion is that the crucial aspect of understanding ‘how reasoning comes

37 This is confirmed by the clear echoes at a14-18 of Plato’s Phaedrus 260-73, especially
273d2-6. Aristotle’s care at 1355a14-18 (discussed in Chapter 4) to insist against Plato’s
Socrates that the expert orator need not know the truth about his subject matter is best
explained by supposing that his main point in a3-14 was that expertise in dialectic enables
expertise in rhetoric. Since Socrates had said something rather similar, Aristotle might
easily have been misunderstood as endorsing that position from the Phaedrus, hence the
need for clarification. Cf. Phaedrus 270a-c and 271a-272b in the light of 266b-d, esp. d1-4.

*® Thus, the meaning of this phrase here matches that of the almost identical phrase at
An. Pr. 1.4, 25b26-7.
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about’ is understanding the inferential relations that may obtain between
the elements of a piece of reasoning: particularly, understanding how
these may stand to one another as premises to conclusion such that if one
accepts (and persists in accepting) the premises, one is urged towards
accepting also the conclusion. This feature is precisely what is needed for
skill in producing enthymemes and pisteis generally, i.e. for being good at
rhetoric. And it is a central skill of dialectic. The other aspect of dialectic
that is a key requirement for rhetorical expertise is an ability to select
premises for an argument to the desired conclusion—an ability ‘to
discern . .. from what . ..a piece of reasoning comes about’. Obviously
part of an ability to discern the right premises is an ability to see their
inferential relations to the conclusion. But if this were all that was
intended by this phrase, it would make the ‘from what’ and the ‘how’
of all almost identical. It is more likely that what Aristotle has addition-
ally (and perhaps principally) in mind here is the dialectician’s ability to
identify premises that not only stand in the right inferential relations to
the conclusion, but are acceptable to the listener. These two features of
dialectical skill mentioned specifically by Aristotle here help to illuminate
the nature of the pisteis with which the passage starts. They confirm what
was proposed in our characterization of pistis set out earlier. A pistis
consists of premises that are acceptable to the listener and that stand in
the right kind of relations to the judgement for which they are offered as
a pistis.

A second feature that sheds light on what a pistis is, is the claim that a
pistis is ‘a demonstration of a kind’, or ‘some sort of demonstration’
(a4-5).>° For on any plausible interpretation of this claim,** a demon-
stration (even one that is strictly speaking defective in certain ways) will
be a device by which the reputability of the premises confers good
standing on the conclusion. It is for this reason that demonstration is a
suitable instrument for teaching, learning, and persuasion (An Post. 1.1,
71al-2, a9-11; cf. Rhetoric 1.2, 1355b26-35). This is an important
addition to what we have already seen. For in certain kinds of dialectical

* Cf. Burnyeat (1994, pp. 13-30). For the present point, nothing depends on the
interpretation of 7us.

“° The original sense of apodeixis to mean simply ‘show’, ‘make public’, or ‘reveal’ (e.g.
Herodotus 1.1; cf. Barnes (1969, p. 78)) is not a plausible candidate here. However stringent,
technical, or otherwise the sense is in this passage, it is clearly a case of ‘showing that’.
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reasoning, the practitioner’s purpose can be merely to undermine a key
thesis or set of premises introduced or accepted by their interlocutor, by
showing that the premises entailed an unacceptable conclusion, were
inconsistent with each other, or were inconsistent with the key thesis.*'
Reasoning can have this limited function, even when it uses acceptable
premises. But demonstration aims at something more. Demonstration
aims at the acceptance of the conclusion. So, in claiming that pistis is
some kind of demonstration, Aristotle is saying that it is comprised of
things that are reputable, and that it is a device by which they confer
good standing on something else, namely the conclusion.

Third, it seems that we can say something stronger about the connec-
tion between pistis and demonstration. We see this in the way Aristotle
supports his claim that pistis is apodeixis tis (a4-5). The supporting
reason given is that we are convinced (mioredouev, a5) most of all
when we take it that something has been demonstrated. On a very literal
interpretation, Aristotle has a rather poor argument here. He would be
making an inductive generalization from the cases of greatest or best
pistis (moTedoper pdAiora, a5) to a conclusion about pistis generally. On
a more plausible reading, however, Aristotle’s argument is about what is
essential to pistis. What he seems to have in mind is that the most
successful cases of pistis illuminate what it is about a pistis that makes
it successful or unsuccessful, i.e. what makes it a good example of pistis.
The view thus illuminated is that a pistis is successful to the extent that
the conclusion is demonstrated, and this shows us that every pistis must
involve some degree of demonstrative success on pain of being so bad as
a pistis that it is not a pistis at all.**** The suggestion is not simply that

1 Cf. e.g. Top. 8.4-5, 159a16-37; Soph. EL 2, 165a38-b11, and, for discussion, Allen
(2007).

42 Aristotle is not here affirming that every case of pistis is a defective case of demon-
stration, ‘only a sort of apodeixis, ...not as it were your full-blooded specimen, not
something from which you can expect everything that you would normally expect from
an apodeixis . . .” (Burnyeat, 1994, p. 13). Otherwise, cases of the kind he cites apparently as
the most successful kind of pistis at a5-6 would risk not only failing to attain that accolade,
but failing to be cases of pistis at all, making nonsense of the argument. The difficulty is
avoided if we take the force of Aristotle’s assertion here to be not the negative claim that
pistis is no more than a defective demonstration, but rather the positive claim that pistis is a
demonstration of at least that relaxed, less-than-full-blooded kind.

*3 Cf. LS] v.sub ‘tis’ 1A. This interpretation thus accommodates the merits of the
alienans reading by allowing that the kinds of demonstration over which this expression
ranges might include the less-than-full-blooded kinds of demonstration that are central to
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being a demonstration is one thing among many that can make a proof a
good proof, but that what it is to be a good proof is (at least in part)
a matter of its credentials as a demonstration. This would constitute a
good justification for a conclusion about the nature of proof itself: that it
is a demonstration of some kind (a5). What might Aristotle intend by
such an assertion? On the most obvious conjecture,44 two aspects are
central: one relates to the premises, and the other concerns the way
the demonstration proceeds from them to the conclusion.* If this is
right, then—as in our proposed characterization of Aristotelian pistis—
Aristotle is committed to the view that the more reputable the premises
are to the listeners, and the tighter the inferential relation between
premises and conclusion, the better the pistis, and to the view that any
proof must involve exhibiting these features to at least some degree.

Together these features of Aristotle’s argument at 1355a3-14 suggest
that the understanding of pistis proposed does indeed capture Aristotle’s
view. They also make clearer the sense in which pistis is “proper grounds
for conviction’, and suggest that ‘proof’—while not perfect—has some
merit as an English translation of ‘rio7:s’.

We see this account of proper grounds for conviction reflected in what
Aristotle says elsewhere in the Rhetoric about the kinds of premises
needed for rhetorical argument. Premises need to be persuasive or
reputable*® to the kind of people being addressed (1356b33-4), and
this is a matter of their either being intrinsically plausible to them
(mbavov kal morov, b29) or being shown to follow from things that
are intrinsically plausible (b29f.). This, typically, is a matter of the
premises being recognizable to listeners as the kind of thing they are
accustomed to using in sound deliberation (1356b37f.). Seemingly, for

the alienans reading: defective demonstration perhaps, but demonstration in some sense
nonetheless. Cf. Burnyeat, 1994, pp. 13-39).

** Clearly this is not the point at which to reach for his technical account of demon-
stration from the Posterior Analytics. What is appealed to here is an everyday understand-
ing of what it is to have something demonstrated. Cf. Burnyeat, 1994, esp. pp. 13-14).

%5 These do, in fact, have their more stringent counterparts in Aristotle’s technical
account in the Posterior Analytics (71b20-4): the self-explanatory character of the axioms,
and the necessity with which what is demonstrated follows from them.

S Endoxon at 1356b34 appears to be used as simply a synonym for pithanon, used
immediately before this at b28. It seems to be given a slightly more precise sense at
1357a12-13 where having premises that are ‘agreed’ seems to be distinct from and
correlative to having premises that are ‘reputable’ (ex endoxon).
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premises to be reputable and for them to be agreed are distinct, but both
can contribute to making an argument persuasive (1357a12-13). Such
premises may consist in likelihoods of various kinds (1357a34-b25) or of
examples with a similarity to the case in question (1357a7-21). Interest-
ingly, although premises for rhetorical proofs could be intrinsically
plausible or inferred from things that are, Aristotle deems it necessary
to clarify that this does not require the orator to go back to first principles
in the relevant subject matter. To do so might confuse the listener with
an argument too long to follow (1357a3-4, al0-12, al6-23), or involve a
departure from exercising rhetorical expertise into the exercise of an
expertise in some particular subject area (1358a2-26). Premises should
be such that listeners are disposed to regard them as reputable, either by
their being intrinsically plausible to them already, or because they can be
quickly inferred from things that are. Finally, there is the obvious point
that Aristotle’s phrases ‘r¢ (évdexduevov) mbavéy’—the (possibly) per-
suasive (1355b15f.,, b26, b33f,; 1356a12f., a20, b28-9; 1403b19) and ‘ra.
vmdpyovra mbave’—the existing persuasive things (1355b10-11)—typ-
ically refer simply to features of the circumstances surrounding the
forensic case or political proposal with which the orator is concerned.
On our proposed account of pistis these are those features (or combin-
ations of features) that the listeners are disposed to regard as true or
likely (and hence reputable to believe), and which stand (and can be
presented as standing) in the relevant kind of relation to the speaker’s
conclusion. In this way, Aristotle can insist that ‘the things referred to’
(ra dmoxelpeva mpdypara) by the speakers have an influence on the
effectiveness of their case. Things that are ‘true’ and ‘better’ will generally
yield the better argued and more persuasive side of a debate (1355a36-8).
Indeed, he summarizes his treatment of the pisteis as a treatment of ‘what
things give the facts themselves (adra 7a mpdyuara) their persuasiveness’
(1403b19), and insists that it is right for the speaker to ‘fight using the
facts themselves’ (1404a6; cf. also 1416a37).

There is thus considerable textual support for the characterization of
Aristotle’s understanding of pistis already set out. However, this view
faces some difficulties, and it will be important to show how these can be
addressed. These relate first, to Aristotle’s inclusion of ‘apparent enthy-
memes’ among proofs that proceed through the argument itself, and
second, to his recommendation that the orator use premises the speaker
knows or believes to be untrue.



58 PASSIONS AND PERSUASION IN ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC

2.6 Apparent Enthymemes

It is clear that in 1.1, 1.2, 2.24, and elsewhere Aristotle recognizes that
genuine ‘proofs’ sometimes proceed through inferences whose propri-
ety as inferences is merely apparent (hereafter, ‘fallacies’), and that
mastery of these is part of the expertise of rhetoric.*” He devotes a
whole chapter to these ‘apparent enthymemes’ at 2.24. Their inclusion
seems to cast doubt on the characterization of Aristotelian pistis, since it
requires a relationship between the premises and conclusion such that
the premises provide genuine (and not merely apparent) support to the
conclusion.

Of course, there are a number of reasons why one might suppose that
the expert orator ought to know about plausible fallacies. This might be
in order to recognize and undermine them when an opposing speaker
makes use of them.*® Equally, if the abilities and knowledge that consti-
tute the expertise of rhetoric involve the ability to distinguish among
plausible inferences the good ones from the bad, they will inevitably
involve some knowledge of and ability to deploy the latter.*’

Still, these do not explain how fallacies could constitute ‘proper
grounds for conviction’, which I have argued is the meaning of wioris.
This is best explained by paying attention to what is meant by ‘appar-
ently persuasive’ (pawduevov...mbavdy, 1355a15-16) and ‘apparent
enthymeme’ (pawduevor évfiunua, 1356b3-4, 1400b35-6). Since not
all things persuasive or all enthymemes are ‘apparent’ in this way,
there must be something that the (merely) apparent cases appear to be.
What is this? The most obvious answer is that they appear to be good
inferences, i.e. they are taken to be so by the audience. We might next
note that Aristotle doesn’t seem to recognize ‘apparent’ cases of every
type of proof. It is only proofs through the argument itself (1356a1-4)

47 Cf. ‘the apparently persuasive’ 1.1, 1355b15-16; ‘apparent demonstration (Seixvivar)’
1.2, 1356a4, a36; ‘the apparently <true>’ 1.2, 1356a20; ‘apparent enthymeme’ 1.2, 1356a35-
b4, 2.24, 1400b34-7. That these belong to the expertise of rhetoric is explicit at 1355b15-16,
and follows from the fact that proofs by apparent enthymeme are one kind of proof through
the argument itself. That Aristotle is reccommending their use seems clear from 2.24, ‘useful’
(1401a8), ‘one should do whichever is the more useful’ (a26), unless we are somehow to
understand these recommendations conditionally.

8 Cf. what Aristotle says about knowing how to argue both ways on an issue: 1.1,
1355a29-33.

¥ Cf. Metaph. 0.2, 1046a36-b7.
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that include apparent as well as real ‘demonstrations’ (Setkvivar, a4). The
most natural thing to think here is that when listeners are attending to
‘the argument itself” and mistakenly believe the inference from premises
to conclusion is good, then in adopting the conclusion, they do some-
thing that would be an exercise of good judgement, were their beliefs true.
The false belief in the correctness of the inference functions as a premise
in an argument that is then properly inferred from premises some of
which are false. Thus, although some set of premises p does not entail or
support q, if the subject mistakenly believes that p — g, the inference
from both p and p — q to q is correct. The fault in the overall argument
lies in the false belief in the truth of p — q. But this simply makes the use
of apparent enthymemes unexceptional within Aristotle’s view of rhet-
oric, according to which expert speakers get audiences to move from
premises that are reputable to them, but may not be true, to conclusions
that those premises, if true, would support.

Accordingly, there will be a certain kind of use of rhetoric that makes
extensive use of fallacies mistakenly believed by audiences to be good
inferences. As Aristotle explains, this is to rhetoric what sophistical
arguments are to dialectic.

Additionally, [it is clear] that the same expertise covers seeing both the persuasive
and the apparently persuasive, just like the syllogism and the apparent syllogism
in the case of dialectic too. For the nature of sophistic lies not in the capability
deployed, but in how one chooses to deploy it. Except that here one will be a
‘rhetorician’ on the basis of their knowledge, and another on the basis of their
choice. Whereas there one is a ‘sophist’ on the basis of their choice, and a
‘dialectician’ on the basis not of their choice but of their capability.

(1.1, 1355b15-21)

Aristotle’s point here is about the way in which the term p1jrwp (literally:
orator, here translated ‘rhetorician’) does double duty as a term for the
person possessing the expertise (7¢éyvy) of rhetoric, and for the person
who chooses to deploy this expertise with a particular aim. This is in
contrast to dialectic where there are separate terms for the person with
the expertise (‘dialectician’, dtadexTinds) and the person with the dis-
tinctively competitive aim (‘sophist’, cogio71s). But in both cases, the
competitive and less scrupulous manner of deployment is nonetheless a
deployment of the same expertise (dialectic, rhetoric). So, just as ‘sophis-
tic’ is a deployment of dialectical expertise that makes extensive use of
merely apparent syllogisms (cf. Soph. El. 164a20-165b11), so there is a
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kind of deployment of rhetoric that will similarly make extensive use of
merely apparent enthymemes that are, as Aristotle puts it, only ‘appar-
ently persuasive’.

One might worry, then, about a kind of manipulation where a
speaker might take advantage of audience beliefs (whether about the
correctness of an inference, or about any other matter) that he knows to
be false, to get them to assent to his desired conclusion. Can such a
technique still count as providing proper grounds for conviction, and
thus count as an exercise of the expertise of rhetoric? This is the subject
of the second difficulty facing the proposed account of Aristotelian
pistis.

2.7 The Proposed Characterization of Pistis
and the Use of Premises Not Believed
By the Speaker

It is striking that the proposed account of proof offered here does not
exclude the use by the speaker of premises that he himself does not
take to be true or reputable. All that is required is that proofs consist
of material that the listeners are disposed to regard as reputable, and
that if true are good grounds for judging the conclusion true. It might
be worried that this leaves open the possibility that besides any good
purposes the expertise of rhetoric might serve, it was equally well
suited to perverting the course of justice or leading the assembly
astray by appealing to popular beliefs that the speaker knows to be
misleading misconceptions. The worry is justified, but only up to a
point. Aristotle is optimistic about the extent to which popular views
track the truth (1355a14-18), and is happy to allow that even if the
fallibility of popular beliefs allows the unscrupulous practitioner
opportunities for leading the citizens astray, that same set of beliefs
will generally be affording more and better opportunities to the other
side of the debate to persuade the citizens of what is true and right
(1355b36-8).

However worrying or otherwise this is, it certainly seems to be Aris-
totle’s view. There is a much-discussed example at Rhetoric 1.9,
1367b22-7 of the kind of unscrupulous practice in question, an example
which is sometimes cited as showing that Aristotle’s view of rhetoric had
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no normative content.> In fact, this passage creates a difficulty only for
more idealized accounts of rhetorical expertise sometimes attributed to
Aristotle,” and fits nicely with the view of pistis offered here.

Since praise is made on the basis of actions, and what is distinctive of the good
man is what is done from choice, you are to try to show that he acts from choice,
and it is useful that he be taken to have done these actions on many occasions.
This is why coincidences and things that happen by chance are to be taken as if
they were by choice, for if many similar things are produced, they will be thought
a sign of virtue and choice. (1.9, 1367b22-7)

This is probably the best example of such underhand practice. It is
difficult to deny that Aristotle is endorsing the practices described in
this passage: his use of the gerundive ‘to be taken’ (Aymréov) seems
clearly an instruction to the orator to proceed in this way.** But does
this violate Aristotle’s earlier restrictions on what can count as a pistis
and hence on what counts as an exercise of rhetorical expertise? It is
possible to read this instruction charitably simply as advice to the orator
not to be too fussy about whether each action in a series of apparently
similar actions was by chance or by choice. Or it may be that the advice
concerns cases where it is hard to know the exact motives for a series of
similar actions: Aristotle advises the orator to allocate the ‘benefit of the
doubt’ in the way that suits his case. Still, let us adopt a less charitable
reading for the sake of testing our proposed account of pistis, since this
passage has sometimes been read so.”> To take an example, I praise
Helen as being compassionate (having the virtue of compassion), and
cite her numerous trips to the hospital visiting the sick—despite the fact
that I know that in several of these cases the fact that the people she
visited were sick and in hospital was a matter of coincidence—she was in
fact collecting debts from several of them.

*® E.g Schiitrumpf, 1994, pp. 123-7). His list of ‘morally questionable tricks’ includes
also 2.24 and 2.21, 1395a8-10, where Aristotle’s point is surely just that it can sometimes be
important to state something more crudely or sweepingly than is really the case, presumably
in order to convey the force of the point. Note that even here, Aristotle is careful to confine
such a strategy to the opening or closing summary, not the proofs section.

>! E.g. Trwin (1996, esp. pp. 142-6): Irwin even cites this passage at 163 but seems not to
see the difficulty for his position; Wérner (1990).

2 A gerundive that is undeniably prescriptive occurs three lines earlier, ‘you are to try’
(peirateon), and there are myriad other examples throughout the Rhetoric.

> E.g. as ‘direct instructions to lie’ (Schiitrumpf, 1994, p. 125).
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Aristotle here describes this kind of case as a sign-argument (onpuetov,
1367b27),>* where the sign in question is in fact a sign for two related
things:

Sign:  that Helen went often to the hospital and visited the sick.

Signified 1: that Helen makes fully fledged prohaireseis to visit the sick in
hospital, i.e. that she chooses these actions because they are cases of visiting
the sick in hospital, and chooses them from a character-disposition.

Signified 2:  that Helen is compassionate.

For this argument to be a pistis, and to be the kind of thing that counts as
an exercise of the expertise of rhetoric, it must on our account satisfy two
requirements. The first is that the ‘persuasive feature’ (to pithanon) in
this case be presented as itself something that the listener will find
reputable; the second is that it be something that, if true, makes it an
exercise of good judgement to suppose that Helen is compassionate. In
this case, absent any special reason to disbelieve it, the listeners are likely
to regard the sign that Helen went often to the hospital and visited the
sick as believable, simply on the basis of the speaker’s testimony. The
problem is supposed to arise in the way this fact is related to the beliefs
that Helen is compassionate and that she makes prohaireseis to visit the
sick in hospital. For simplicity, we will refer only to the former of these.
The difficulty is that there is a deception here: the implication is that
Helen’s coincidental visits were caused by her compassion, when in fact
they were not, and the speaker knows they were not.>> That Aristotle
countenances the deceptive use of rhetoric is taken to show that he does
not think that exercising rhetoric involves meeting some normative
standards. But this is simply a mistake. Aristotle’s suggestion in this
passage does not (even on the least charitable reading) violate the specific
normative conditions that have been proposed for something’s being a
pistis and hence being an exercise of rhetoric. This is because the fact that
Helen has visited the sick in hospital many times simply is good grounds
for supposing that she is compassionate. The move from believing the
sign to believing the signified is wholly proper, even though there is no
guaranteed connection at all between sign and signified, and certainly the
sign does not guarantee the truth of what it is appropriately taken to

54 For a full treatment of this theme, cf. Allen (2001).
> Such deception seems objectionable by Aristotle’s lights as well as our own: NE 2.7,
1108a19-23; 4.7, 1127a17-26.



PROOF-READING ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC 63

signify. It is an exercise of good judgement on the listeners’ part if they
judge Helen compassionate on the basis of this sign. Aristotle’s language
here is non-committal about whether this is a genuine case of a sign
(ompeiov)—he says that many similar things ‘will be believed to be’
(86¢€et) a sign of virtue and choice. This might imply that he thinks this
is not a genuine case of a sign, since the coincidences were not caused by
virtue or choice. But equally he may simply be showing that what is
important in deploying this kind of proof is what the listener thinks.
Either way, this example meets the key criteria for pisteis already set out,
and specifically that what the audience believes would, if true, make it an
exercise of good judgement to believe the speaker’s proposed conclusion.
Accordingly, it is entirely compatible with producing genuinely rhet-
orical proofs that these use material that the speaker does not himself
believe.*

2.8 Conclusion

I have recommended attributing to Aristotle a normative view of rhetoric
very different from that of Thrasymachus, Gorgias, and the handbook
writers who followed them. We will see in Chapter 4 that his view also
has the resources to resist the Platonic demand that the expert orator
know the truth about his subject matter. Nevertheless, it is the handbook
writers that are the focus of attention in the early arguments of the
Rhetoric. And in the next chapter it is to these that I return to uncover
Aristotle’s attempts not merely to assert but to justify his proposed view
of rhetoric.

> This holds whether the speaker thereby behaves badly or not. Note that the use of
premises one believes to be flawed need not always be deceptive or insincere. An atheist
might persuade an audience of Christians by appeal to the authority of Christ or the Bible,
without himself recognizing their authority.



3

Rhetoric and the State

3.1 Aristotle’s Justification of his Proof-centred
View of Rhetoric

Aristotle’s proof-centred understanding of rhetoric is expressed suc-
cinctly at 1354a13-14, in a claim that, as we saw, plays a pivotal role in
his arguments against the handbook writers.

Proper grounds of conviction are the only thing that belong to the expertise of
rhetoric.

That is to say, that the techniques or methods in which the expertise
consists are methods of identifying proper grounds for conviction and
providing them to listeners.

As was noted, this claim is initially unsupported. We would perhaps
expect to find that Aristotle returns to offer a defence of this view of
rhetoric. I propose that this is exactly what he does. One indication to that
effect is that about a page later, Aristotle himself says, ‘Since it is evident
that the method that belongs to the expertise of rhetoric is concerned with
proofs . .." (1355a3-4). It is not plausible to suppose that this claim was
‘evident’ all along, so it must be that something in the intervening page or
so constituted a basis on which it is now evident.

I’'m going to sketch how I think he defends his view, and then return to
the text of Rhetoric 1, where I think we find Aristotle offering an array of
arguments against the handbook writers which appeal to just the kind of
picture I am about to sketch.
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3.2 A Sketch of Aristotle’s View of the
Relationship between Rhetorical Expertise
and the Proper Functioning of the State

States—plausibly all states, but certainly the Greek poleis of Aristotle’s
day—need orators (public speakers). This is because in order to function
well it is necessary for citizens to confer, deliberate, and come to deci-
sions. This includes deciding on laws and state policy, and coming to
verdicts in the law-courts. For citizens to make judgements about the
merits of courses of action, or of each side’s case in a lawsuit, the case for
each of these has to be made.

Rhetoric, then, is an expertise in discharging public speaking roles in the state—
specifically, it is an expertise in helping citizens to arrive at good publicly-
deliberated judgements in line with the speaker’s proposal,’ by making the case
one way or another in relation to some proposed verdict,? so that a judgement
can be made as to its merits (often in comparison with the merits of some rival
proposal).

Note that when Aristotle talks of an expertise (Gk. 7éxvn), what he
means is something like what we call ‘know-how’, that is to say, that
having an expertise explains your non-accidental success at something
(as indeed Aristotle reminds us in the first ten lines of the treatise). So,
having an expertise in cobblery is what explains your non-accidental
success in making or repairing shoes. Accordingly, the techniques
involved in the expertise of cobblery will be predominantly concerned
with working leather. What, then, does rhetoric enable you to succeed in
doing? The formulation offered here provides, I believe, Aristotle’s
answer. Rhetoric enables you to succeed non-accidentally as a public

! Reflection on what the techné of rhetoric serves to produce is invited right at the start of
the Rhetoric, when Aristotle says that, ‘as all would agree’, an expertise should account for
non-accidental success (émrvyydvovow, 1354a9). But success in what? What exactly is the
product whose successful production will be accounted for by this expertise? Aristotle’s
answer seems to be that it is good, publicly deliberated judgements by citizens in line with
the speaker’s proposal. Aristotle eventually identifies rhetoric’s goal explicitly at 1358b1-2,
with the whole of 1.3 devoted to explaining how this works in each kind of rhetoric. More
briefly, at 2.1, 1377b20-1, he says, ‘thetoric is for the sake of a judgement (évexa xp{oeds)’.
Cf. also 1.2, 1357al1-2, where rhetoric’s function is discharged only in relation to things that
are the objects of deliberation.

2 ‘Demonstrating the matter, that it is or is not the case, that it happened or did not
happen’ (1354a27-8).
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advisor, helping citizens towards particular good, publicly deliberated
judgements. Accordingly, the techniques involved in rhetoric will be
concerned solely with proper grounds for conviction in relation to
whatever the subject under consideration is.

Before examining how this picture emerges from Aristotle’s argu-
ments against the handbook writers, I should comment briefly on two
concerns that might be raised about this strategy.

First, justifying the view that rhetoric is solely concerned with provid-
ing proper grounds for conviction by appeal to a view of rhetoric as an
expertise in discharging this kind of public role simply pushes the
justificatory question further back. Why should we think that this is
the right account of what rhetoric helps its possessor to accomplish?
I think that there are some things that can be said to answer this worry,
but will postpone addressing it to the final section, where I comment on
the overall significance of Aristotle’s position.

Second, one might worry that, since all that is required of the premises
of pisteis is that they be acceptable to listeners, there is nothing to
guarantee that good inferences from such premises will improve the
judgements of listeners, and hence nothing to guarantee that rhetoric
will benefit the state’s public deliberations. This will seemingly hold only
where the premises are true.” One might answer this worry by insisting
that deliberating using good inferences rather than bad is already to have
deliberated better, regardless of the merits of the premises. No doubt
Aristotle would have agreed with such a response, though there seems no
trace of such a view in the pages of the Rhetoric. But such a response is
only applicable where the relevant comparison is between good infer-
ences and bad from the premises in question, whereas the comparison
relevant to whether the state benefits from the exercise of Aristotelian
rhetoric is between making good inferences from premises acceptable to
the citizens, and making no such inferences. Here it is less obvious that it
is better to form further—possibly false—beliefs than to form no add-
itional beliefs. Aristotle’s conviction of the beneficial effects of rhetoric
seems to rest instead upon an optimistic assessment of the tendencies of
humans to believe the truth. In Aristotle’s account (1355a21-b7) of why
rhetoric is useful or beneficial (yp7joos), much of the space in the text is

31 am grateful to Stefan Sienkiewicz, Angela Chew, and David Charles for helpful
discussion of this issue.
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devoted to how rhetoric enables the judgements of the judges to reflect
the natural superiority of what is true and good (a21-4). The latter are
‘generally easier to prove and more likely to convince’ (a38). A few lines
earlier he asserted, ‘human beings themselves are naturally inclined
towards the truth and usually do attain the truth’ (1355a15-17). Rhetoric,
then, involves helping citizens to reason well from premises that are,
in Aristotle’s view, likely to be true.* Indeed, they are particularly likely
to be true if they are acceptable to many people, not just to some given
individual.” And if reasoning well from existing beliefs tends to make one’s
overall set of beliefs more coherent, this is likely to improve the proportion
of true to false beliefs in the set in the case where the beliefs in the initial
set are mostly true.

3.3 Rhetoric’s Purpose and the Justification
of Aristotle’s Proof-centred View

I return now to the task of showing that the view previously sketched
does indeed match Aristotle’s view of rhetoric’s purpose, and that these
are the grounds on which he seeks to justify his account of what
rhetorical expertise is an expertise in. I think we see him appeal to just
such a view in the following sections.

3.3.1 The Areopagus Argument

The result is that if all judgements were conducted the way

they actually are today in a mere handful of cities—principally

those with the best governance—they would have nothing to say.
(1354a18-21)

* Ttis true that in the Rhetoric as a whole, Aristotle’s view of the orator’s typical audience
includes disdainful and elitist sentiments, as well as the optimistic and ‘democratic’
sentiments expressed in the passages referred to in the main text here. However, there
is nothing in Aristotle’s more disdainful views that undermines the key claim here, that
for Aristotle, premises that are commonly held to be reputable will tend to be true.
Cf. 1354b8-11 (listeners’ private likes and dislikes cloud their judgement); 1355a24-9
(some listeners can’t be persuaded ‘from the most precise knowledge’, but must be
persuaded through the ‘commonplaces’); 1357a3-4, 11-12 (listeners are ‘simple’ and
cannot cope with long trains of reasoning); 1403b34-5, 1404a7-8, 1415b4-8 (because of
the depravity of the listeners, attention must be given to delivery, to attracting listeners’
attention, and to various other crowd-pleasing devices).

® Cf. 1356b33-4.
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How does Aristotle’s argument here work?® Could he be arguing that his
claim that the handbook writers’ techniques were for irrelevant speaking
is somehow confirmed by the fact that such techniques would be barred
if, hypothetically, everywhere prohibited irrelevant speaking? Apart from
the question-begging nature of the argument thereby attributed to Aris-
totle, such an interpretation would neglect his sustained emphasis that it
is the well-regulated places that prohibit irrelevant speaking, that they are
right to have such prohibitions, and that everyone agrees about this, even
those who don’t put this view into practice (a20-b16).
Accordingly, I propose that his argument, as stated, runs as follows:

1. Insofar as using some speaking technique influences the listener
irrespective of the merits of their case, good governance should
prohibit the use of that technique. (‘principally those with the best
governance’ 1354a20, and a21-4)

2. The speaking techniques of the handbook writers consist entirely of
techniques for influencing the listener irrespective of the merits of
the speaker’s case. (background information about what the hand-
book writers taught under the title ‘rhetoric’ ‘they busy themselves
predominantly with things outside the subject’ 1354a15f.)

3. THEREFORE: Good governance should prohibit all of the speaking
techniques of the handbook writers. (1354a20-1 ‘[if judgements
were governed as they should be] they would have nothing to say’)

Now, while this captures the argument as stated, I don’t think that on
its own it captures its significance in context. On its own, the argument
seems to show that these handbook writers were morally reprehensible—
their techniques should ideally be prohibited. This cannot, I think, be
quite the criticism that Aristotle is levelling here. For one thing, it is not
obvious how damaging a criticism this would be—perhaps ideally these
techniques would be barred, but as it is they are not, and they can be
deployed to great effect. If you think of moral judgements of this kind, as
Thrasymachus seems to have done in relation to justice/legality,” that
they are simply a tool used by the powerful to manipulate and control
people, you are likely to be unmoved by the criticism that your tech-
niques for public speaking are in conflict with ‘good governance’. All that

S The issue is not explicitly addressed by any of the main commentators.
7 If we may judge by how his views are represented in Republic 1.
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shows is that the Thrasymachean politician has more work to do in
appropriating these concepts and harnessing them to his own cause.
A second reason why this does not capture the significance of this
argument is that it does not connect in the right kinds of ways with
its context. First, Aristotle has been arguing that the techniques of
the handbook writers are not techniques of rhetoric, and—on this
interpretation—he here changes tack to argue that their techniques are
morally bad and should be prohibited. Second, if his argument were
aimed at showing that the handbook writers’ techniques for irrelevant
speaking should be banned, it is puzzling why, in that case, he does not
use the obvious objections to irrelevant speaking in the arguments that
follow, since those arguments purport to support the claim that irrele-
vant speaking should be banned. There are some obvious things he might
have pointed out about irrelevant speaking—that it produces miscarriages
of justice, vindicating the guilty and condemning the innocent, and that it
produces poor political decisions. Instead, he mentions none of these and
bases his objections to irrelevant speaking on a careful analysis of the
proper roles of speaker and juror/decision-maker in the state.

I propose that this argument is significant because it constitutes another
argument in favour of the claim that the handbook writers’ techniques
were not techniques of rhetoric. On my reading, there is no change of
focus. And I hope to show that the way in which Aristotle supports this
argument (a21ff.) fits nicely with this reading. The argument has, I suggest,
an unstated premise and unstated conclusion, as follows:

1. Insofar as something is a way of exercising the expertise of rhetoric,
good governance should not prohibit that thing. (Unstated)

2. Insofar as using some speaking technique influences the listener
irrespective of the merits of their case, good governance should
prohibit the use of that technique. (1354220, 21-4)

3. The speaking techniques of the handbook writers consist entirely of
techniques for influencing the listener irrespective of the merits of
the speaker’s case. (1354al5ff.)

4. THEREFORE (from 2 and 3): Good governance should prohibit all
of the speaking techniques of the handbook writers. (1354a20-1)®

8 Aristotle is able, in context, to ignore the possibility that their techniques generated a
dilemma for legislators—deserving prohibition in virtue of their irrelevance and protection
in virtue of other features.
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5. THEREFORE (from 1 and 4): The handbook writers have told
us next to nothing about rhetoric. (unstated here, but reiterating
1354a11-13)

On this interpretation, the point of the conclusion of the Areopagus’
argument, ‘these handbook writers would have nothing to say if judge-
ments were governed as they should be,” (a20f.) is that this shows that
whatever their techniques were, they were not techniques of rhetoric. The
interpretation has in its favour that it makes this the third in a series of
complementary arguments against the handbook writers, to the effect
that they’d said next to nothing about rhetoric.

The unstated premise—that good governance should not rule out the
exercise of rhetorical expertise—might seem rather too controversial to
be taken for granted. But, if my suggestion is correct, this text shows
Aristotle able to appeal to a view of rhetoric’s place in the state as an
important contributor to its successful functioning. On this view, it is
obvious that a well-functioning state should not eliminate the possibility
of exercising genuine rhetorical expertise: it would thereby forgo vital
contributions to public deliberation. And it is equally obvious, on this
view, that it is appropriate to have safeguards against the misuse of
opportunities for public speaking in the state, where the purpose of
those opportunities is the improvement of publicly deliberated judge-
ments through the exercise of genuine rhetoric.

So, let us see how this line of argument is developed in the rest of the
passage, before returning to the question of whether this view of rhetoric
and its place in the state can be defended.

3.3.2 The Carpenter’s Rule simile (1354a24-6)

For one shouldn’t warp the juror by bringing him into anger or
envy or pity. For that would be like someone warping the ruler he is
about to use. (1354a24-6)

The suggestion of the simile is that warping the juror defeats the orator’s
own proper purposes, just as warping his ruler defeats the carpenter’s
proper purposes. The simile seems to presuppose in Aristotle and his
audience a shared understanding of the orator’s proper purpose. On the
interpretation proposed here, the orator’s purpose is that the jurors form
a justified judgement on the matter at hand, and that this judgement be
the one he is urging. It will defeat this purpose if his techniques warp the
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jurors and prevent them from making a justified judgement at all.
Crucially, however, if the jurors’ verdict is—as hoped—in the orator’s
favour, this confirms the correctness of the orator’s position in just the
same way that a ruler can confirm the straightness of the carpenter’s
handiwork.

If the cognitive competence of the jurors is needed to achieve the
orator’s aim, then this illuminates both why ‘warping the juror’ fails to
promote that aim, and also, more widely, why saying anything outside
the issue will fail to promote that aim.

Accordingly, if a prohibition of irrelevant speaking would serve partly
to safeguard the orator’s own proper goals, then the fact that the hand-
book writers’ techniques would constantly infringe such a prohibition
casts doubt on whether these are truly techniques of rhetoric.

3.3.3 The brief argument from the speaker’s role: 1354a26-31

Moreover it is obvious that the job of the disputants is nothing
beyond demonstrating the matter at hand—that it is the case or that
it isn’t, that it has happened or that it hasn’t. Whether it is import-
ant or trivial, or legal or illegal, to the extent that the legislator has
not defined these things, surely the juror should find these things
out for himself, not learn them from the disputants.

The picture of rhetoric as an expertise in contributing to good public
judgements is further underlined in this section, focusing on the role of
speakers in the law-courts. Two points are particularly worth highlighting.

The first is that this argument appears to be offered as another reason
for supposing that it is right for the state to prohibit irrelevant speaking
(‘moreover’ a26). If that is so, then Aristotle must be understood as
saying that it is obvious (a27) that in the law-courts, such prohibitions
must respect the legitimate discharge of the speaker’s role, but guard
against its abuse. This fits well with the picture I am canvassing: Aristotle
is reflecting on the valuable role in the state that rhetoric enables its
possessor to discharge, and draws on such reflection to show that the
handbook writers have told us little about genuine rhetoric.

The second point is that when Aristotle insists (a28-31) that the
judges should not learn certain things from the speaker, this is clearly a
way of saying that the speaker should not speak about those things. He
must suppose that the success of the speaker in his role is constrained
by the preservation or promotion of the success of the judges in theirs.
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In cricket, the fact that the batsman ought not to play deliveries just
outside the off-stump, and that he would be playing poorly if he did, does
not mean that it is not part of the bowler’s business to bowl deliveries
there. The difference between this example and Aristotle’s orator is
precisely that in cricket the bowler aims at the batsman’s failure in his
role, whereas Aristotle’s orator aims at (or at least he must ensure) the
judges’ success. This becomes a natural thing to accept only if you
suppose, as I am proposing Aristotle did, that the proper functioning
of the judge in deliberation and judgement is central to the role and
purpose of the speaker.’

So, my suggestion is that here again we see Aristotle partly setting out
and partly presupposing a view of rhetoric and its place in the state in the
light of which it makes sense to claim that the techniques of rhetoric are
entirely concerned with proofs or ‘proper grounds for conviction’.

3.3.4 Aristotle’s conclusion (1354b16-22)

This suggests a way of reading the conclusion of this passage of argument
(1354b16-22) that is more integrated than those suggested by previous
commentators,'’ and which helps to make sense of how Aristotle has
achieved by 1355a2, not just a devastating criticism of the handbook
writers, but (as he claims) a justification of his own position. He claims at
1355a3f. that it is now obvious that the expertise of rhetoric is concerned
with providing proper grounds for conviction. The extent to which he
has argued for this conclusion we will consider later. But we propose here
a reading of 1354b16-22 that shows how the passage of argumentation

® Conceivably, one might read a26-8 and a28-31 as two more or less independent
reasons for thinking that the state is right to ban irrelevant speaking. Even on this
suggestion, the first of these reasons still seems to require the kind of view of rhetoric
I am suggesting. But the second might not: that the juror has an important role in the state,
and that this might be threatened by speakers addressing topics other than the issue at hand
(specifically the legality and severity of the issue), is already good reason for the state to take
action to prevent this threat, specifically by prohibiting irrelevant speaking. No view of the
positive value of the speaker’s role need be presupposed. Still, this does not strike me as a
preferable reading of the passage.

1% Possible exceptions: Kassel’s text has parentheses around b19-20 (‘since in them..
condition’), which suggests that he reads the following clause (‘but set out...’) as coord-
inate with ‘give definitions of other matters...’ (b17f.), following (Jebb, 1909) ad loc., cf.
(Kassel, 1971, 1976), both ad loc.. This is consistent with—though does not require—the
interpretation I am proposing here.
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concerned with the proper role of judges contributes to his basis for the
claim at 1355a3f.

If this is correct, then it is obvious that it is an expertise in irrelevance that is the
thing discussed by those who give definitions of other matters, such as what the
introduction or narrative should contain or each of the other parts of the speech
(since in them they busy themselves with nothing except how to put the judge
into a certain condition) but set out nothing about the proofs that belong
to the expertise, that is to say the means of becoming good at enthymemes.
(1354b16-22)

Exactly what is claimed and on what basis in this passage has sadly not
received much scholarly attention.'" This is surely not because it is all
luminously clear. In looking at this passage, and how it is connected to its
surrounding context, I hope to canvass the merits of the following claim.
Aristotle here concludes not just that the handbook writers’ techniques
were for irrelevant speaking, but also that he was correct in his previous
claim'? that the handbook writers have told us next to nothing about the
proper constituents of rhetorical expertise. He has now given us grounds
to suppose what he had previously merely asserted, namely that rhetoric
is concerned with giving proofs, and turns out to consist, largely or
wholly, in a skill in enthymemes.
The argument, I suggest, runs as follows:

Once it is established (b16)

a. what the role of the orator is (a role in discharging which rhetoric is
the relevant expertise), and,

b. in particular, on what kinds of subject it is appropriate for the
speaker to exercise his rhetorical expertise by speaking,

"' The passage is cited twice in the Symposium Aristotelicum volume (Furley and
Nehamas, 1994), but on both occasions this is little more than a passing mention. Cope
(1877) has nothing on this except a misunderstanding mentioned at Chapter2 n.12.
Neither Grimaldi (1980) nor Rapp (2002a) offers help on these points.

!> This claim is, in my view, announced at 1354a11-13, argued for between that passage
and the passage currently under discussion, 1354b16-22, at which point his demolition of
their work is complete. They had set out an expertise not in rhetoric but in irrelevance.
There is then a brief passage about how all this sheds light on their (otherwise puzzling)
preference for forensic over deliberative speaking. Some of these conclusions then reappear
in the summary passage 1355a19-20, though it is admittedly disappointing for my inter-
pretation that what I claim is the main conclusion of the chapter up to this point (that the
handbook writers have told us little about rhetoric) is not reaffirmed here in this summary.
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the following become obvious (b16):

1. that it is an expertise in irrelevance that the handbook writers have
offered (b16-17)
2. rather than an expertise in rhetoric (implied by b16-17)

(i) the clarification of appropriate topics on which to deploy
rhetoric shows the irrelevance of the things that most con-
cerned the handbook writers (b17-20)

(ii) the clarification of the role of the orator shows that they have
told us virtually nothing about the genuine constituents of
rhetorical expertise (b20-1),

o namely proper grounds for conviction (b21)

o ie. nothing about how to become skilled in enthymemes
whereby such proper grounds for conviction are presented
(b21-2).

On this way of understanding Aristotle’s reasoning, he is underlining
the progress made not just in negative polemic, but, more positively, in
justifying the central tenet of his own view of rhetoric. His claim that
rhetoric is an expertise in giving proofs, a claim that played such a pivotal
role in Aristotle’s opening arguments (and for which no supporting
argument was initially offered), has now been given much more sub-
stantial support since its original assertion at 1354al3.

3.4 Conclusion: the Implications of Rhetoric’s
Political Function

Aristotle previously had merely asserted that rhetoric was an expertise in
providing proof. He has now shown that if you accept that rhetoric is the
expertise that enables a person to be successful as an advisor in public
deliberations, you should agree that its exercise consists in providing
proofs. During the course of these arguments, he has appealed to a
number of assumptions that support the view that rhetoric is indeed
an expertise in discharging this advisory role within the state. One such
assumption is that the orator’s success itself requires the good deliber-
ation of the judge. Another is that orators should properly be barred
from irrelevant speaking. Another is that the proper role of the orator is
to demonstrate to the listeners that things stand the way they claim. And
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yet another is that orators should be confined to the facts of the case at
hand, that is, to the aspects on which they have a distinctive advisory
contribution to make. Once we attend to some of the contours of
rhetoric’s role in the state, it becomes clear that it is bound to consist
in producing proofs, that producing enthymemes will be a characteristic
exercise of rhetoric, and that skills for irrelevant speaking are not part of
the expertise at all.
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Aristotle against His Rivals

4.1 Comparing Aristotle, Plato, and Gorgias
and Thrasymachus on Rhetoric

We now have the resources to explain more clearly how Aristotle
positions himself against the handbook writers, whom I take to represent
in Aristotle’s day the tradition of Gorgias and Thrasymachus.! The
difference between his account of what rhetorical expertise consists in
and theirs comes down to a difference in their views of the nature and
value of rhetoric itself. The handbook writers saw rhetoric as a skill for
exercising power over others, whose value consisted principally in its
value to its possessor. By contrast, Aristotle took a wider view, showing
how the expertise possessed by speakers is valued not only by those
speakers but by others too. His view involves seeing rhetoric as an
expertise for whose exercise states make provision—speeches are invited
to be made by protagonists in lawsuits, and by proponents and oppon-
ents of political policies. States encourage speech-making, and value the
development of skill in this area, because this is seen as contributing to
the quality of civic judgements. Audiences listen to speakers similarly
with the aim of improving their judgements on the issues addressed.
Even Aristotle’s view of rhetoric’s value to its possessor derives in part
from what is valuable about the judgements subsequently formed by
listeners. Rhetoric is valuable to the speaker because it enables them
to gain the verdict they desire, and in such a way as to constitute an
endorsement of their own position, because judges deliberating soundly
adopted their recommended point of view for the reasons they offered.
In this way, Aristotle’s view accounts in a unified way for the value of
rhetoric to the speaker, to the listener, and to the state as a whole.

! Cf. Dow (2007, pp. 391-6), and Chapter 7.
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The follower of Thrasymachus or Gorgias may still insist that the
expertise they describe is entitled to be called ‘rhetoric’ or ‘the art of
speaking’. Aristotle’s position against them can be understood either as
the claim that what he describes better captures the concept of the public
speaker’s expertise, or as the claim that, even if there are several different
skills that might be called ‘rhetoric’, the expertise he describes is the most
valuable for the state to foster, for listeners to value in speakers, and for
speakers themselves to develop and exercise.”

Aristotle’s arguments, especially in the opening chapter of the Rhetoric,
are deployed principally against the handbook writers. But in a number of
passages, he indicates his awareness of rival Platonic views on rhetoric.

4.2 Aristotle and Plato’s Gorgias

Within Plato’s Gorgias (462b-c), Socrates denied that rhetoric was a
techné because it offered no principled account of why and how its
techniques worked. Even within that dialogue, that seems to function
as an objection to what was proposed as a techné by Gorgias and others,
rather than ruling out entirely the possibility of a techné of speech-
making. The Phaedrus takes up the task of exploring what such a
techné might be like. Accordingly, by the time Aristotle is writing the
Rhetoric, the view that there was a techné of rhetoric does not seem
to have been very controversial. Thus, at the start of the Rhetoric,
Aristotle concludes in a mere eleven lines that there must be a techné
of rhetoric in order to explain the consistent non-accidental success of
some orators.

Also in the Gorgias, the requirement is expressed that rhetoric have a
good aim. Otherwise, rhetoric will either turn out to be something
shameful (464e2-465a2) or possibly may fail thereby to be a techné at
all (501b3-5, 504d-e). Again, this seems a good objection to Gorgias’s
rhetoric, seen as a kind of power to achieve whatever seems expedient to
its possessor, whether or not this is actually good. The better alternative
that Socrates has in mind is that rhetoric aim at justice and self-control in
the souls of the citizens (504d-e). The Aristotelian view I have argued for
gives rhetoric a good goal, but it is different from that envisaged by

% This latter argument is developed further in section 4.4.
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Socrates. It is rather the goal of well-grounded judgements by citizens in
contexts such as law-courts and assemblies. Aristotle, not implausibly,
supposes that generally the available evidence will provide better grounds
for judgements that are true or correct than for judgements that are false
or wrong.” Hence, rhetoric as Aristotle understands it aims at something
good (epistemically), because it aims to affect the judgements of listeners
in ways that will tend to incline them towards judgements that are true
and good. This makes perfect sense if rhetoric aims at well-founded civic
judgement, and exercising rhetoric is a matter of providing proofs based
on available, evidentially-relevant facts.

We should notice, however, the modest nature of Aristotle’s claim
about rhetoric’s tendency to promote good outcomes. Aristotle insists
that the expertise is concerned with proper grounds for conviction (e.g.
1354a13, b21, 35-6), with demonstrating their case (1354a27-8, 1355a3-5,
1417b21), and with leaving the listeners cognitively undistorted (1354a24-6),
thus enabling them to form a judgement («xpiows, 1354b29-1355a3;
Oewpds | kpitys, 1358b1-6). But while these do amount to the claim
that rhetoric is intrinsically such as to confer an epistemic benefit, they
leave open the possibility that exercises of rhetoric, even while getting
listeners to reason well from reputable premises, may nevertheless on a
given occasion be leading them to form false beliefs or morally perni-
cious intentions. Indeed, Aristotle explicitly recognizes both of these as
possible ways in which genuine rhetoric might be used.* Aristotelian
rhetoric serves to help audiences make good inferences that they might
not otherwise have made, and to help them make good inferences rather
than bad ones: these are epistemic benefits, and against a background
where (as Aristotle believes) reputable beliefs stand a good chance of
being true (1355a21-2, 36-8) they support the view that rhetoric thus
understood has a beneficial role in the state (1355a20-1). Still, beliefs
formed by good inference from reputable premises can still on occasions
turn out false, and a course of action that has some merits may yet turn
out all-things-considered to be pernicious.

® Rhetoric 1.1, 1355a15-17, a21-b7.
* See 1355a20-3 and especially a29-38 on the use of rhetoric to lead away from the truth,
and 1355a29-31, a36-8, and especially b2-7 on its use in the service of injustice.
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4.3 Aristotle and Plato’s Phaedrus

In the Phaedrus, Socrates argues that any genuine expertise in rhetoric
requires for its exercise the knowledge of the truth about one’s subject
matter. This may be motivated simply by a worry that otherwise persua-
sive argument will risk simply transmitting the flaws in the audience’s
existing beliefs onto any new convictions they are persuaded to form.
But, as argued in Chapter 1, it seems more likely to be motivated by
the idea that rhetoric should put its possessor in control of whether
the audience’s beliefs turn out true or false.” Aristotle does not seem to
recognize the requirement that the expert orator know the truth. Indeed,
two passages in the Rhetoric can be plausibly interpreted as a rejection of
precisely this Platonic requirement.

At 1355a10-14, Aristotle concludes that it is the person skilled in
dialectic who will be best able to master the skills of rhetoric:

[given the preceding argument] it is clear that it is the person who is best able to
see how and from what elements reasoning proceeds, that would also be best at
enthymemes, provided they grasp additionally the features of enthymemes and
how they differ from logical exercises in reasoning.®

He supports this with the following argument:

For what is true and what is similar to the truth belong to the same capacity to
see, and at the same time human beings themselves are naturally inclined towards

> Note that this requirement is advocated at 261d-262c and recapitulated briefly at
273d-e, in response to the proposal attributed to Tisias that the orator need know not the
truth about his subject but what will seem likely to his listeners. The requirement cannot be
that unless he knows the truth, an orator will be unable to persuade someone to accept some
given claim, since even within the dialogue the example of Socrates persuading Phaedrus
that he should get a horse for fighting enemies (260b-d) shows that this is possible despite
the ignorance of both parties about what a horse was. Of the two options given above for
what motivates the requirement, the view that the orator needs to know the truth in order to
be in control of whether the listener’s views turn out true or false is suggested by 262b5-c3.
There, as elsewhere, it is emphasized that the orator should be able to deceive (if he chooses)
but escape deception himself, on pain of not having a genuine techné at all. This suggests
that rhetoric is here seen as a skill that puts its possessor in control of whether their
listeners’ beliefs (and their own) turn out true or false.

° The final phrase, ‘logikous sullogismous’, is hard to translate, but seems to mean pieces
of reasoning where the focus is on the validity of the argument, such as in pure dialectic (or
peirastic). Cf. An. Post. 93a15 (the only other use of this phrase in Aristotle). The differences
Aristotle has in mind in this passage may include that enthymemes aim at the adoption of
their conclusion, not merely at showing what follows from what, and that in enthymemes
the truth of the premises may recommend the conclusion without necessitating it.
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the truth and usually do attain the truth. That is why being good at hunting down
what is reputable” is a mark of the same kind of person as being good at hunting
down the truth. (1355a14-18)

This seems to be a way of saying that the ability of the philosopher to
find the truth (by reasoning inferentially from reputable starting points)
and the ability of people to form judgements based on what is likely
(by reasoning inferentially from reputable starting points) are the very
same ability. And both are essentially reliable, insofar as the starting
materials—the plausible or reputable views (¢vdoéa) from which reason-
ing begins—are grounded in humans’ general ability to hit the truth for
the most part, and insofar as the reasoning proceeds correctly. So, the
ability of the true rhetorician and the ability of the philosopher are the
very same thing—not in the way Plato suggested in the Phaedrus, by
making rhetoric depend on the kind of dialectically derived knowledge
that is the province of the philosopher, but rather by requiring only
plausible starting points from both, plus good (dialectical) reasoning
onwards from these.

If this is a correct interpretation, then the argument serves to justify
the conclusion that preceded it by showing that (apart from the ‘additional’
things mentioned at a12-14) the understanding of dialectic is sufficient for
an understanding of rhetoric (or, strictly, of enthymemes). The argument
shows specifically that there is no additional requirement that the rhetor-
ician know the truth about an issue to be able to exercise genuine rhetorical
expertise in producing enthymematic arguments for some particular view
on that issue.

There is a further argument at 1355a24-9 for why rhetoric as Aristotle
understands it is more useful than persuasion based on knowledge of
one’s subject matter.

[Rhetoric is useful because . . . ] Additionally, before some people, it would not be
not easy, even if we had the most exact knowledge, to be persuasive using it. For
knowledge-based argument belongs to teaching, and this is impossible, rather we
must develop our proofs and arguments via the commonplaces, as we said also in
the Topics about encounters with the many.

7 The wording here subverts the pejorative use of oroyxacrucds at Gorgias 463a7,
where Socrates claims that rhetoric is an untechnical knack of guessing at what will please
people.
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It is plausible to suppose that Aristotle is here arguing against the view
found in Plato’s Phaedrus (261d-262c, 273d-e), discussed previously,
that exercising rhetorical expertise requires knowledge of one’s subject
matter. If the Platonic view Aristotle opposes here is that, in order to
persuade using any argument that proceeded by similarities, one must
know the truth of one’s subject matter, the argument seems apposite.
With some people, a similarity to the truth about the matter in question
will not make something persuasive. Rather, with them, one needs to
start from very general notions on which everyone agrees (the ‘common-
places’—7a kowd). Thus, knowledge of the truth does not help, and is
less useful in such contexts than what Aristotle takes rhetoric principally
to involve, namely the elements of dialectic—the abilities to identify
plausible starting points, and to reason well from these.® However, it
was suggested earlier in the chapter that the Platonic requirement that
the expert orator know the truth was so that the expertise would put
them in control of whether the convictions they secured were true or
false. Aristotle does nothing to show that it would not have some distinct
valuable role within rhetoric along these lines. This argument at
1355a24-9 is confined to showing that such knowledge of the truth
would not assist the speaker in the process of convincing some popular
audiences.

The way Aristotle positions his own view in relation to these Platonic
claims about rhetoric can be seen as a way of canvassing the advantages

® Identifying plausible starting points for reasoning on various topics likely to be the
subject of deliberation in a courtroom or assembly does, of course, itself require a significant
amount of what we call background ‘knowledge’. Aristotle recognizes this too, speaking of
various things that the speaker ‘would need to know’ (e.g. 8¢ot dv . . . eldévar, 1359b24, 334,
38, 1360a20, 33). However, he prefaces this part of the treatise with comments that make
clear that what the speaker needs to possess falls short of what someone with the relevant
knowledge or systematic expertise (cf. éudpovesrépas kai paddov dinbwis [réxvns],
1359b6-7, émorripas, bl3) on that particular domain might have. Specifically, it will be
less accurate (dxpiBs, b2) and will not be guaranteed to be true (kara v dAyfeiav, b4-5).
We should interpret terms like ‘know’ in these contexts accordingly. This is further
supported by the fact that Aristotle seems in these passages to regard ‘the speaker should
know’ as equivalent to ‘he should have looked at’ (dvaykaiov . .. refewpnrévar, 1360a3-4, 18),
or ‘inquiries [of these persons into such-and-such] are useful’ (a33-7). This kind of back-
ground ‘knowledge’ is important because it puts the speaker in a position to propose plausible
premises from which to make inferences to his desired conclusion. For our purposes, the key
point is that nothing here is at odds with the claim that the Aristotelian expert speaker does
not need to abide by the requirement set out in the Phaedrus to have knowledge of the truth
about his subject matter.
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of his own view over those put forward by Socrates in the Gorgias and
Phaedrus. He accepts and meets the demand that rhetoric (as a genuine
techné) involve a principled method for the application of its techniques.
But he resists the requirement that exercising rhetorical expertise
requires highly demanding levels of knowledge of psychology and of
the speaker’s subject matter, on the grounds that these are not after all
necessary in order for rhetoric to have a genuinely valuable goal. He does
so principally on two grounds. One is that he identifies a more modest,
but still genuinely valuable, goal for rhetoric, that is, the well-deliberated
judgements of citizens. The other is his claim that the reputable starting
points for such deliberation are likely to be true. On this basis, his view of
rhetoric captures the Platonic intuition that it should be something of
real value, whilst maintaining substantial contact with the kind of
expertise in speech-making exhibited by real individuals in real cities,
and recognized already as ‘rhetoric’.

Aristotle in this way distinguishes his understanding of rhetoric, not
only from that of the handbook writers, Gorgias and Thrasymachus, on
the one hand, but also from Platonic views of rhetoric, on the other. He
offers arguments for the superiority of his own preferred view, and I have
sought to trace how he intends these arguments to work.

4.4 TIs Aristotle’s Rhetoric about Rhetoric?

How successful, then, has Aristotle been in justifying his own position?
There is at least one significant worry that looms large over how Aristotle
has defended his view of rhetoric.

Aristotle’s view of rhetoric as all about proofs makes sense if rhetoric is
an expertise in promoting good public judgements, but why should we
think that this is what rhetoric is? Has he merely changed the subject?
The handbook writers offered a range of techniques that gave you the
ability to get listeners to believe and decide whatever you wanted them
to. They considered ‘rhetoric’ to be an appropriate name for such an
ability. Aristotle seems to argue that these techniques are not rhetoric on
the grounds that they are not techniques for doing something quite
different, namely promoting good public judgements. The handbook
writers and Aristotle seem simply to be describing two different things.
And it looks like merely a terminological matter which we should call
‘rhetoric’. We can allow that Aristotle describes a genuine skill—it is a
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skill in producing proper sources of conviction, and enables its user to
bring about warranted conviction in listeners. There is another skill, a
simpler skill, which is just an ability successfully to get people to believe
things, feel things, and do things. And it looks like nothing very signifi-
cant is at stake in whether (with Aristotle) we think that the term
‘rhetoric’ should be used for the first of these, or (with Gorgias and our
everyday usage) we think that the term should be used for the second.

I think that this objection is correct but trivial. Aristotle does indeed
change the subject, and what he calls rhetoric is indeed a different skill or
expertise from that set out by the handbook writers (and, for that matter,
from what we tend to label ‘rhetoric’ today).

The more significant issue is which expertise is valuable. For Aristotle,
the issue of what deserves to be called ‘rhetoric’ is not so much a question
about who owns the ‘rhetoric’ terminology, as a question of what the skill
is, in the area of public discourse, that we think is worth having, worth
defending, worth cultivating and promoting in the state. And I think
Aristotle’s picture can be defended on this score. Why do we want
trained and successful people to plead cases in our law-courts? Presum-
ably it is because we think they have an important role in helping the jury
or judge see what can best be said for each side, as a means to their
making the best judgement they can on the case. Likewise, it is because
we think that there ought to be public discussion and deliberation, and
that this deliberation ought to be as well informed as possible, that we
value political speech-making and campaigning, and think that this is
what speech-making should be about if it is done well. From the point of
view of the state, we value skilled speech-making because of its epistemic
contribution to public deliberation in politics and law. From the point of
view of the listener, when anyone sincerely pays attention to a speech, it
is not in the hope of being duped or manipulated but in the hope of being
informed and helped to a better-deliberated view. Even from the point of
view of the speaker, we should recall the point made from Aristotle’s
Carpenter’s Rule simile. In any genuine attempt to persuade, speakers
themselves seem to aim not merely at getting people to their point of
view (in most cases, speakers would not consider that coercive means
would do just as well), but at convincing their listeners in a way that
endorses the correctness of their case. The media frequently carries
footage of people striding out of court claiming that their position had
been vindicated by the jury’s verdict. Politicians claim to have won the
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argument if they win the vote. This seems to suggest that the good
judgement of the listener is often important to the speaker in more or
less the way Aristotle suggests.

Thus, although there may be a number of different skills related to
public speaking, one such expertise is the expertise Aristotle calls ‘rhet-
oric’, an expertise in helping listeners to well-deliberated judgements by
making the case for some particular view of the matter. And it is this
expertise that is of greatest value, whether considered from the point of
view of the state, the listener, or the speaker. If this is correct, then
Aristotle’s agenda in the Rhetoric is well chosen. He sees that an expertise
in helping listeners to well-deliberated judgements will be essentially an
expertise in providing them with ‘proofs’, proper grounds for conviction,
and he sets out to offer a systematic account of what that expertise is, and
of how to acquire it.



5

The Interpretation of
Aristotle’s Rhetoric

If the understanding of Aristotle’s view of rhetoric defended in the pre-
ceding chapters is correct, then we should notice the implications for the
interpretation of the Rhetoric as a whole. One might distinguish interpret-
ers along a number of dimensions, and the purpose of this chapter is to
situate the interpretation defended here in relation to these, especially as
they concern how one should describe Aristotle’s dominant concerns in
this work, and his views on what normative standards apply essentially to
the expertise of rhetoric, its constituents, and its practice.

Some have seen the Rhetoric as a development in the field of speech-
making of an agenda set out more theoretically in the Ethics and Politics.
This has taken a number of forms. For some theorists, Aristotelian
rhetoric is such that its exercise requires or produces character virtue."
The position has scant basis in the text of the Rhetoric, and it is rejected
in the present interpretation, as it is by the majority of recent interpret-
ers. Aristotle’s remarks (esp. 1356a5-13; 1378a6-20) on the kind of
proof (which he includes within the expertise) that involves the repre-
sentation of the speaker’s character, including character virtues, are
discussed in the next chapter.

However, there are other kinds of ways in which one might see ethical
concerns as among Aristotle’s concerns in the Rhetoric, or as essential to
Aristotelian rhetoric itself. On one such kind of ‘moralizing’ view, Aris-
totle is concerned to set out how speeches ought to be made, and how the
virtuous orator should undertake their task.” This view of the Rhetoric as

I ¢t esp. Worner (1990), also Garver (1994). The position is criticized by numerous
other scholars (Cooper, 1993; Halliwell, 1994; Engberg-Pedersen, 1996; Rapp, 2002a).
2 Cf. Worner (1990), Irwin (1996, pp- 143-6, and Garver (1994).
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connected with the ethical discourses seems to have had its origins in the
Medieval period. Whereas the Arab commentators (through whom the
Rhetoric was rediscovered in the West) classified the Rhetoric along with
the Organon as part of Aristotle’s work on logic and reasoning,” from
some point possibly as early as the thirteenth century, it became associ-
ated with, and indeed often bound in with, the ethical and political
works.* The kind of moralizing view of the Rhetoric that 1 have in
mind involves attributing to Aristotle the view that using rhetoric to
persuade an audience of what is false, or to adopt some morally objec-
tionable course of action, exhibits a defect in the speaker’s rhetorical
expertise. Rhetoric in the service of what is good and true is not just
morally better than its deceptive or corrupting use, it is better rhetoric.
The interpretation defended here involves rejecting this view. This is on
the basis that while Aristotle claims that rhetoric involves advancing
proper grounds for persuasion, we have seen that the propriety involved
is epistemic in nature, and he is much less concerned with whether
rhetoric is practised morally virtuously or not. No doubt this is not
because he considers orators exempt from the requirements of moral
virtue, but rather because his concerns in the Rhetoric do not extend
much further than setting out what the art of rhetoric includes and how
to practise it effectively. Concerns about whether a speaker’s methods
involve providing proper grounds for conviction are relevant to this;
concerns about whether the speaker is, in some wider sense, acting well
are not. Indeed, as we saw in Chapter 2, Aristotle explicitly allows that
rhetoric is such as to be capable of being used in ways that it should not
be used, including its use to oppose what is true or just (1355a29-b7).
A third kind of way in which interpreters have seen ethical concerns as
essentially involved in Aristotelian rhetoric is related to rhetoric’s pur-
pose. The idea here is that, for Aristotle, rhetoric is an expertise essen-
tially directed to a good goal, such that it is best and most readily
practised by those who endorse that goal themselves, and is misused by
those who do not endorse this goal. One might, by analogy, suppose that
the expertise of generalship aims at victory, such that it is best exercised
by those who share that aim, and such that its use by those who do not

*> Indeed, in the copies used by the Arab commentators, the Rhetoric seems to have been
often bound in with the Organon in a single volume. Cf. Black (1990).
* Cf. Murphy (1974, p. 100).
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aim at victory is a perverse or incorrect use.” A central problem in the use
of this kind of argument by Woérner and Engberg-Pedersen, and a
significant way in which their approach is at odds with the interpretation
canvassed here, concerns what I take to be their misidentification of the
goal in question. The aim internal to the practice of rhetoric, analogous
to victory for generalship, is not truth (nor is it justice or the good), not
least because of the passage just noted in which Aristotle envisages
its use for opposing what is true (or just).® So, rhetoric is not (in whole
or part) an expertise in Wahrheitsfindung. To be sure, it is Aristotle’s
view that the institutional practices of public speaking, in which rhetoric
is the relevant expertise, are conducive to the truthfulness and justice
of publicly deliberated decisions. But Aristotle does not refer to this
as rhetoric’s ‘aim’ (okomds) or ‘goal’ (rélos), but rather includes these
considerations in his discussion of why rhetoric is ‘useful’ (yprowuos,
1355a20).” Insofar as Aristotle has an explicit position on the goal or aim
internal to rhetorical practice, it is concerned with securing a particular
judgement from the listeners on the basis of the persuasive material
offered as proofs (see Chapter 2). On the interpretation canvassed here,
Aristotelian rhetoric thereby aims at (to that extent) good judgement, or
judgement made on the basis of proper grounds for conviction.

In this way, the interpretation canvassed here is committed to resisting
any of these ways in which moral concerns with the character of the
speaker or with just or true outcomes to the listeners’ deliberations are
made an intrinsic feature of Aristotelian rhetoric. It is thereby in line
with a number of scholars who have emphasized the moral neutrality of
Aristotelian rhetoric.®

At the other end of the spectrum, some have taken the view that
Aristotle in the Rhetoric takes no normative stance on rhetoric’s nature
at all, recognizing no normative standards that techniques need to meet
in order to be possible ways of exercising the expertise of rhetoric.’
Clearly, the insistence that it is only proper grounds for conviction that
fall within the expertise distinguishes the proposed interpretation from

> Worner (1990, esp. pp. 281-3); Engberg-Pedersen (1996, pp. 125-6).

© Some further reasons are given by Irwin (1996, pp. 143-4).

7 Cf. also Rapp (2009, pp. 591-5).

8 Qates (1963); Cooper (1993); Halliwell (1994); Rapp (2002a, 2002b, 2009).

° The most prominent exponent of this view is Oates (1963), esp. pp. 335-51. Cf. also
Carey (1996).
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this wholly non-normative view of rhetoric. But in fact, the latter is a
minority view, and most interpreters see that it is part of the distinctive
character of Aristotle’s view of rhetoric that he placed significant
emphasis on reason, arguments, demonstration, enthymemes, and on
the connections between rhetoric and dialectic, such that in some way or
another, he takes a principled stand on how an expert orator should
select and deploy persuasive techniques from among those available to
him. It will be useful, however, to highlight a number of respects in which
the detailed conclusions argued for in the preceding chapters distinguish
this interpretation from those of others.

On the interpretation offered here, Aristotelian rhetoric is, in its
essence, a skill in offering proper grounds for conviction. Thus, the fact
that its exercise contributes some beneficial effect is a consequence of an
intrinsic feature of rhetoric itself, not, as Engberg-Pedersen has sug-
gested, an artefact of a particular kind of institutional setting in which
rhetoric is contingently practised.'®

Furthermore, the inclusion of proofs through the character of the
speaker and the passions of the listeners among the technical proofs is,
on the interpretation proposed here, not for their remedial value in
correcting cognitive or moral defects in the audience, as has been widely
supposed.'’ There are techniques, such as those of style (Aé¢iws) and
delivery (dmorpiriki)), to which Aristotle concedes a valuable role in
rhetorical practice on precisely this basis; and the recommendation for
avoiding a long sequence of inferences is made on similar grounds.'* But
this is not the basis on which he classifies certain ways of portraying the
speaker’s character and of arousing the audience’s emotions as ‘proofs’
(mloTeis). He does so, and must do so—given what he thinks pisteis are—
on the basis of their capacity to provide good grounds for believing the
orator’s proposed conclusions.

This highlights a further significant way in which the interpretation
proposed here may be distinguished from a range of others. The connection

1% Engberg-Pedersen (1996, pp. 124-6, 130).

' This is widely held to be the rationale for Aristotle’s inclusion of éthos and pathos
proofs alongside those that proceed through the argument itself. See, for example, Cope
(1877, ad 1356a2, Halliwell (1994), and Engberg-Pedersen (1996, p. 125).

12 1357a7-12, 1404a24-8, and 1403b20-1404a8, where the latter passage includes the
well-known references to the defects or corruption (uoxfnpia) of the constitutions and the
hearers.
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between rhetoric and dialectic, on the interpretation proposed, covers the
whole of rhetoric’s core, that is to say, all of the technical proofs, since they
all involve a kind of reasoning and a kind of demonstration. If correct, this
tells against interpretations according to which the way in which Aristotel-
ian rhetoric is closely connected with dialectic is based more or less entirely
on the role of proofs through the argument itself, and holds despite the
supposed absence of any significant way in which éthos- or pathos-proofs
make use of inferential resources drawn from dialectic. On the latter kind of
interpretation, Aristotle’s claims that expertise in dialectic is the principal
basis for expertise in rhetoric'® rest on a preference for proofs that are based
in the argument itself (and this will be the basis also for the recognized
dialectical and argumentative character of Aristotelian rhetoric). Assuming,
for the sake of argument, that Aristotle had such a preference, and made
a corresponding general recommendation to orators,* it is claimed that
he did so on the basis that proofs based in the argument were generally
more effective than those based on character or emotion-arousal. Rapp, for
example, offers this kind of explanation for Aristotle’s emphasis on the use
of argument.15 On this view, the reason for the inclusion within rhetoric of
methods centred on character and emotion is simply that these methods are
persuasively effective, and practically necessary, not—as claimed here—that
they are means of providing proper grounds for conviction.

Thus the interpretation canvassed here, whilst upholding the moral
neutrality of Aristotelian rhetoric, nevertheless insists that Aristotle
regarded it as part of the nature of rhetorical expertise that its exercise
involves conforming to epistemic norms (governing standards of infer-
ence, and relevance) in the production of proper grounds for conviction. If
correct, it supports some contemporary interpreters,'® and the tradition of

' Cf. 1355a3-18, 1356a20-32.

" This is nowhere explicit in the text. But a case could perhaps be made, based on the
amount of attention devoted to argument-based proofs within the treatise, or possibly by
taking this to be the import of remarks such as the description of the enthymeme at 1354a15
as ‘the body of proof’ (cdua s miorews), or at 1355a7-8 as ‘more-or-less the most
important / authoritative of the proofs’ (kai o7t TodTo s elmeiv dmAds kvpibTarov TGV
mlorewv); cf. Rapp (2002a, pp. 43-4).

!> E.g. ‘Since people are most strongly convinced when they suppose that something has
been proven (Rhet. 1.1, 1355a5£.), there is no need for the orator to confuse or distract the
audience by the use of emotional appeals etc. In Aristotle’s view an orator will be even more
successful when he just picks up the convincing aspects of a given issue . ..” (Rapp, 2002b).

' Burnyeat (1994), Allen (2001, 2007).
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the Arab commentators, in seeing the Rhetoric as essentially concerned
with the logic of persuasive speech.'”

The conclusions of the preceding chapters also have a bearing on
(though they do not fully resolve) the issue of whether the treatise in
the form we have it is a single unified work. There are aspects of this
question that remain untouched by the present work (such as whether
book 3 belongs with the preceding two books, or whether the remarks on
topoi or on syllogismos are internally consistent and assignable coher-
ently to some single period of Aristotle’s thinking).'® But if the position
developed here is correct, it provides a way of seeing the work as a whole
as expressing a consistent and coherent view of the nature of rhetoric,
and of its essential constituents, the proofs. And as such it undermines a
significant part of the case against the unity and consistency of the
treatise.'” This is significant because many interpreters have seen the
treatise very differently, that is, as setting out incompatible perspectives
on rhetoric: an idealized perspective in which the rhetoric’s methods
should be confined to the production of good arguments, and a more
realistic perspective in which Aristotle recognizes that other (more morally
and epistemically dubious) methods must in fact be used by speakers,
given the actual circumstances in which they are required to persuade.
Some interpreters have found in this a virtue, seeing these perspectives as
in tension (perhaps, indeed, strictly incompatible) but nevertheless com-
plementary.”® Others have contended that this leaves Aristotle without a
single coherent overall view of rhetoric.”! In any given work, the case in
favour of ascribing to its author a single coherent position (as indeed the
case against ascribing different parts to different periods or different
authors) is best advanced by developing an interpretation of the work as

'7 This is consistent with recognizing that the interest of the Arab commentators in the
logical and epistemic features of Aristotelian rhetoric was dominated by a concern to
highlight rhetoric’s inferiority in these respects to demonstration (dmddeifes, in the tech-
nical sense set out in the Posterior Analytics). Cf. Black (1990), ch.3, esp. p. 102.

'8 See Rapp (2002a) for discussion of these issues and bibliography. The issue of whether
there is an inconsistency between 1.1 and the rest of the treatise over whether emotion-
arousal can constitute an exercise of rhetorical expertise is addressed in Chapter 7.

9 The present work is, of course, not unique in this regard, though the details of the
unified picture attributed to Aristotle varies, as we have seen. Cf., for example, Cooper
(1993), Engberg-Pedersen (1996), and Rapp (2002a, 2009).

20 Cope (1867), Halliwell (1994), Schiitrumpf (1994), Sprute (1994); differently Grimaldi
(1972), Kennedy (1985).

21 Solmsen (1929), Wisse (1989), Barnes (1995).
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a whole that is plausible and coherent. It is just such a task in relation to
Aristotle’s Rhetoric that is the principal undertaking of the present work.

Broadly, then, the interpretation defended here tells strongly in favour
of unified rather than developmental or multi-perspective interpret-
ations, and in favour of logic-centred views of the treatise, over against
both moralizing views and views on which it is not essential to rhetorical
expertise that its exercise meet any normative standards. Accordingly,
the understanding of rhetorical expertise attributed to Aristotle is not
idealized in a way that rules out its compatibility with using the speaker’s
character or the audience’s emotions to provide proof. Nevertheless,
there is certainly a challenge for this interpretation to show quite how
presenting the speaker’s character and arousing the audience’s emotions
can constitute providing the listeners with proof in this sense, that is to
say, how these can constitute providing proper grounds for conviction.
The next chapter explores this challenge further.






PART 2






6

How Can Emotion-Arousal
Provide Proof?

6.1 Aristotle’s Three Kinds of Proof

We saw, in Part [, that for Aristotle exercising rhetoric involved provid-
ing proofs or proper grounds for conviction, and Chapter 2 is an attempt
to specify precisely how we should understand this claim. Aristotle
recognizes that proofs come in three forms.

There are three forms of proofs provided through the speech (8ia 705 Adyov):
some are in the character of the speaker, others in putting the listener into a
particular condition, others in the argument itself (év adrd 7¢ Adyw) through
demonstration or apparent demonstration. (Rhetoric 1.2, 1356a1-4)"

It will already be clear how this is supposed to work for proofs that are ‘in
the argument itself’, but it may be less clear how it is that proof is
supposed to be provided by the character of the speaker or by putting
listeners into a particular (emotional) condition. In what follows, I offer
an account first of proofs through the character of the speaker, and then
of proofs generated by arousing the passions of the audience. The latter
account raises a number of issues: resolving these will be the task of
Chapter 6 and a large part of Part III.

6.2 Proofs in the Character of the Speaker

Proofs of the kind Aristotle describes as being ‘in the character of
the speaker’ (1356a2), or ‘through his character’ (a4f.), receive rather
brief treatment within the Rhetoric. Aristotle’s remarks appear in two

' Cf. also Rhet. 2.1, 1377b20-4; 3.1, 1403b9-13.
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passages, reproduced here. The first is the brief account offered as part of
the presentation of the three types of proofs in 1.2. The second offers an
analysis of how speakers come to be perceived as trustworthy, and hence
guidance to orators on how to bring about this result in relation to
themselves.

[Proofs] through character [come about] whenever the speech is delivered in
such a way as to make the speaker trustworthy (déiémiorov). For we are con-
vinced more, and convinced more quickly, by decent people (rois émietnéor),
quite generally on all topics, but especially so on topics that are controversial and
lacking precision. But this too must come about through the speech (8ia 703
Adyov), not through the speaker’s having an existing reputation for being of a
certain character. For it is not like the role some of the handbook-writers assign
in their ‘Arts’ to the decency of the speaker, as contributing nothing to persua-
siveness (dbs 008ev oupBallopévny mpds 76 mlbavév). On the contrary, character is
almost more convincing than anything else. (dAXa oxedov s elmeiv kvpiwTdTyy
Eyet miorw 76 §fos.)  (1356a5-13)°

There are three things that make the speakers themselves trustworthy (mio7ovs).
For, demonstrations aside, it is these three things that explain why we come to be
convinced. And they are understanding ($pdvnos), virtue (dpern) and goodwill
(edvoia). For it is these, one or all of them, that explain why people speak falsely
on the subjects they address, or give false advice. Either they have incorrect beliefs
due to a lack of understanding (8. d¢posivvyy), or although they have correct
beliefs they do not say what they believe due to vice (8ia poxfnpiav), or they
possess understanding and are decent, but do not have goodwill [towards their
audience] (7 ppdvipor wev kal émietkeis elow dAA { odk edvot), on account of which
although they know the best courses of action, they might advise something
different. There are no further possibilities. Accordingly, anyone taken to possess
all of these is bound to be trustworthy (mte7év) in the eyes of their audience. On
what basis people can come to have the appearance of understanding and
decency should be taken from the analysis offered in connection with the virtues,
for the same things provide the basis for characterising both someone else and
oneself in such a way. Goodwill and friendship must be treated within our
discussion of the passions. (1378a6-20)

% There is some prima facie tension between this final assertion about the pre-eminence
of character in relation to pistis, and similar claims about enthymemes, especially the claim
that it is “pretty much without qualification the most important (kvpirarov) of the proofs’
(1355a7-8). Of course, there is no logical tension—things can be important or pre-eminent
in different ways. So, this passage asserts that the use of the speaker’s character has the
greatest impact on the audience with regard to getting them convinced (or perhaps what it
produces is ‘most paradigmatically conviction’ (xvpiwrdrny m{orw). Whereas 1355a7-8
seems primarily concerned with the importance of enthymemes to the practice of rhetoric,
and hence to the expertise itself. For a different solution, cf. Rapp (2002a, p. 144).
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Aristotle is explaining here how we come to believe something on the
basis of someone’s testimony, and against the background that, beyond
infancy, humans don’t believe everything that anyone tells them, offering
an explanation of why we believe those we do when we do. In summary,
it is down to the speaker’s ‘character’, and hence it is part of the exercise
of rhetorical expertise to be skilled in using the speech to present the
right kind of character to listeners. But Aristotle has an analysis of what
the relevant kind of character consists in, which he presents in the second
passage, from book 2. His analysis is that taking someone to be trust-
worthy (mo7ds or déiémoTos) involves a sensitivity to three things about
them, understanding (épdrnois), virtue (apern), and goodwill (edvoa),
such that if they were perceived as lacking any one of them, they would
not be treated as trustworthy. That the audience perceive the speaker as
possessing these three attributes explains (ra ai7a, a7) their taking him
to be trus‘[worthy,3 and hence it also explains (8. d, a7) their being
convinced of what he says.
Character-proofs, then, will have the following key features.

1. The orator presents the audience with evidence that he is trust-
worthy (or has understanding, decency, and goodwill).

2. The audience regard it as reputable, on this basis, that this particu-
lar speaker is trustworthy.

3. The audience comes to believe that the speaker is trustworthy.

4. The audience hears this particular speaker recommend some par-
ticular judgement.

5. So the audience believe the following: this speaker is trustworthy,
and he recommends judging such-and-such, so probably it is
correct to judge such-and-such.

6. The audience recognize this speaker’s trustworthiness as proper
grounds for making that particular judgement.

* The fact that the possession of the three attributes explains both the speaker’s trust-
worthiness and the likelihood that he will convince his listeners (rather than there being an
explanatory role for the speaker’s trustworthiness independently of his perceived possession
of these qualities), and Aristotle’s insistence that ‘necessarily’ (al4) the possessor of these
qualities will be trustworthy in the eyes of his listeners, suggest that Aristotle thinks that
taking someone to be trustworthy simply consists in taking them to have these three
qualities, and possibly also that he sees the possession of these three qualities as constituting
(the relevant kind of) trustworthiness.
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In the terms of my earlier proposal, here is an audience coming to
accept a proof (pistis) that proceeds from what they accept as reputable
to a conclusion that they are thereby led to accept on the basis of that
proof. The pistis itself is the conjunction of ‘this speaker is trustworthy’
and ‘this speaker recommends judging such-and-such’. The second
conjunct is obviously something that it is easy for the audience to find
reputable, simply by hearing the speaker recommend such-and-such in
his speech. The first conjunct comes from taking the speaker to be of
good character. At times, Aristotle presents this as though it were a very
intellectual matter (2.1, 1378a6ft.), where the speaker’s character is
inferred from evidence he presents in his speech for his own wisdom,
virtue, and goodwill, and the speaker’s trustworthiness (d¢émioros
1356a5f.,; mords 1378a6, al5) is then inferred from these elements of
his good character. But I take it that we need not suppose this to be an
explicit thought process in the listener’s mind. In fact, it is better thought
of as the activation of a disposition—evidence of someone’s wisdom,
virtue, or goodwill is sufficient to activate a (rational) disposition to treat
that person as trustworthy. Aristotle more or less says this in his book 1
formulation concerning character-proofs at 1356a6-8, ‘we believe / trust /
treat-as-reliable good people more, and we do so more readily: this applies
generally on all subjects, but applies absolutely where precision is im-
possible and there are things to be said on either side’. Clearly Aristotle
intends this both as a general statement about how humans are disposed
to respond to what others say, and as an explanation of how the character
of the speaker can function as a pistis, as a basis for being justified in
accepting some further conclusion. So, presenting evidence for the good
character of the speaker functions in rhetoric simply to activate this
general disposition in these particular circumstances, in relation to this
speaker, and what he is saying now. The listeners’ apprehension of the
speaker’s character need not be an explicit thought process to which they
attend, merely something they—one way or another—take to be the case
(paiveatar 1377b26, SmolapBdvew b27, doxodvra 1378al4, dpaveier alb).
They believe the things Pericles has said, because they believe Pericles—he
himself is what is pistos, and if his character is good it provides the
strongest of proofs (1356a13). When asked to justify why he thought a
particular course of action was best, an assemblyman could reply, ‘Because
Pericles said it was, perhaps supplemented with some comment on
Pericles’ wisdom, virtue, and patriotism.
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We should note what is implied by this account of the way character-
proofs affect listeners. That is, that whatever the precise psychological
processes involved, listeners are making some kind of inference from the
character of the speaker to the truth of what he says. And, given his
analysis of what the relevant kind of trustworthiness involves, it is clear
that the inference in question is a reasonable one. That a speaker has
understanding, virtue, and goodwill towards one, is—if true—indeed
good grounds for believing what he says.

6.3 How Character-Proofs Fit the Proposed
Account of Pistis

We are now in a position to see how character-proofs fit the account
proposed in Chapter 2 of what is required for something to constitute a
‘proof’ (pistis), as understood by Aristotle. The components of that
account were as follows.

1. A pistis consists of premises acceptable to the audience that stand in
such a relation to the conclusion for which they are offered as a
pistis that if one accepts (and persists in accepting) the premises, it
would be an exercise of good judgement to be inclined towards
accepting also that conclusion because of those premises.

2. A pistis is comprised of things that are reputable, and it is a device
by which they confer good standing on something else, namely the
conclusion.

3. A pistis aims at inclining the listener to accept the conclusion as a
result of sensitivity to the reputability of the premises and the
relation in which they stand to the conclusion.

Proofs through the argument itself involve the listener consciously
believing the premises, believing that the epistemic good standing of the
conclusion is enhanced by the reputability of the premises, and then
coming to believe the conclusion on that basis. As we are now in a
position to see, character-proofs (and, I will hope to show, emotion-
proofs) will simply be variants on this standard case since they will
involve mental states that constitute acceptance of one or more premises
of such a piece of reasoning, but without those mental states necessarily
being ones of consciously believing those premises.
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On this understanding, we may distinguish the relevant ways of
describing how a proof works, seeking to highlight at each point the
contents of the listener’s mental states.

6.3.1 Ethos- (Character-) Proofs
The effect of an éthos-proof may be described as follows.

1. Thear Callias credibly present evidence of his own good character
(trustworthiness).

2. I trust Callias (I treat Callias as being trustworthy).

3. I know that Callias asserts such-and-such.

4. 1 believe such-and-such.

This sequence of mental states features a distinctive sequence in the
contents of those states.

1. Evidence for: Callias is trustworthy
a. And this evidence is reputable.

2. Callias is trustworthy.

3. Callias recommends such-and-such.

Therefore (or ‘this is good grounds for judging’),
4. Such-and-such.

What we have here in this latter sequence seems to be a set of premises
and a conclusion, where these are so related that if one accepts the
premises, it would be an exercise of good judgement to be inclined on
that basis to accept the conclusion. The proof starts from premises that
are reputable, and is a device by which they confer epistemic good
standing on the conclusion. And it aims to convince the listener on the
basis of the reputability of the starting points, and sensitivity to the
relation in which they stand to the conclusion. We should note that
step 2 involves a mental state—trusting Callias—that we can treat as
having the intentional contents ‘Callias is trustworthy’. It constitutes
good judgement to trust someone on the basis of evidence for their
trustworthiness, and it is similarly a matter of good judgement to make
judgements because they are recommended by someone in whom you
have a properly formed trust. This is a case of good judgement precisely
because of the propriety of the inference it involves, i.e. because trusting
has a kind of intentional content which is about the trusted person’s
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character, and if this is correct, it is capable of constituting proper
grounds for precisely the further judgements that it disposes you to
make when you trust somebody.

6.3.2 Pathos- (emotion-) proofs

Similarly, the suggestion is that the emotions involved in the response to
emotion-based proofs constitute affirmations of one or more premises
that are part of an underlying inference to a conclusion. So we get a
sequence of mental states as follows.

1. I register evidence that Smith is a dangerous character.
2. I feel afraid of Smith (I feel that Smith is a dangerous character).
3. I believe Smith is guilty of assault.

This sequence of mental states features the following sequence in the
contents of those states.

1. Evidence for: Smith is a dangerous character
a. And this evidence is reputable.

2. Smith is a dangerous character.

3. Smith is guilty of assault.

If this is right, then here too we see the key characteristics of Aristo-
telian pistis, as characterized earlier: the proof starts from reputable
premises, these premises confer epistemic good standing on the conclu-
sion because of the relation in which they stand to it, and the proof aims
at inclining the listener to accept the conclusion because of these features.
We will consider here and in subsequent chapters whether this could
indeed form the basis of Aristotle’s view of pathos-pisteis. For the
moment, this sketch of a view shows how it could be that all of the
kinds of technical proofs fall within Aristotle’s theory of rhetorical pistis,
providing the listener with (in the sense specified) proper grounds for
conviction.

6.4 How This then Sets a Challenge
for Pathos-Proofs

I have thus far sketched an account of how in all kinds of pisteis including
pathos-proofs there is an inference underlying the proof that plays an
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essential role in enabling the proof to provide proper grounds for
believing the conclusion for which it is offered in support. But in that
account, I did no more than set out how there could be a sequence of
mental states with contents such that certain inferential relations held
between those contents. Proof requires more than this. We noted in
Chapter 2 that a requirement of Aristotelian pistis was that if the listeners
were correct to regard the premises as reputable, it would be an exercise
of good judgement for them to make the recommended judgement
because of the premises. That is, what is presented must be such that
the listener could believe the conclusion for that reason. Indeed, it is
precisely when the listener believes (or is inclined to believe) the con-
clusion on the basis of the proof that the proof has been successful.* It is a
requirement of rhetorical proofs that, if they are successful and the
listeners acquire beliefs on the basis of accepting what is presented,
their acceptance of the premises of the proof be a well-founded basis
for believing the conclusion. In other words, once it is granted that the
listener accepts as reputable the premises of the proof they should not be
liable to any epistemic criticism for taking these as good grounds for
believing the conclusion.

6.4.1 An apparent problem solved

An initial puzzle is that this appears at first sight problematic in the case
of proofs through the passions of the listeners.

In general, we can see whether something is a good basis for believing
a conclusion by reference to two tests.

1. Can this thing be cited by believers themselves as a justification for
their believing the conclusion?

2. Can we cite this thing as a third-party explanation for how a
believer was justified in believing the conclusion?

In the case of argument proofs, it is obvious that these tests are passed.
We justify our beliefs by citing an argument, and even where the

* This is not to say that the proof is necessarily deficient if it is not accepted—unusually
stupid people might fail to understand a perfectly good rhetorical proof, for example. Or
there may be stronger countervailing reasons against believing the conclusion. Nevertheless,
proofs aim at being the basis on which someone believes (or is inclined to believe) their
conclusion.
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argument turns out to be flawed, we might cite the fact that we believed it
at the time to justify rationally our believing the conclusion. Similarly, we
explain how someone’s belief in a conclusion is well founded by advert-
ing to a good argument that they believe supports it; and likewise it
constitutes some level of defence of a person’s good judgement to advert
to an appropriately structured argument whose premises they believe,
even when those premises are known in fact to be false (or when their
believing them is known to lack proper grounds).

A similar story can be told for believing someone on the basis of their
character. We support our beliefs by reference to the character of the
person on whose authority we believed the conclusion. We explain the
epistemic good standing of the beliefs of others by reference to their
having received them on trust from someone they reasonably took to be
trustworthy, and we do so even when the beliefs have turned out false, or
the person has been revealed to have been in fact untrustworthy.

So, I might believe that p because I believe an argument to p, or
because I believe Callias (who says that p). These are familiar ways in
which we justify our beliefs to ourselves and others—we relay the
argument that persuaded us, or we advert to the reliable testimony
of the person we believed, ‘Callias told me, and he is honest as the day
is long.’

I propose that there is a similar story to be told about the passions and
the justification of beliefs.

This might not seem immediately obvious for two reasons. First, we do
not cite our emotional states directly as justification for our beliefs in the
way we do cite an argument or the character of an informant. In answer
to the question, ‘Why did you think Smith guilty?’, it seems a weak kind
of justification to say, ‘Because I was afraid of him.” Second, we do not
cite the emotional states of others directly as part of explanations of their
epistemic success. Thus, ‘she judged that Smith was guilty because she
was afraid of him,” would be more typically understood not as a justifi-
cation of her judgement at all, but as a way of saying that her judgement
was impaired. There is thus some reason to doubt whether emotions can
justify beliefs in the ways that facts and beliefs can.

However, the resolution of this apparent problem should already be
clear. If we simply use the form of expression ‘feel that ...’ to describe
emotional states, then they start to seem on a par with beliefs. Thus, we
may offer justifications of our beliefs as follows: T believe that Smith is
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guilty of assault because I feel he is a dangerous character.” This is simply
a redescription of my feeling afraid of Smith making explicit the content
of the emotion. This also suggests that if my fear of Smith had played an
important part in my concluding that Smith was guilty of assault, it
would not be misleading to say, ‘I believe that Smith is guilty of assault
because he is a dangerous character.” That is, once we understand clearly
the role played by the contents of emotional states, these contents can be
cited directly, in justification of conclusions inferred from them, in just
the same way as we do with beliefs.

This, I propose, is exactly how Aristotle is able to see the arousal of
the passions as the provision of proof, and is the explanation at work
behind his belief that passions affect our judgements (1356al15-16;
1377b31-78a5)—a belief that features in the very definition of the
passions offered in the Rhetoric (2.1, 1378a19-22).

6.4.2 A constraint arising from the claim that arousing
passions is a way of providing proof

If this is right, it imposes a constraint on Aristotle’s understanding of the
passions themselves. For it is essential to the explanation of how proofs
in general, and passion proofs in particular, work that they involve the
justified acceptance of premises, in such a way as to transmit this
justification onto the acceptance of a conclusion, thereby increasing its
epistemic good standing. Aristotle’s understanding of the passions must
be such that they can (i) constitute the acceptance of suitable represen-
tational contents as true, (ii) be themselves subject to epistemic assess-
ment for their propriety given the available evidence, and (iii) be capable
of conferring such epistemic good standing as they possess onto the
acceptance of a conclusion, where the premise set to which the passions’
contents belong stands in some appropriate inferential relationship to
that conclusion.

This constrains the kind of representational state that Aristotle can
suppose is involved in the passions. For instance, it is inconsistent with
these constraints to suppose that the passions involve a non-committal
attitude to their representational contents.” Only an attitude that involves
taking things to be the way they are represented can (i) constitute the kind

® Cf. e.g. Cooper (1993, pp. 191-2); Striker (1996, p. 291); Sihvola (1996, pp. 59-60).
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of acceptance required of premises in an argument purporting to offer
proper grounds for being convinced of its conclusion, (ii) be an appropri-
ate candidate for assessment for their propriety in the light of available
evidence, and (iii) be capable of conferring epistemic good standing onto
the acceptance of a conclusion. Where premises are merely entertained
(rather than affirmed), they cannot themselves serve to recommend the
acceptance of a conclusion, however secure the inferential connection
between the two. Such a premise is, by the subject’s lights, merely one of
infinitely many possible states of affairs, and thus the contents of the
premise are not the right kind of thing to entail, or render more probable
the truth of the conclusion. There is simply nothing approaching incon-
sistency involved in entertaining one proposition and denying something
else, even if the truth of the one entails the truth of the other.

But this may seem too quick. Most of those who favour the view that
for Aristotle the passions need not implicate their subject in taking things
to be the way they are represented, would not wish to claim that
Aristotelian subjects are always non-committal towards the representa-
tions involved in the passions. Surely all that is required for the role
assigned in rhetoric to the arousal of the passions is that the passions be
capable of involving the affirmation of their contents, and of having and
transmitting epistemic merit? The fact that some passions may lack the
features required for their arousal to count as providing proof does not
impugn the possibility that other passions may have these features. This
much is correct, and this clarifies the constraint.

However, one way in which people have thought that passions some-
times do and sometimes do not involve taking their contents to be the
way things are (in this sense, ‘affirming’ them) is that sometimes the
subject’s considered beliefs concur with the way things are represented in
their passion, and sometimes these conflict with and repudiate the
contents of the passionate state. The latter cases (termed cases of ‘recal-
citrant emotion’) are considered in some detail in Chapter 10. But here
we need only note that if, in the former type of case, the representational
contents of the passion are affirmed in virtue of their being the object of a
state of belief, then clearly it is not the passion but the belief that is the
mechanism by which the subject accepts these contents as true. The
suggestion under consideration seems to be that what makes the differ-
ence between passions that do and do not involve taking their contents to
be the way things are is a difference in the subject’s beliefs about those
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contents. But if so, we are given little reason to suppose that in the
non-recalcitrant case the passion itself involves any affirmation of its
content. All the affirming work seems to be done by the subject’s beliefs.

In fact, as is argued in Chapter 10, Aristotle’s view seems to be that all
passions involve taking their representational contents to be the way
things are, if not wholeheartedly, then at least to some extent. On such a
view, cases of recalcitrant passion also involve some affirmation of their
contents, with the result that the subject is conflicted, simultaneously
affirming (in some way) conflicting appraisals of how things are.

At this stage, the key point is that the passions themselves must involve
the subject in an affirmation of the relevant content. This is required
if they are to constitute the affirmation of premises in the kind of
rhetorical proofs that involve ‘putting the listener into a particular
condition” (1356a3), such that those proofs can constitute proper
grounds for affirming their conclusion. How Aristotle develops his
account of the passions in such a way as to meet this requirement is
explored in detail in Part IIL

Before this challenge is taken up, however, we should address directly
a long-standing problem facing any interpretation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric
in relation to emotion-arousal. The problem is the apparent stark contra-
diction on whether emotion-arousal has any place at all in rhetorical
expertise. The next chapter criticizes previous approaches to this prob-
lem, and proposes a new solution.
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A Supposed Contradiction
about Emotion-Arousal in
Aristotle’s Rhetoric

7.1 Introduction

Interpreters since antiquity have been perplexed by Aristotle’s attitude to
emotion-arousal in the Rhetoric." In Rhetoric 1.1, he appears to claim
that emotion-arousal has no place in the essential core of rhetorical
expertise. Yet elsewhere in the treatise he holds that it has an extremely
important place as one of the three technical kinds of proof. The first
chapter thus seems to stand out as an anomaly. The present chapter is
primarily focused on offering a new interpretation of that chapter, and in
particular of the precise nature of the criticism of his predecessors
that Aristotle offers there.” The interpretation rests on the answers
to three questions. What exactly was it that featured so prominently in
the rhetorical handbooks of his predecessors, and which Aristotle so
firmly excluded from a place in the art of rhetoric? Who were these

! Stephanus seems to have this worry in his commentary on the Rhetoric (Stephanus
287-8, CAG 21 pp. 297-8).

% The interpretation offered here, and the solution to the problem of apparent contra-
diction, has—as one might expect—some significant similarities to previous interpretations.
Most significantly, the philosophical position attributed to Aristotle and the general thrust
of his criticisms of his predecessors in the opening pages of 1.1 is substantially the same as
that proposed in Cope (1867, pp. 4-6), Grimaldi (1972, p. 44), Schiitrumpf (1994), Wardy
(1998, pp. 114-16), and Cooper (1999, pp. 391-3), and has significant similarities with the
analysis of Solmsen (1938) and (Rapp (2002a, pp. 2.30-4), though with less emphasis than
theirs on the parts of the speech. The identification of Thrasymachus (or his followers) as a
central target of Aristotle’s criticism is anticipated in Solmsen (1938). But what is proposed
here goes beyond these interpreters in addressing the interpretative challenge, highlighted
by writers such as Barnes (1995, pp. 259-62) and Wisse (1989, pp. 17-20), to show how the
text of 1.1 can plausibly be understood as expressing that position and those criticisms.
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predecessors that come under Aristotle’s criticism in Rhetoric 1.1? And
how do the criticisms in 1.1 fit with Aristotle’s views elsewhere in the
Rhetoric about the nature of the art and the structure of rhetorical
speeches? The proposed answers to these questions provide, I claim,
not only a highly plausible view of the argument advanced in Rhetoric
1.1, but also a solution to the problem of apparent contradiction between
this chapter and the rest of the treatise.

Section 7.2 highlights a notorious problem with the most plausible
existing interpretations of Rhetoric 1.1. This is the apparent contradic-
tion between 1.1 and the rest of the treatise in relation to emotion-
arousal. The remaining sections advance an interpretation of 1.1 in the
light of which this problem (here called the ‘contradiction problem’) is
solved. Section 7.3 deals with what key phrases in the chapter—normally
taken to refer to emotions—actually refer to. Section 7.4 suggests plaus-
ible historical targets for Aristotle’s criticisms. Section 7.5 shows how the
criticisms of 1.1 fit with Aristotle’s view elsewhere of rhetoric and of the
structure of rhetorical speeches. Section 7.6 deals with a number of
possible objections to this interpretation.

7.2 The Contradiction Problem
and the ‘Contradiction View’

On the usual interpretations of the opening chapter, it seems as though
there is a contradiction over emotion-arousal between 1.1 and the rest of
the work. Some interpreters hold that there is indeed a contradiction
here: call this the ‘Contradiction View’.> They base it on some difficult
passages in the Rhetoric, in which Aristotle criticizes his predecessors.
These passages are:

Well, as things stand, those who put together Arts of Speaking have provided us
with scarcely a part of it.* For it is only the proofs that belong to the art, other
things are mere accessories. And they say nothing about enthymemes, which are

3 Barnes (1995, Pp- 259-62); Wisse (1989, pp. 17-20); Fortenbaugh (1992, section VII);
Kennedy (1985); perhaps Cope (1877, p. 6).

* Or ‘have produced only a small part of it’, depending on whether one reads ‘od8év cs
elmely ﬁewop[l(aaw aﬁfﬁs ,LLépLov’ or ‘6/\['}/01/ 7T€7TOL7;K(10LV aﬂTﬁs ,u.épwv’ (or indeed ‘o’)\[yov
memovijkaow adtis wépor’ as Kassel (1976) conjectures). In fact, little hangs on this
difference, since there is an uncontested ‘od8ev’ at 1354b21 in a passage clearly aimed at
making the same point.



A SUPPOSED CONTRADICTION ABOUT EMOTION-AROUSAL 109

the body of proof; whereas they devote most of their treatment to things that are
outside the subject at hand. For slander, and pity and anger and passions” of the
soul of this kind are not about the subject at hand, but aimed at the juror.®

One shouldn’t warp the juror by leading him on into anger, or resentment or pity,
for that would be like someone warping the ruler that they were about to use.
(1354a24-6)

If this is correct, then it is obvious that it is an expertise in irrelevance that is the
thing discussed (pavepov 67i Ta é¢w T0d mpdypartos Texvoloyoiaw) by those who
define other matters, such as what the introduction or narrative should contain
or each of the other parts of the speech (since in them they busy themselves
with nothing except how to put the judge into a certain condition) but set out
nothing about the proofs that belong to the expertise (wepi 8¢ Tdv évréxvwy
ml{oTewv 0b8év dewkviovow), that is to say the means of becoming good at
enthymemes. (1354b16-22)

On the face of it, what is at issue is the arousal of emotions in general.
The lists—anger, pity, prejudice’—and the general phrases such as
‘passions of the soul of this kind’, ‘put the judge into a particular
condition’ certainly suggest this. Aristotle’s predecessors saw stirring
the emotions as part of rhetoric, and Aristotle criticizes them not merely
for their exclusive focus on these things, but for including them within
rhetoric at all. He is crystal clear—the art of rhetoric is about the
technical proofs (évrexvor mioreis), and centres on enthymemes; it
does not include things that are outside the subject at hand. Emotions
are outside the subject at hand, and so are no part of rhetoric.®

> T use ‘passions’ and ‘emotions’ interchangeably throughout simply as English equiva-
lents to Aristotle’s ‘rdfy’.

S iy pév odv of tds téyvas TGV Aywy cwvrilfévres 008y s elmeiv memopikacw avTis
uopiov al yap mioTels €vrexvdv elow puovov, Ta 8' dAa mpocbhijrar, of 8¢ mepl uev évfuunudrwy
008év Aéyovow, dmep éoTl odua Tis TioTews, mepl 8€ TV €€w ToU TpdypwaTos Td mAeloTa
mpayparebovtar: Siafolr yap kal éAeos kal dpyr) kal Ta TotabTa wdly Tis Yuxs ob mepl ToH
mpdypards éoTw, dAAG Tpos Tov ducaoTrv. (1354a11-18)

7 This is not my preferred translation of 8.afo)s, since it is ambiguous between being a
verbal noun and a term for an emotion in a way that the Greek term is not. Its use here
exhibits a tendency by translators to obscure the difference between d.aABoMs and the other
items on the list: cf. for instance Roberts’ ‘the arousal of prejudice, pity, anger and similar
emotions’ (Barnes, 1984) ad loc., and nn.16 and 17.

8 See Chapter2, for an analysis of this argument. 1354al1-18 cannot be plausibly
interpreted as claiming that ‘slander, pity, etc.” (whatever the reference of this phrase
turns out to be) have no place in the art of rhetoric to the extent that they are irrelevant
to the subject at hand. They are no part of rhetoric because they are irrelevant. Cf. also
1354b21. Otherwise plausible solutions of the contradiction problem founder exegetically
on this point. Cope (1867, pp. 4-6); Cooper (1999); Wardy (1998, pp. 114-16); Grimaldi
(1972, p. 44); Schiitrumpf (1994).
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The apparent contradiction is then striking, when Aristotle makes
clear at 1.2.1356a1-20 that arousal of listeners’ emotions is one of the
three kinds of proof that belong to the art. Indeed, in this passage
he appears to make the very link that is so problematic. He says the
following about the kind of proofs that work through the emotions of
the listeners:

[proofs] through the listeners, whenever they are brought into an emotional
state by the speech: for we do not make judgements in the same way when
upset as when we are glad; or when hostile as when friendly. And this is, as
we said, the only thing the current handbook writers attempt to treat. These
things will be made clear one by one when we speak about the emotions.
(1356a14-19)

So, in this passage, Aristotle is talking about the second of his own three
technical pisteis, those that work through the arousal of the passions; he
refers forward to his account of the passions in 2.1-11; and he says—
referring back to his own remarks at 1.1—that it was this very subject
that previous writers spent their labours on; indeed, he says, they dealt
with nothing else. On the face of it, it seems that here Aristotle’s pathos-
based type of proof is the very same method” which, in 1.1, he rejects as
having no place in rhetorical persuasion. The previous passages, on the
intuitively plausible reading just given, seem to provide a strong basis for
thinking that Aristotle’s views in the Rhetoric on emotion-arousal are
simply contradictory.

Some, indeed, see no alternative to the contradiction view, and this
constitutes for some scholars a significant motivation for hypotheses
attributing different parts of the Rhetoric to different periods of Aris-
totle’s writing. Nevertheless, even before one gets to any methodologic-
ally based reasons to resist attributing inconsistent views to Aristotle,
there are several more immediate interpretative reasons for questioning
this reading of 1.1. It seems to attribute to Aristotle some rather odd
beliefs, such as that the subjects relevantly addressed by orators are not
things that people get passionate about,'” or that any emotion-arousal at
all would contravene the rules of the Areopagus.'' Moreover, it is not
easy—as this view requires—to detach the criticisms of 1.1 from the rest

® This problem is addressed in section 7.4.
19 On the conventional reading, this is entailed by Aristotle’s claim at 1354a16-18.
"' 1354a18-24.
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of the treatise and assign them to a different period of Aristotle’s (or
someone else’s) thought. The same strictures about relevance, the
importance of the facts, and the objections to slander, are recapitulated
in book 3 in the course of a section that both echoes the language of 1.1
and also reaffirms the passions as the source of one of three types of
proof that are the core of the art of rhetoric.'* That is, book 3 contains
evidence that the supposedly contradictory views of 1.1 and 2.1-11 (also
1.2) were held concurrently. An interpretation of 1.1 that resolved the
contradiction problem would have the added benefit of rendering per-
fectly natural and expected the combination of views we find in the third
book. Just such an interpretation is offered here.

7.3 ‘Slander, Pity, Anger and Similar
Passions of the Soul’

My central claim is that where Aristotle’s text has ‘slander and pity, anger
and similar passions of the soul, (1354al6-17) this is not a list of
passions, but a list of activities. He is referring to the activity of diabolé,
and the activities advocated by handbook writers for using their set-piece
‘recipes’ for emotion-arousal—recipes used to generate sections in a
speech (often in the introduction). These aimed to affect the state of
mind of the listener, but were unconnected with the specific subject
matter at issue. Such techniques are designed to prejudice the listeners
in favour of the speaker, and against his opponent, irrespective of the
strength of his case. The kind of thing, I suggest, that Aristotle had in
mind was the stirring up of hostility because of how someone dressed,
or because of his parentage or racial origins, or the arousal of pity by
bringing friends, wife, or children weeping onto the béma."

So, the claim is that this is a list of activities advocated by the
handbook writers. What these activities have in common is that adapting
them to make them work on any particular occasion does not depend on

123 14, 1415b4-6 on relevance, 1416a35-7 on slander and the importance of the facts.
1415b4-9 seems to use the same imagery of ‘body’ as 1.1. These are part of a section on
taxis, 3.13-19, in which 3.17 on the proofs clearly recognizes argument, character, and
passion as providing three kinds of proof. Cf. also 3.1, 1403b10-13.

'* Techniques well attested in Athens and noted by philosophers: see e.g. Plato Apology
34c; Aristotle Rhetoric 3.15, 1416a21-4, b1-3.
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the presence of features that have any bearing whatsoever on the truth or

falsehood of the orator’s claims about ‘the issue’.!*

Aristotle’s complaint is that these activities are irrelevant (1354a17-18).
They therefore contribute nothing to proofs, and so techniques for such
activities offered by the handbook writers cannot be constituents of the art
of rhetoric. Crucially this does nothing to rule out from the art of rhetoric
such things as emotional proofs, or emotional premises in proofs, where
those proofs do bear on ‘the issue’—but these are entirely different
from what the handbook writers had offered (and from what Aristotle
criticizes here).

The challenge is to show that this is a viable interpretation of ‘slander,
pity, anger and similar passions of the soul’ at a16-17."*> For how could
there be adequate reason to deny what seems so explicit in the text,
namely that this is a list of emotions? We will try to show that there is
very good reason to think the proposed new interpretation both viable
and preferable to existing readings.

First, we should notice that it is far from straightforward to read this as a
list of emotions. The very first item on the list, diabolé, is not an emotion,'®
in fact it is not a state of mind'” at all—it does not fall under ‘wdfn rjs

" 26 mpéyua’—spelled out by Aristotle in the context of forensic oratory as the matter

of ‘whether it is or is not the case, whether it happened or did not’ (1354a28).

'3 If this can be established, then 1354a24-5 would naturally be read as making a similar
point. Cf. Wardy (1998, p. 115).

16 Cf. Barnes (1995) and Wisse (1989), who both translate SwaBolij as ‘[the arousal of]
prejudice’. LS] has both slander and prejudice as meanings of ‘SiafoAy’—the latter trans-
lation is perhaps possible, but none of the passages cited supports a view of diabolé as an
emotion. In support of the stance taken here, the insistence that diabolé is not an emotion,
Cope (1877) says, ‘It denotes the exciting of suspicion and ill-will in the minds of the judges
or audience, in order to prejudice them against the opponent with whom you are in
controversy: and is therefore improperly classed with the 7d6y or emotions such as éXeos
and 8py. This has already been noticed by Victorius and Muretus: the latter says, “SiafoA?
non est mdfos, sed pertinet ad iudicem ponendum év mabe”’, p. 7. Cf. also Rapp (2002a,
pp- 44-5). Grimaldi (1980, pp. 10-11) notes, ‘In itself St o)+ is not an emotion; it produces
an emotion.” He also cites the long opening excursus of Demosthenes On the Crown (1-9)
on the illicit advantages brought by accusation and slander, and draws attention to the
phrase ‘Tois ééwlev Adyois” (18.9) as a reference to slander, a phrase that clearly refers to the
activity of the speaker and not to the mental state of the listener.

17" Although LSJ has prejudice among the possible meanings of ‘8iaBol}, this is poten-
tially very misleading in this context. In none of the passages cited does the word refer to the
mental state of the listener, nor require or permit any other meaning than slander. The
occurrence nearest to requiring the meaning prejudice is in Antiphon De Caede Herodis, 71,
where the jurors are urged to deliberate un uer’ dpyfis kai Siafolds. Yet even here, the
translation ‘slander’ is quite possible—indeed sections 74-80 seem to require it. The English
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uxis’.'® This suggests that the list at 1354a16-17 is not a list of emotions.
Diabolé is an activity—slandering or maliciously accusing someone; and
there is an associated activity of countering such slander. These activities
are strongly associated with the proemium section of the speech—not just
by Aristotle’s predecessors, but by Aristotle himself (3.14-15)—an activity,
therefore, that centres on the listeners’ states of mind prior to the narrative
of events and the argumentation for accepting the speaker’s claims. If we
take seriously Aristotle’s own view of diabolé, from 3.14-15, it is an activity
which may occupy whole sections of the speech (3.13-19—on taxis—is
arranged according to the sections of the speech:'* 14 on prooimion; 15 on
diabolé; 16 on diégésis; etc., such that there is perhaps even a suggestion
that diabolé may at times itself be a distinct section of a speech), or which
will more usually belong in the conclusion or the proem.*® Crucially this
separates it from any claims about the facts of the case, their narration in
the diégésis, or arguments for them in the pisteis section. Indeed, it is clear
that for Aristotle in the Rhetoric, the activity of diabolé is something
entirely distinct from any kind of argument for the orator’s conclusion,
even an argument from character. Arguments and their rebuttal are
discussed under ‘pisteis’, in 3.17, separately from diabolé and its rebuttal.
And whereas the defending orator is told that he will need to undermine
diabolé right at the start of his speech, in order to gain the fair-minded
attention of the listeners, there is no similar instruction to start one’s
speech by countering the opponent’s arguments*' These are dealt with
as part of what is covered under pisteis, in 3.17. The result of diabolé
is not a case that needs to be refuted, but the production of kwAdovra
(1415a32), hindrances or obstacles. Removing these is one of the

word ‘prejudice’ is only apt in connection with 8iafol, if treated as a verbal noun (and as
such it would not refer to the mental state of the listener): iaBdA)ew is in this sense perhaps
adequately translated as ‘to (attempt to) prejudice’ someone against someone else.

'8 1t does not feature, in fact, in any of the several lists of mdfy from the period: Plato,
Philebus 47el; Aristotle, DA 1.1.403a16-18; EN 2.5.1105b21-3; EE 2.2.1220b12-15; MM
1.7.1186al11-14; Ps-Aristotle, Rhet ad Alex 34.1440a38-b2.

' The numbering of the sections of the Rhetoric is obviously not Aristotle’s own, but the
division of sections is clearly signalled in the text.

%% For Aristotle, if you are prosecuting, your diabolé should be at the end to make it
remain in the listeners’ minds; if you are defending, your countering of diabolé will need to
be at the beginning to secure the listeners’ open-minded attention in the first place.
(3.14.1415229-34)

21 Socrates, for example, in Plato’s Apology, right at the start addresses diabolé exten-
sively before getting to the actual indictment only at 24b.
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laTpedpara—antidotes—that are needed before the orator’s case can get
under way in the first place. This should alert us to the possibility that in
Aristotle’s complaint about diabolé in 1.1, he is not criticizing the arousal
of some diabolé-related emotion, but criticizing the very use of diabolé
itself. Considering diabolé on its own for the moment, it is obvious how
diabolé, slander, can be plausibly charged with being ‘not about the issue’
(00 mept 100 mpdyuards). Indeed it is notable that Aristotle repeats this
very point, when he discusses diabolé in book 3. When advising how
diabolé can be undermined, he suggests attacking your opponent’s use of
diabolé on grounds that it shows a lack of faith in the pragma, the actual
facts of the case at hand (57t 00 mioreder 70 mpdyuart) (3.15.1416a37).
Both in book 3 and in book 1, he can take it as simply obvious that diabolé
is not related to the facts of the case at hand.?* And if this is right, then it
suggests that what the items in the list have in common is not that they are
all emotions.

This is an important step towards justifying an interpretation in which
the objects of Aristotle’s criticisms at 1354a16ff. do not include the kind
of emotion-arousal that he elsewhere advocates as one of the three kinds
of technical proofs.

As we have seen, commentators on the Rhetoric have typically looked
at the phrase ‘slander, pity, anger and passions of the soul of this sort’
(8taBolyy yap ral éXeos kal Spyn kal Ta TowadTa mdln Ths Yuyrs) and
worked from the end of the phrase backwards. The thought has been that
here is a list of pathé, a generalization involving ‘passions of the soul’, and
that even though diabolé does not properly fit this category, its effects do,
so this must be what is in view, and thus the phrase is a way of picking
out the general category of ‘passions of the soul’—with three examples at
the head. On the reading I am suggesting here, diabolé is to be taken at
face value, and understood entirely consistently with what Aristotle has
to say about it in book 3: it is an activity strongly associated with the
opening and ending of a speech.

There are then two possible ways of reading the rest of this key phrase.
One is to see the rest of the phrase as an explication of diabolé and how

2 Note that it seems that here (1354a16-18) Aristotle thinks it equally obvious that pity,
anger, and the like are unrelated to the case at hand. This is hard to account for on the view
that these terms refer to types of emotion.
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such use of diabolé is envisaged as working.>® On this first view, then, the
phrase could be paraphrased roughly as ‘slander, and the pity, anger and
suchlike passions of the soul associated with it’. The whole phrase is, on
this view, about diabolé.

A second view is that this is a list of coordinate items which all refer to
set-pieces that could be composed or selected for use from a collection,
along the lines recommended by a ‘master rhetorician’ like Thrasymachus.
On this view, rather than massaging the meaning of ‘slander’ to make it
more like pity, anger, and passions of the soul, one instead interprets
references to ‘pity, anger and suchlike passions of the soul’ to make
them more like the reference to slander. We know from the work of
Thrasymachus, of which Aristotle was specifically aware,** that these
words could be used in this way. Thrasymachus wrote a work called
‘pities’ (éAéor), where presumably the title referred to what the work
contained, that is, set-piece recipes for arousing pity. So, the phrase
could, on this second view, be paraphrased roughly as ‘slander, “doing
pity”, . It is possible
even that this list of terms—slander, pity, anger—would have been
recognizable to Aristotle’s readers as a list of chapter headings from
such a rhetorical handbook.*

I prefer this second reading. It fits well with the ancient evidence, as we
shall see, and avoids a problem with the first reading, which is that pity is
not obviously an emotion stirred up by slander. Pity, on the other hand,
is an emotion strongly associated with set-piece appeals unconnected
with the central facts of the case.

We have begun to touch in passing on how the proposed reading fits
in with ancient evidence about rhetorical techniques for the arousal of

»>

doing anger”, and “doing other similar passions

> This view was suggested by a remark of Stephen Halliwell’s that the list is ‘coloured’ by
having diabolé at the head. The view here is not simply that the pejorative tone is inherited
by the rest of the list, but—more boldly—that what they refer to is made specific to their
connection with diabolé. Something like this seems to have been the view of Ludwig
Radermacher, as appears from a passage quoted by Grimaldi (Radermacher, 1951, p. 216;
Grimaldi, 1972, p. 44), although the passage leaves rather unclear both precisely how
Radermacher’s view worked, and how Grimaldi understood it.

2% Rhetoric 3.1.1404a14-15, also more generally 1409a2 and 1413a8.

%5 In case this seems over-speculative, we might note that the section of Plato’s Phaedrus
(267c-d), quoted here, in which almost exactly these terms can be found associated with
Thrasymachus, belongs in a section of that dialogue where Plato is making extensive
(sometimes mocking) use of the ‘technical’ rhetorical terminology of each of the theorists
mentioned.
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emotions. It will be a merit of our proposed interpretation of Rhetoric 1.1
if it combines well with this evidence to yield a plausible picture of
Aristotle engaging in fruitful and interesting ways with other rhetorical
theorists of the period.

7.4 Who Are the Targets of Aristotle’s
Criticism?

In this light, we turn to consider who it is that Aristotle is criticizing in
Rhetoric 1.1.

7.4.1 Ancient rhetorical set-pieces in general

One advantage of the reading proposed is that it replaces an interpret-
ation according to which Aristotle makes a wild generalization about
emotions with one according to which he is engaging with a well-known
feature of how rhetoric was taught in the fifth and fourth centuries sc.
From this period we have a collection of set-piece speech openings (the
Exordia) attributed to Demosthenes, and DK 85B4 suggests that Thra-
symachus too had a published collection of his Prooimia. Socrates, in
the Apology,”® says that he is not going to use the familiar tactics for
appealing to pity—tears, weeping friends and young family, and the
like—and it seems pretty clear that these are well-worn set-piece
methods that stand apart from the actual argument of the case. Indeed,
Socrates makes that very contrast at 35c. As already noted, Thrasyma-
chus produced a work called ‘Eleoi’””—literally ‘Pities’, normally ren-
dered ‘Appeals to Pity’—which Aristotle highlights for the fact that it
touched in part on delivery, but which is most plausibly thought of as
having been a collection of ‘recipes’ or techniques (obviously including
such things as sobbing and having a trembling manner of delivery) for
arousing pity in a rhetorical audience. Indeed, as we shall see, this is far
from Thrasymachus’ only work of this nature.

7.4.2 Thrasymachus

The figure of Thrasymachus is a particularly interesting case in relation
to Aristotle’s criticism in 1.1—he seems to be so apt a target for this

26 34b-35b. 27 Attested in the Rhetoric 3.1.1404a14-15.
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criticism that it is tempting to think that Aristotle has him specifically in
mind. The case for this can get no better than a conjecture—but, I shall
argue, it is a highly plausible one. Even if the evidence is not conclusive in
showing that Aristotle was here specifically targeting Thrasymachus, it
certainly establishes that he is at least one apt target for Aristotle’s
criticism construed in the way suggested.”®

An important reason for suggesting that 1354a16-24 refers specifically
to Thrasymachus comes from Plato’s Phaedrus.

As to the art of speeches bewailing [lit. piteous-groaning speeches, olkrpoydwv . ..
Aéywr] the evils of poverty and old age, the prize, in my judgement, goes to the
mighty Chalcedonian [i.e. Thrasymachus]. He it is also who knows best how to
inflame [lit. enrage / anger, dpyica] a crowd and, once they are inflamed, how
to hush them again with his words’ magic spell, as he says himself. And he is as
good at producing slander as he is at refuting it [StafdAew Te kal dmoAdoacha
dwaPolas], whatever its source may be? (267¢7-d2)

Note initially that here in one passage, we have Thrasymachus connected
with pity, anger, and diabolé, the very items Aristotle lists in Rhetoric 1.1.
Plato is summarizing Thrasymachus’” views on the art of rhetoric, and
what he mentions is the command of this trio of pity, anger, and slander.
If it was in relation to this trio that Thrasymachus was well known, then
when Aristotle says ‘slander, pity, anger . ..’, there is at least the possi-
bility that he is using this as a way of signalling that he has Thrasymachus
specifically in mind among his targets.

We have seen already that in relation to pity specifically, Aristotle is
aware of this connection with Thrasymachus, as shown by his reference
to Thrasymachus’ work ‘Pities’ (Eleoi) at 3.1.1404a14-15.

A further reason to suppose that Aristotle has Thrasymachus specif-
ically in view in this passage is that in Plato’s Phaedrus, Thrasymachus is
the principal name associated with the techné of rhetoric. At 261c¢ he is
named alongside Gorgias and Theodorus, as authors of ‘technai’ about
speech-making. At 266c¢, it is “Thrasymachus and the others’ who claim
expertise in the techné of speaking; 266-7 contain something of a survey

28 The interpretation here is thus in line with Solmsen (1938), who overturned his
previous view that the only serious candidate for being Aristotle’s target in 1.1 was Isocrates
((Solmsen, 1929, p. 215), ‘Als Gegner aber kommt kein anderer ernstlich in Frage als
Isokrates.”).

2 Translation is Nehamas and Woodruff (1995), with comments in parentheses mine.
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of those, including Thrasymachus, who have contributed to the art of
speaking. At 269d, as Socrates signals his disagreement with this trad-
ition about what the art of rhetoric consists in, he names Lysias and
Thrasymachus as its representatives—we should note that Lysias is a
practitioner of rhetoric, rather than a writer of an ‘Art of Rhetoric’, which
leaves Thrasymachus as the figure representative of those who wrote and
taught more theoretically about the art.”® Hence, when Socrates comes to
stipulate what, on his own view, should be taught by someone trying to
educate others in the art of rhetoric, he says the following.

It’s clear then that for Thrasymachus and whoever else teaches the art of rhetoric
seriously their first task will be to write with utmost precision to enable us to
understand the soul... (271a4-6)

So, we should note that Thrasymachus stands in the Phaedrus as a
prominent representative, if not the prominent representative, of those
who write and teach the art of rhetoric.

Further, out of those listed by Plato in the Phaedrus as associated with
the art of rhetoric,” there are only a select few that might be apt targets
of Aristotle’s criticisms at the start of the Rhetoric. These are Thrasyma-
chus, Gorgias, Theodorus, and Licymnius. These are the ones mentioned
also in the Rhetoric, and we might note that in both Plato and Aristotle,
Theodorus and Licymnius are mentioned solely in relation to the taxis
and lexis aspects of rhetoric. Of these four names from the Phaedrus, the
ones more closely connected with emotion-arousal are Thrasymachus
and Gorgias. This further reinforces Thrasymachus’ prominence in
connection with emotion-arousal in the tradition of writers of technai
as seen through the eyes of Plato’s academy—very likely the eyes with
which Aristotle would have seen it.

We see this picture further reinforced from Aristotle’s own writings.
In De Sophisticis Elenchis 34, 184b, he names three predecessors in
relation to the art of rhetoric, Tisias, Thrasymachus, and Theodorus.
Again, we note that of these, it is Thrasymachus who is the best candidate
to be the target of Aristotle’s critique in relation to slander, pity, anger,
and the like in Rhetoric 1.1.

%% 1t is perhaps significant of his greater influence by the time of the Phaedrus that it is
Thrasymachus not Gorgias that plays this role.

31 Thrasymachus, Tisias, Gorgias of Leontini, perhaps Prodicus, Theodorus of Byzan-
tium, Polus, Hippias of Elis, Licymnius of Chios, Protagoras of Abdera, and Zeno of Elea.
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The only other figure mentioned in Aristotle as having written an ‘Art
of Rhetoric’ is Licymnius of Chios, at Rhetoric 3.13.1414b17. He would
perhaps fall within the scope of Aristotle’s criticism for preoccupation
with different sections of a speech, and such ‘accessory’ matters. But
there is nothing in Aristotle or other ancient evidence available to us that
might link him specifically to the criticism related to emotion-arousal, in
the way that is so clearly the case with Thrasymachus.

We can see, then, even independently of our interpretation of Rhetoric
1.1 that Thrasymachus is an apt target for Aristotle’s criticism. He is not
only prominently connected with teaching and writing about rhetoric as
an art. He is also specifically connected with slander, pity, and anger.
However, there is a further strand to Aristotle’s criticism, on the view
I am recommending. That is, that the use of slander and the arousal of
emotion was taught as a matter of using set-piece sections which could
be learned and used quite in isolation from consideration of the facts of
the case at hand. In Thrasymachus’ case, there is good evidence that this
was precisely how he taught. We have evidence of various works of his.
DK 85A1 lists among his works, ‘Playthings’ (wa{yvia) and ‘Rhetorical
Resources’ (dpopuat pnropixde), DK 85B4 has a collection of ‘Introduc-
tions’ (mpootula), DK 85B5 (=1404al4) has ‘Appeals to Pity’ (éXéors),
DK85B7 ‘Knockdown Arguments’ (dmepBdAlovres Adyor). Even the most
substantial fragment of his, DK 85B1, is probably a rhetorical set-piece.* It
is tempting to use what we know of the content of Thrasymachus’ oeuvre to
fill out what we do not know—the nature of the contents of his supposed
Megalé Techné. If Thrasymachus did write such a work as his definitive
handbook on rhetoric, it may not be unreasonable to suppose that a
significant part of its contents was such set-pieces, perhaps organized by
where they would come in the speech. This would be one way in which a
work likely dominated by model speech-sections might define what each
section should contain, and show how to affect the listener in particular
ways, and so fit Aristotle’s description of those he is criticizing.””

If the interpretation proposed is correct, of Aristotle’s criticism of his
predecessor writers of Arts of Rhetoric for their views on slander and
emotion-arousal, then we find that all of the features criticized come
together in Thrasymachus.

32 Yunis (1997). The suggestion of White (1995), that B1 was actually delivered, and the
reconstruction of its diplomatic context, are not convincing.
3 Cf. Rhet 1.1.1354b17-20.
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7.4.3 Gorgias

The case should not be overstated. It is not that Thrasymachus is
necessarily the only person in view. Certainly, it is striking that he
matches point by point every aspect of Aristotle’s criticism, as recon-
structed here. Nevertheless, even if he is the principal target, he is still
probably not the only target.

Another likely target for Aristotle’s criticism is Gorgias. His Enco-
mium of Helen reveals a view of the power of speech to persuade that is
strongly associated with its power to excite the emotions. Fear, upset, joy,
pity, and yearning are all mentioned as associated with the power of
speech. For Gorgias, skill in emotion-arousal is clearly part of the art of
rhetoric.

In the passage at the end of the De Sophisticis Elenchis cited here,
Aristotle goes on to comment on the way in which Gorgias taught
rhetoric. He handed out speeches in the form of question and answer.
Aristotle’s criticism there is that this is not actually to teach a techné, but
merely to make available the products of a techné. It seems natural to
infer two things from this criticism. First, Gorgias did not supplement
the set-piece examples mentioned with a systematic account—if he had,
Aristotle’s criticism would have been unfounded. Second, it is most
natural to suppose that the force of Aristotle’s point is that Gorgias
was purporting to teach the art of rhetoric, as an art, a techné.”* If this
is right, then this will be a reason for thinking that Gorgias as well as
Thrasymachus are within the scope of Aristotle’s criticism at 1.1. He
purported, by his writings, to be conveying the art of rhetoric. He saw a
key part of this as involving the arousal of emotions. Likewise, it appears
that rhetorical set-pieces were a significant part of his oeuvre, and that he
saw the learning of these set-pieces as a key component of learning the
art of rhetoric.

All this said, some cautions should be noted in relation to Gorgias as a
target for the criticisms of Rhetoric 1.1. It is not clear that Gorgias directly
wrote a techné in the way that is implied by Aristotle’s phrase ‘those who
put together Arts of Speaking’ (o[ Tas TE,XVCLS‘ TV /\6wa ovvtiBévres,
1354a12). It also seems rather problematic to see Gorgias as one of

** This point seems historically very likely, since Plato makes this Gorgias’ central claim
at the start of the Gorgias, 449a-b.
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those referred to as ‘those setting out the art nowadays’ (rods viv
Texvoloyoivras, 1354al7)—even assuming an early date for the Rhetoric,
Gorgias is scarcely among those who ‘nowadays’ set out the art. Still,
Gorgias” influence was considerable, and it is not implausible to think
that rhetorical schools that were contemporary with Aristotle saw them-
selves as successors to his teachings.

Finally, on Gorgias, we should note what is put into his mouth in
Plato’s Gorgias in the speech 455d-457c. He there claims that the ability
his rhetoric gives is a power to influence people on matters such as
medicine, or indeed any other craft, regardless of how well or badly
qualified the speaker is to know what he is talking about. The claim
seems to be that the power of the speech is independent of the strength of
the case. Gorgias could deploy his power to get patients to take poison or
medicine, or to get the city to appoint himself as their general, chief
architect, envoy, or whatever he chose. Rhetoric is like skill in boxing, he
says (456d)—it’s an ability to defeat both friends and enemies. Aristotle
seems to have reflected on this claim® and insisted, against Gorgias (or
certainly Plato’s Gorgias) and probably against many others too, that
rhetoric’s persuasive power is not independent of the circumstances of its
deployment.”® Rhetoric is no doubt a matter of learning and deploying
certain techniques. For Gorgias, if you deploy them skilfully enough, they
will enable you to win: learn the speeches, read the handbooks, use their
recipes, and you will win. For Aristotle, the skill of rhetoric will enable
you to see in a given case what the available features are that tell in favour
of your side of the case, and to make the best of those features. But
still the eventual strength of your case will remain dependent on what
facts there actually are to appeal to! Someone arguing for the truth will
generally have a stronger case. The key difference is that for Aristotle, the
techniques unleash whatever persuasive power the facts possess, whereas
for Gorgias the power is in the techniques themselves. If something like
Gorgias’ view was shared by Thrasymachus®” and whoever else may be in

%> Rhetoric 1.1.1355a35-b7, including the boxing/wrestling comparison. On this point
and the related defence of rhetoric on the grounds that it is taught with a view to its just, not
its unjust, use, see now Barney (2010).

3¢ A similar point is made at Phaedrus 268a8-269c5.

%7 There is in fact a good case to be made for this from the evidence already cited.
Phaedrus 267d1 ascribes the language of spells and magic to Thrasymachus, and DK85B7
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view in Aristotle’s criticism at the start of the Rhetoric, their methods
would be aptly criticized as ‘not about the issue’.

So, my case here is that the most plausible targets of Aristotle’s
criticism, Gorgias and—more especially—Thrasymachus, give support
to my key contention about the nature of that criticism. Diabolé need not
be reinterpreted as an oblique way of referring to some emotion—it is
criticized in its own right. And it is not emotion-arousal per se that
Aristotle criticizes, but the inclusion of sections of emotion-arousal
deployable independently of the orator’s argument—the very kind of
emotion-arousal that was so characteristic of Thrasymachus and Gor-
gias, emotion-arousal using set-pieces that could simply be lifted from a
collection and used without reference to the facts of the case, whose
rhetorical power would be independent of the underlying strength of the
speaker’s position.

7.5 ‘Accessories’ and the Elements of Rhetoric

It remains to address our third question and show how Aristotle’s
criticism of his predecessors fits with his overall view of rhetoric and
the structure of rhetorical speeches. We can approach this by looking
again at one strand of this criticism. He says that those accused of giving
instructions in irrelevant speaking are

those who define other®® things, such as what the introduction or the narrative
should contain, as well as each of the other sections of the speech. For in them,
they treat of nothing except how to put the judge into a particular frame of mind.

(1354b17-20)

What is interesting about this description of those Aristotle is opposing
is that it seems that his own work fits this description. After all, in book 3
of this very work, he spends time defining what the different sections of
the speech should contain. And, in doing so, he is attentive to how each
part of the speech should affect the listener’s state of mind. Now this
might seem to involve Aristotle in still greater internal contradiction

‘Knockdown Arguments’ (SmepfdAdovres Adyor) seems to attest his use of the wrestling
metaphor for the power of rhetoric.

8 Other, that is, than those related to ‘what happened or didn’t happen, what will
happen or won’t, what is the case or isn’t.” (1354b13-14)
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within the Rhetoric, but in fact it shows how attention to Aristotle’s
overall view of rhetoric can help resolve the apparent inconsistency.
Aristotle would readily admit that what he has to say about taxis in
book 3 is ‘outside the issue’ (¢é¢w Tod mpdyuaros). His consistent view
about rhetoric, throughout the Rhetoric, is that some things are essential
to the art, and other things are merely accessory. So, the proofs, the
pisteis, are essential, and everything else is accessory. This then forms the
principle on which the treatise itself is organized—the first two books set
out the essentials—materials for proofs—and once that is done, space is
given in book 3 to accessory matters.

This distinction should be understood as follows. Any non-accidental
instance of rhetorical persuasion can be fully explained by reference to
those things that are essential components of the art itself. Nevertheless,
the instance will have lots of other features which do not play a role in
explaining why this person was persuaded of that conclusion. The latter
are the ‘accessories’. It is easy to see why excellent delivery and gaining
the audience’s attention are accessories. Rhetorical persuasion can take
place without them—audiences often pay attention of their own accord,
and follow a speaker’s argument even if delivered unimpressively. Con-
versely, without the essential components of rhetorical persuasion, you
may have all the attentiveness and excellent delivery you like, but no such
persuasion will take place. If all you have are ‘accessories’, the best you
can do is create conditions in which rhetorical persuasion could easily
take place.”

In the light of this, 1354b16-22 is best understood as a recapitulation
of the point made at 1354al1-16: ‘Only the proofs belong to the art,
everything else is accessory . .. they mainly treat of what is irrelevant to
the subject at hand!’. And if that is correct, it suggests that the target of

3 Hence, accessory matters like good delivery (1404a5-8) and a good introduction
(1415b4-9) can either cause distortion or correct for distortion related to the vice of the
listener. But they cannot explain artful rhetorical persuasion itself. Hence, even if we had
grounds (in fact we have none) for attributing to Aristotle the view that emotion-arousal is
legitimate as a corrective against vice in the listener, or against the effects of the opposing
speaker’s techniques, this could not possibly stand as the explanation for what Aristotle does
say in 1.2 and 2.1-11, that emotion-arousal is one of the three kinds of technical proof that
constitute the essential elements of the art. Hence, such a ‘remedial’ view of emotion-
arousal cannot possibly solve the contradiction problem, pace Cope (1867, pp. 5-6), Sprute
(1994, pp. 118-22), Engberg-Pedersen (1996, pp. 131-5), and Halliwell (1994, pp. 212-13).
Grimaldi (1972, p. 19, n.3) also lists Vater, Spengel, and Russo as advocating this view.
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criticism is the same in both passages—those who mistake accessory
matters for the essential elements of the art.* Specifically, Aristotle has
in mind those whose whole attention is on diabolé and set-pieces aimed
at manipulating the audience’s state of mind, the kinds of activity
associated with introductions and conclusions and which have no essen-
tial connection to the facts of the case.

7.6 Some Objections

I wish now to deal with some of the difficulties for the interpretation I am
recommending.

First, one difficulty for this view is that it is not the most natural way to
understand the list at 1354a16-17, ‘slander, pity, anger and similar
passions of the soul’. The most natural reading of this is as a list precisely
of ‘passions of the soul’. If it were a list of types of rhetorical set-pieces,
then the summarizing phrase ‘and similar passions of the soul’ perhaps
seems out of place. Likewise, it is easier to see 1354a24-5 as a repetition
of the same point if the earlier list was a list of passions.

One possible explanation is that the phrase ‘passions of the soul’ does
not properly belong in the text at all. This was Kassel’s view in 1971 when
he wrote his introduction to the text of the Rhetoric.*! It seems his main
reason for this was that it is not a good end to a list headed by diabolé.
Nevertheless, the phrase is attested in most of the main manuscripts
and in the Arabic translation (although significantly the Arabic does not
have slander but fear (khawf) at the head of the list). Kassel later,
unconvinced of his excision, gingerly (dubitanter) reinstates the phrase
in his 1976 text.*?

Assuming that the text is correct as it stands, my suggestion is as
follows. In the light of the use of one such term by Thrasymachus, it may
have been a perfectly familiar usage to employ emotion terms like ‘¢eos’
to mean a set-piece designed to evoke that particular emotion.* If the

40 Cf also Burnyeat (1994, p. 10, n.26).

1 260y s Yoyds mit Suafols) sich trotz aller versuchten Interpretationskunststiicke
schlect genug vertragt’ (Kassel, 1971, p. 118).

42 Kassel, 1976, ad loc.

43 Against this suggestion, the title of Thrasymachus’ work uses ‘@\eos” in the plural,
which perhaps signals that it does not mean simply pity, in a way that is not so obvious with
the singular at 1354al7.
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combination of slander, pity, and anger was a sufficiently clear signal to
readers that Thrasymachus was the target, then it might be perfectly
natural to use emotion terms in just the way he used them. We have
suggested that they may even have been chapter headings in his book. On
this reading, the terms are read as meaning something like ‘doing-pity’
and ‘doing-anger’, and there is then no problem in reading the final
noun-phrase as meaning ‘doing-similar-passions of the soul’.

Next, one of the passages cited at the outset of this chapter, Rhetoric
1.2.1356a14-19, appears precisely to identify the passions for which
Aristotle has a central role in his own theory, with the passions treated
so obsessively by his predecessors. For convenience, I repeat the passage
here, with the translation reflecting the way the passage has usually been
understood.

[Proofs] through the listeners, whenever they are brought into an emotional state
by the speech: for we do not make judgements in the same way when upset as
when we are glad; or when hostile as when friendly. And this is, as we said, the
only thing the recent handbook writers attempt to treat systematically (wpos & xai
wovov mewpdofal pauev mpaypareveohar). These things will be made clear one by
one when we speak about the emotions. (1356a14-19)

On the face of it, this makes it very hard to resist the contradiction view.
Seemingly, there is something that Aristotle criticized in his predecessors
to which he now gives a key role in his own theory. The result is that
Aristotle’s argument in 1.1 stands in flat contradiction to the view he is
starting to develop in this passage, the view that forms the basis for his
treatment of the passions in book 2.

Nevertheless, I do not think that we are forced in this direction by this
passage, for two reasons.

The first reason focuses on the word ‘meipdofal’ at al7: Aristotle is
here saying that his predecessors were well aware of the significance of
emotions in persuasion, and how powerfully they worked. Nevertheless,
they failed in their attempt to give the right kind of explanation of the
role of emotion’s persuasive power within the expertise of rhetoric. His
contention here in this passage, therefore, is that what he successfully
explains in 1.2 and 2.1-11, they were attempting to treat in their works.
Since they did not succeed in connecting their techniques for arousing
the passions with the subject matter of the case at hand, they failed to
explain how emotion-arousal contributes to genuine rhetorical persuasion.
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At Dest, their techniques contribute to the shady business of diabolé, or
were successful but illicit, prejudicial rather than rationally persuasive, or
were mere ‘accessories’ of the art of rhetoric. At worst, what they have
written about is simply no part of rhetoric at all. This is consistent with
what Aristotle says here—they were trying to treat systematically the way
emotijon-arousal contributes to genuine rhetorical persuasion, but ended
up treating something quite different, slander and manipulative set-piece
emotion plays. Aristotle is here claiming to have succeeded where they had
failed.

The second reason corroborates this. In the standard translation, ‘wpos
6 kal pévor’ is all taken together to mean that it was ‘to this feature alone’
that previous writers directed their efforts. However, ‘xal uévor’ may be
taken with what follows as an emphatic connective.** Read this way, the
sentence means that it was this feature of rhetorical persuasion (namely,
the kind of proof that proceeds through the listener’s emotions) that the
contemporary writers were merely striving towards.

I think that these are the two most pressing difficulties for the view
I am urging.

7.7 Conclusion

In conclusion, careful attention to the meaning of diaBoM, and to the
use of emotions and emotion-terminology by Thrasymachus and other
technical writers of the period, suggests an interpretation of Rhetoric 1.1
that makes good exegetical sense, and gives Aristotle a consistent view
of pistis, diabolé, and the parts of a speech, through the whole of the
Rhetoric. It is not emotion-arousal per se that Aristotle criticizes, but the
inclusion of sections of slander and set-piece emotion-arousal, deploy-
able independently of the strength of the orator’s case. In doing so, he
criticizes the very kind of emotion-arousal that was so characteristic of
Thrasymachus, emotion-arousal using set-pieces that could simply be
lifted from a collection and whose use did not require any reference
to the facts of the case: emotion-arousing techniques, that is, whose
rhetorical power would be entirely independent of the underlying
strength of the speaker’s position. Contrast this with Aristotle’s own

** Denniston (1954, pp. 316-18).
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views on the role of emotion-arousal as one of rhetoric’s three
kinds of technical proof. For him, all proof was a matter of identifying
70 évdexduevov miblavév—what, from the available facts, counts in favour
of your position. On that basis, if the interpretation of Aristotle’s criti-
cisms in Rhetoric 1.1 proposed here is accepted, then it is clear that there
is no conflict with his own theory. The contradiction is resolved.






PART 3






8

The Passions in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric

8.1 Introduction

Aristotle’s proof-centred conception of rhetoric, and his view that arous-
ing audience passions can be a way of providing proof, clearly depend
in important ways on what the passions themselves are. The aim of
Chapters 8 to 10 is to set out, principally from the Rhetoric, Aristotle’s
understanding of what the passions are, particularly in their intentional
aspects. It will then be possible to locate within this broader picture
an explanation of why for Aristotle arousing their passions could be
one way in which the orator gives his audience proper grounds for
conviction.

Since I am concerned in the first instance with elucidating Aristotle’s
views in the Rhetoric, the focus here is on the representational aspects of
the passions, and the ways in which passions can influence judgements.
In the Rhetoric, Aristotle is not so concerned with issues that are his focus
elsewhere, such as the way in which passions involve bodily states (we
have no mention of boiling of blood around the heart in the treatment of
anger, for example).

The view defended here may be summarized very simply. Aristotle
thinks that passions are pleasures and pains, where these are understood
as states with representational contents, and where these contents are
taken by the subject to be the way things actually are.

Since, as I am inclined to think, Aristotle’s views on the passions do
not substantially differ across the various works in the corpus, the view
that emerges can appropriately be thought of simply as Aristotle’s view,
and need not be strictly indexed to the Rhetoric. That assumption is
made in Chapter 10 particularly, where appeal is made to other works in
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order to illuminate how Aristotle’s views in the Rhetoric fit together. And
to the extent that this method is successful, it provides, in turn, some
support for the assumption of consistency. If all this is correct, the
account of Aristotle’s understanding of the passions offered here will
be of interest for illuminating Aristotle’s views not merely in the Rhetoric
but in the rest of the corpus also.

The present chapter is an extended discussion of Aristotle’s de-
finition of the passions, with which he introduces a lengthy treatment
of various types of passion, extending through the first eleven chapters
of Rhetoric 2. In Chapters 9 and 10, I take a more synoptic view of
Aristotle’s understanding of the passions. In Chapter 9, I defend the view
that Aristotle’s ‘theory” of the passions is that they are pleasures and
pains, where these are understood as representational states. I argue that
in the rather neglected treatment of pleasure and the pleasant in Rhetoric
1.11, Aristotle has just the kind of understanding of pleasure (and, by
implication, of pain) that is needed for supposing that the passions are
pleasures and pains. In Chapter 10, I focus specifically on the way in
which Aristotle understood the attitude taken by the subject of a passion
towards the representational content of that passion. This question is
related to (but distinct from) the question of what psychological capacity
is involved in producing these representational contents. I defend the
view that the capacity involved is one Aristotle calls ‘phantasia’, and that
in having a passion, its subject (to some extent, at least) takes the
representational contents to be the way things are. I am particularly
concerned in that chapter to resist the suggestion that Aristotelian
passions can involve mere appearances, where the subject is wholly
non-committal towards these. The latter has been made by a number of
interpreters in conjunction with their (correct) insistence that the passions
involve an exercise of phantasia. The positive thesis that the passions
involve taking their representational contents to be the way things are
clears the way for the passions to be ways of accepting premises in
arguments, and hence for their arousal to be a way in which a speaker
might give listeners proper grounds for conviction.

In Chapters 9 and 10 especially, I am concerned not only to defend a
particular interpretation of Aristotle, but to show the philosophical
attractions that his view—thus explicated—has.
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8.2 The Definition of the Passions
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric

The rest of this chapter offers a discussion of Aristotle’s generalized
remarks about the passions in Rhetoric 2.1, particularly 1378a19-22.
This is an obvious starting point for a careful examination of Aristotle’s
understanding of the nature of the passions.

The passions are those [things?] on account of which we change and differ in
relation to our judgements (wpés as rpioeis),' and that are accompanied by pain
and pleasure, for example, anger, pity, fear and any other similar passions and
their opposites. (2.1, 1378a19-22)

With this sentence, Aristotle introduces an extended section (running
through to Rhetoric 2.11) dealing with the passions. Aristotle, it seems, is
offering here a definition of the passions, not merely characterizing them
so that his audience can identify what he is talking about.” He defines the
passions by their connection to two things, the distinctive outlook they
bring to the passionate person and the experience of pleasure and pain.
Both of these will be discussed in more detail later. That he is thereby
identifying the essential features of a passion is suggested by the follow-
ing line of argument. One of the connections mentioned, that involving
pain and pleasure, is pretty clearly regarded by Aristotle as an essential
feature of the passions. This is clear from how centrally pleasure and pain
feature when Aristotle, elsewhere in the corpus, attempts to characterize
the passions in general, as opposed to listing particular types of passion.’
Equally, it is suggested by the centrality afforded to pain and pleasure in
Aristotle’s definitions of most of the types of passions in Rhetoric 2.2-11:
anger, for example, is defined as a desire-cum-pain, fear as a pain or
disturbance.* This rather suggests that in the part of the sentence
(1378a19-22) in which Aristotle asserts a connection between passions
and distinctive judgements, he is likewise identifying an essential feature

! Judgements’ here means instances of judging, not faculties of judgement.

% 1 find the language here, although—as we shall see—imprecise in some ways, more
technical in character than one would expect if Aristotle were simply highlighting some
characteristic features of passions in order to indicate his subject matter.

’ E.g. EN 2.5, 1105b21-3; 2.6, 1106b18-20; EE 2.2, 1220b12-14; Phys 7.3, 247a3-9.

* In Chapter 9, I claim that for Aristotle all passions involve pleasure or pain or both, and
discuss the apparent exceptions found in Rhetoric 2.
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of the passions.” And if so, then the sentence as a whole must surely be
construed as an attempt to define the passions by giving their essential
characteristics.

8.3 Context and Structure

We should pay attention to how Aristotle introduces and structures the
definition. Here, there seem to me a number of ways to interpret the
relevant sentence. The previous sentence ends with a promise to discuss
goodwill and friendliness ‘in the account of the passions’. The Greek then
reads as follows.

y N > o , , o , o

éorL 8¢ Ta wdbn 60 Soa peraBdilovres Siadépovor mpos Tas kploels ofs €meTal
, Ces s ey oy / oy - Ny

Aomn kal )Sovi), ofov dpyn éleos Ppdfos wkai Soa dAa TowadTa, Kal TG ToUTOLS

&vavria. (1378a19-21)°

The start of this sentence is normally understood thus: ‘the passions are
those things on account of which people change and differ . . .". This may
be a reasonable understanding of Aristotle’s claim, but only if we grant
some background assumptions (that he is only considering a restricted
class of things in the first place, such as states of the soul), since otherwise
the definition will be manifestly inadequate.” However, the sentence
can also be understood as claiming, “The passions are those [i.e. those
passions] on account of which people change and differ . . .>.* Or it could
be read, ‘They [i.e. the passions] are those passions on account of which
people change and differ..."." Aristotle’s intention, on either of these
latter suggestions, would be to identify the passions (in the everyday use
of 7a wdfy, similar to our ‘emotions’) as a sub-set of the ‘passions’ or
‘affections’ of the soul (in the technical sense which includes perceiving

® Price (2009, p. 136) argues more strongly still that to read the first part of the sentence
as merely a contingent generalization would make it bizarrely mismatched with the part
about pain and pleasure.

® Ross (1959).

7 Without such assumptions, the definition implausibly classes some mind-affecting
substances like alcohol and bodily states like hunger or tiredness as passions, since they
explain a change and difference in judgements and are accompanied by pain and pleasure.

% On this suggestion, there is an implied repetition of 7¢ wdfy before 8 §oa, or a
repetition of wdfy after it.

® On this suggestion, the subject of &o71, i.e. 7d wdfy, is understood from the previous
sentence.
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and thinking'®). The view that Aristotle is distinguishing the passions
from the wider class of affections of the soul finds some support from the
fact that Aristotle uses the same construction, 8¢ doa, at 1390b14 to
identify a sub-set of goods of fortune, those that affect character.

However we understand the grammatical structure of the sentence,
the definiendum is ‘ra. wdfn’ (al9): here this clearly means the passions.
This is clear from the list of examples immediately after the definition.'"
That this definition introduces a discussion of the passions is similarly
clear from the references forward to this section earlier in the treatise,
and from the way in which the section is announced in its immediate
context.'? This meaning for ‘w6’ is a regular non-technical meaning of
the word, used as shorthand for the longer phrase ‘ra wdfy s Juyis’—
the passions or affections of the soul."”

Arguably this definition marks out a coherent category of conditions
of the soul, not dissimilar to our own category of passion or emotion."*
Indeed, arguably we have here an adequate definition of emotion. To see
this, let us consider the various elements of the definition.

8.4 Pain and Pleasure

The requirement that emotions be accompanied by pain and pleasure
requires some clarification. The next chapter will take up the connection
with pleasure and pain in more detail. For present purposes, we will
confine our attention to 1378a19-21 itself. We will also consider how
this part of the definition will need to be understood if the definition
of the passions is to be successful. First, although Dorothea Frede is
no doubt correct to see Aristotle here as engaging with the Platonic
position expressed at Philebus 46b-c and 47d-50c, namely that the
passions are mixtures of pleasure and pain,'” it does not follow that he

19 Cf. De Anima 1.1, 403a3-8, Rorty (1984) and LSJ v.sub mdfos, IIL

' 1378a21: ‘anger, pity, fear, and all others like these’.

!> Forward references: 1356al4, 19, 1369b15; immediate context: 1377b30-78a5,
1378al8f.

13 Cf. Leighton (1982, pp. 220-31); LSJ v.sub. #dfos, II; Gill (1984). Note also several
examples of this non-technical meaning in earlier uses of ‘rdfos’ phrases in the Rhetoric
itself, e.g. 1354a16 (the longer phrase), 1356a14, 19, 1369b15.

' For a discussion and defence of the view that Aristotle’s wdfy are roughly equivalent
to our passions/emotions, cf. Konstan (2006, ch.1).

!> Frede (1996, pp. 258-60).
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is straightforwardly endorsing the Platonic position. Certainly a20-1
alone cannot be taken as confirming such a view. In fact (and especially
in the light of the accounts of individual emotion-types that follow), it is
better to read Aristotle’s requirement here as that each passion be
accompanied by pleasure or pain (or both). Second, we should note
that within the definition, the specification of passions as states that are
accompanied by pleasure and pain serves to distinguish passions from
other conditions of the soul that explain a difference in judgements.
Obvious examples are thoughts, sensations, opinions, and beliefs, per-
haps also some or all desires. If this is correct about the function of this
part of the definition, it is very illuminating about how it should be
interpreted. The kinds of state just mentioned are all clearly distinct from
passions, and yet it is possible for any of these to occur concurrently with
pleasure or pain, without this combination amounting to a passion. It
must be more than simple concurrence that is meant at a20-1. Indeed, it
will not even be adequate to insist that the connection be necessary
rather than contingent. Perhaps there are some thoughts that are so
long and complicated and require so much concentration that for
humans thinking them necessarily results in headaches. This would not
make thinking those thoughts amount to a passion.'® In fact, what seems
to be needed is for Aristotle to be insisting that passions have as an
essential feature pain and pleasure that is connected in the right kind of
way to the other features of that passion.'” In fear, it is not just any pain
that is involved, but pain that is connected to the apparent advent of
something bad. The way in which the pain or pleasure follows the
passion’s other features must involve a very close connection. The first
part of the definition indicates that Aristotle thought that passions
involve a distinctive outlook on the world. It is tempting to think that
what Aristotle has in mind here is that the kind of pain and pleasure that
will distinguish passions from other judgement-affecting mental states is
pain or pleasure at those things’ being that particular way.'® This of
course goes beyond the text we are considering here. For now, we note

16 Nor even is it simply a matter of passions having the presence of pain or pleasure as an
essential characteristic. For this could just be a conceptual matter—and a concept whose
essential features included the conjunction of thoughts about Plato and pain in the lower
abdomen would not thereby be the concept of a passion.

17 Cf. Leighton (1982, pp. 217-20).

'8 This is the position to be defended in Chapter 9.
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that if the definition of emotion is to be adequate, it requires that ‘ols
émeral (are accompanied by) indicates the kind of very close connection
just described between the pleasure and pain involved in a passion and
its other aspects.

8.5 Difference in Relation to Judgements

In Aristotle’s definition of the passions, then, one condition relates to
pain and pleasure. The other is that passions be states of the soul on
account of which we change and differ in judgements (xpioe:s). This part
of the definition warrants careful scrutiny.

First, Aristotle refers here to a change (nerafdAlovres, a20) as well as a
difference in judgements among the things accounted for by emotions.
What kind of change is he referring to? It is hard to tell. He may be
referring to the bodily changes that he regards as part of having an
emotion (cf. DA 1.1, 403a16-18). The participle (‘changing’) may refer
to changes in judgements, and might conceivably be read with ‘differ’
(8adépovar) as hendiadys, meaning ‘change so as to be different’, i.e. just
a stylistic way of talking about change.'” Or Aristotle may simply be
leaving this open—it is clear simply that in the arousal of the passions,
people change in one way or another.”® My speculation is that this
expression is prompted by Aristotle’s awareness of the role of bodily
changes in the passions, but because this is largely irrelevant in the
context of rhetoric, we get no more than this unspecific hint.

A second philological point relates to the word we have translated
judgements’, in Greek xploeis. Sihvola has suggested that Aristotle’s
choice of this word is motivated in part by a desire to be unspecific
about the nature of the cognitions involved in emotions. As he explains,

In Aristotle, kpious is a very general cognitive term covering [a] wide range [of]
selective and discriminating activities. It can refer to any case where something
like assent to something’s being the case is involved. It apparently covers both

!9 That said, this seems a surprising stylistic device to find in the context of a definition.
Price (2009, p. 135) seems to interpret the participle this way, taking it to emphasize the
passivity of the cognitive changes involved in the passions.

20 1p Physics 7.3, 246b20-247a19, Aristotle is at pains to emphasize that, in undergoing
passions (and therein bodily pains and pleasures), the states (hexeis) of the soul do not
change. Rather it is the affections (pathé) that constitute changes, and these involve changes
to the perceptual part and to the body.
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perception and belief and is applicable to both human beings and other animals.
The use of this term hints that when defining at a general level the 7d6x which we
would call emotions Aristotle did not want to commit himself to either a belief-
or appearance-based interpretation.”!

This seems to me to be a mistake. The choice of the word «p{ois here has
nothing to do with a cautious openness to various kinds of discriminat-
ing activities that might be involved in the passions, still less to leave
open the possibility of animals experiencing passions. Such concerns are
not in view here.

Aristotle opens his discussion of proofs using the speaker’s character
and the audience’s passions by emphasizing the importance of such
character and passions in influencing people’s judgement (xpiots).

Since rhetoric is for the sake of a judgement (kplows) (people make a judgement
on their deliberations [in the assembly] and the lawsuit is a judgement) it is
necessary not only to look to the argument, that it be demonstrative and
convincing, but also to getting oneself and the listener in the right condition.
For it makes a great deal of difference to how convincing one is (7pos miorw) . . .

(Rhetoric 2.1, 1377b20-5)*?

It is clear in this passage that the kind of judgement’ Aristotle has in
mind is the judgement by an assembly of citizens on a course of action,
or by a jury in a lawsuit. This makes sense if his view is (as has been
argued in Part I) that rhetoric is an expertise in discharging civic advisory
roles in such contexts as assemblies and law-courts.

Aristotle then illustrates with a number of examples the kind of effect
the passions have on judgement.

Affecting the listener’s condition is more useful for lawsuits. For things do not
appear (paivera:) the same to people when friendly as when hostile, nor when
angry as when calm: they appear either completely different or different in
magnitude. For the listener who is friendly towards the person about whom
they are forming a verdict believes (Soxei) that they have committed either no

*! Sihvola (1996, p. 74). The phrase amended is actually printed ¢ . . covering wide range
or selective . . .’, which doesn’t make sense. Accordingly, we assume this is a printing error,
with the version here restoring the intended sense.

22 Tt is unclear whether, in the phrase mpés miorw, Aristotle’s claim here is that the use of
éthos and pathos makes a difference to the proof, or to the conviction in the listener. Pistis
here could mean either proof or convincingness. But whether directly or indirectly,
Aristotle’s concern is with the speaker’s effectiveness in bringing about his persuasive
aims, as the following lines make clear.
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wrong or trivial wrongs. Whereas the hostile listener believes the opposite. And
to the person who is full of desire and hope, if the prospect is pleasant, it appears
(paiverar) that it will happen and will be good. Whereas to the person indifferent
and pessimistic, the opposite.>  1377b31-78a5

These examples suggest that the kind of judgement’ (krisis) that Aris-
totle sees as subject to influence by the passions is not just those formal
verdicts of civic settings like the courts and the assemblies, but also the
everyday judgements that are elements of a person’s outlook on such
things as what to expect in the future. The passage has some similarities
with De Insomniis 2.460b1-11, in which Aristotle describes how fear
makes the coward more likely to think he sees the enemy, love makes
lovers more likely to think they see their beloved, and cases of anger and
appetite make their subjects liable to deception in unspecified ways.
These similarities suggest that this passage expresses the more general
view that passions affect their subject’s outlook. Here, as in the De
Insomniis passage, Aristotle seems to switch indifferently between
expressing this point in terms of an influence on how things appear
(paiverar) and on how the subject believes (doxei) them to be.

The examples also invite speculation about the way in which the
passions influence judgements. Friendship influences judgement towards
belief in the friend’s innocence, enmity towards their guilt, and not vice
versa. Likewise, hopefulness about something makes you tend to think it
will happen, appetite that it will be good, whereas pessimism and indif-
ference have the opposite effect. Aristotle’s view in the De Anima and
elsewhere is that appetite itself involves the appearance (¢aiverar) that
the pleasant object is good.** Similarly, it would be very natural to think
that hopefulness about something itself involved the appearance or the
belief that that thing would happen. So, in these two cases at least, it
seems as though for Aristotle passions might influence the subject in
favour of judging that p by themselves involving some kind of psychic
attitude towards p, in which p is presented as the way things are.”® The
friendliness and enmity examples, though, caution against such a simple

* Tam sympathetic to Freese’s suggestion here that we should translate ‘duscherainonti
(literally: in bad humour; here: pessimistic) as the opposite of ‘euelpidi’ (full of hope), cf.
Freese (1926) ad loc.

** E.g. DA 3.10, 433b5-10 esp. 8-9, and cf. now Moss (2012a) passim.

5 Appearance (phantasia) is an important candidate for the psychic state involved in
the passions, and is discussed in more detail in Chapter 12.
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construal of Aristotle’s view. It is not plausibly part of feeling friendly
towards someone that they appear to you (or are believed) to be inno-
cent, nor of enmity that they appear guilty. Rather, it seems more likely
that friendship involves some cognition which in turn disposes the
subject to the judgement that their friend is innocent or their enemy
guilty.*

All of this immediate context should inform our understanding of
what Aristotle has in mind when he says (1378a12-20) that the passions
are those on account of which people change and differ in relation to
their judgements («pioeis). The choice of this word has to do with the
contexts in which rhetoric is exercised, law-courts and assemblies. In
assemblies and courts, listeners form verdicts («pioets). Aristotle here is
highlighting the rhetorical usefulness of emotion-arousal. It is not that
here ‘kplois” needs to mean the dropping of a voting pebble into an urn.
And the examples involving appetite and hopefulness show that Aristotle
is well aware that the ‘verdicts’ over which passions exert an influence
extend much more widely than formal civic settings. Nevertheless, Aris-
totle is, by the use of the word ‘xpices’, drawing attention here to the
relevance of the passions to the judgements, the mental ‘verdicts’, about
civic issues that dicasts and ecclesiasts express when they cast their votes.

This is a very different view from Sihvola’s about Aristotle’s reasons
for using the word ‘kplois’. We should not discern here a cautious
openness to the possibility of passions in non-human animals, nor a
studied neutrality about the exact type of discriminating state involved in
the passions. That said, there is a certain absence of precision in the
wording of Aristotle’s definition.”” Passions, according to Aristotle,
explain why people differ ‘in relation to their judgements’ (Greek: mpos

*¢ Friendly feelings towards someone seem, for Aristotle, to involve representing that
person as one who both wants goods for you for your sake and is inclined to bring them
about, as far as they are able to do so, and as the object of such desires and inclinations from
you (1380b36-1381a3). Perhaps the thought is that we may infer from these things that the
person is likely to be a decent individual and unlikely to be guilty of any very serious
offence. Much of Rhetoric 2.4 is spent charting how the nature of friendship explains why
we are friendly towards certain kinds of people. That is, it charts inferences made in the
opposite direction, i.e. we infer that this person wants our good for our own sake, etc. from
the fact that they share our view of good and bad, or have the same friends and enemies, or
are benefactors, generous, brave, just, and so on.

%7 Perhaps this reflects a desire to avoid technical controversies about psychology in a
work on rhetoric.
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Tas kpioes). Aristotle does not here assert, nor does he deny, that the
passions themselves include the ‘difference in judgements’ referred to.
Nor does he specify in what respect the passionate person is different—
perhaps it is with respect to their judgements (xpioeis), but Aristotle’s
wording does not quite say this.*® He simply asserts that passions explain
a difference in relation to the subject’s verdicts—most plausibly, his point
is simply that passions affect a person’s overall outlook (sometimes,
specifically, their view of an issue of public or judicial concern).*
Though Aristotle’s wording here is unspecific in these ways, the view
he expresses here is nevertheless best interpreted as the view that the
passions themselves involve distinctive ‘verdicts’, that is, they involve the
passionate person representing the world as being a certain way corres-
ponding to their passion (e.g. in pity, that such-and-such a person is
suffering undeservedly).’® We have seen that there are significant reasons
in favour of understanding the pain and/or pleasure that are involved in
a passion as closely connected with the other aspects of that passion,
particularly those aspects in which the subject is taken to be responding
to the relevant circumstances in the world. If this is right, then one might
naturally expect the first part of Aristotle’s definition to specify the other
aspects of a passion to which the pain and/or pleasure are connected. On
the proposed interpretation of 1378a19-20, what Aristotle actually says
is that passions are ‘those conditions of the soul that affect a person’s
overall outlook’. It is not implausible to suppose that these words
express, albeit indirectly, a view in which the passions are representa-
tional states of the soul and themselves constitute part of their subject’s
overall outlook. This in turn enables the ‘pain and/or pleasure’ to be
understood as pain or pleasure at the circumstances thus represented.
The definition as a whole would then be understood as expressing the

28 As the examples in LS] (v.sub Siadépw) show, the locution used here with Suagépew, i.e.
mpds + accusative, would not be the normal way of saying that things differed in respect of
some feature. Rather it seems to indicate more vaguely some connection between the
difference and the judgements—a person’s passions explain a difference in them that is
connected (in some way) to their judgements.

29 Cf. also LSJ v.sub kplows A.L1, 2; I11. Interestingly, Aristotle does not repeat his use of
‘kpiows’ in his detailed treatment of the passions (Rhetoric 2.2-11). Our interpretation of this
term here, in a definition of the passions generally, should therefore be informed by a wider
consideration of how Aristotle characterizes in detail the cognitions involved in different
types of passions. On this, see Chapters 9-10.

%0 Cf. Rhetoric 2.8, 1385b13-16.
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following view: passions are representational states of the soul, consti-
tuting part of the subject’s overall outlook, to which attach pain and/or
pleasure. This goes a little beyond what Aristotle literally says, but offers
a nicely unified understanding of the definition he offers.

8.6 The Adequacy of Aristotle’s Definition
of the Passions

How successful is Aristotle’s formulation as a definition of the passions?
This section discusses a number of concerns that might be raised. Of
these, I shall argue, some are successfully answered by the interpretation
of Aristotle’s definition canvassed in the preceding section. And if so,
principles of charitable interpretation count strongly in its favour.

One concern is that several of the types of state listed in Rhetoric 2 as
types of passion fail to fit his definition because they do not involve
pleasure or pain. The clearest examples are friendship and enmity: in
the latter case, Aristotle explicitly says that it does not involve pain
(1382a12-13). But the same worry can be raised about some of the
kinds of state Aristotle identifies as opposites of kinds of state that are
clearly types of passion, such as calmness (wpdorys), anger’s opposite,
and confidence (fdpoos), fear’s opposite—seemingly with the implica-
tion that these also are passions. If these examples are indeed passions,
then one part of Aristotle’s definition is not a necessary condition of
being a passion. The worry will be discussed in the next chapter, as part
of a detailed defence of the claim that for Aristotle passions are pleasures
and pains.

A second concern runs along similar lines but relates to the first part of
the definition. Surely there are states that are passions but which do not
affect the subject’s verdicts. One can feel afraid of a spider without this
affecting one’s judgements or verdicts about it, perhaps if one knows that
it is harmless. And quite generally, whether or not we come to have a
passion on a given occasion seems often to make no difference to our
judgements. This again suggests that an element of Aristotle’s definition
is not necessary for being a passion.

The validity of this objection turns on what count as judgements’ or
‘verdicts’ (Gk. kploecs) in the definition. If Aristotle intends this term to
refer only to a person’s considered judgements, then the objection holds.
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But it seems much more likely that Aristotle is referring to a person’s
overall outlook, including how things seem to them (cf. ¢aiverar
1378a4), and where this is not restricted to matters they have explicitly
deliberated. If so, Aristotle is entitled to insist that even where a person’s
considered view remains unchanged by their passions, their outlook as a
whole is always affected. The person who both thinks, in their considered
view, that the impending war is a terrible thing and also fears it has a
wholeheartedness to their outlook on it that is different from that of the
person who shares their considered view but lacks their passion (or has
some conflicting passion). Certainly, if passions themselves are repre-
sentational and involve some kind of ‘verdict’ on the perceived circum-
stances, Aristotle may insist that they will always affect their subject’s
outlook, and in that sense, their verdicts.

A third worry about Aristotle’s definition was mentioned earlier on in
the chapter. It was that some states of the soul seem to meet his definition
but are clearly not passions (e.g. thinking thoughts so complex that they
are bound to give rise to a headache).

We might consider this concern alongside a fourth. There are clearly
cases of pain and pleasure that give rise to a difference in judgements, but
which equally clearly are not passions. While strolling around Paris mid-
morning, I judge that it is vital to find for lunch a restaurant with the
perfect balance of ambience, value, good food, and attractive locality, but
then I start to feel hungry and come to judge that all that is needed is to
find the nearest restaurant with a table for two. Or this process might be
more subtle: I retain all my previous criteria but under the influence of
hunger, I come to judge that a restaurant previously rejected for poor
ambience is after all more attractive than I had previously thought. My
hunger causes my judgements to be more sympathetic, in ways that
conduce to eating sooner!!

These concerns show, I think, not that the definition is inadequate but
that it requires careful interpretation. Interpreted in a fragmented way as
requiring separately that to be a passion a state of the soul must affect
judgements and involve pain and pleasure, the definition is clearly

*! I see no reason to deny, with Leighton (1982, p. 225), that the desire alters judgement.
Even on his account, supposing a desire gives rise to anger, irritation, despair, or reflection
on these, and that it is these that are the immediate cause of an alteration in judgement, it
remains the case that the desire has accounted for a difference in judgements.
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inadequate. But I have canvassed the merits of a more integrated reading
of Aristotle’s view in which he sees the passions as states in which the
subject feels pain or pleasure or both at some perceived circumstance,
and where this pain and pleasure itself forms part of the subject’s overall
cognitive outlook.” If Aristotle’s definition is interpreted as requiring
that passions be representational states of the soul, constituting part of
the subject’s overall outlook, where these very states amount to cases of
pain and/or pleasure, then it is clear that supposed counter-examples
such as the hunger and complex thoughts cases do not, after all, fit the
definition.

Interpreted as specifying two separate criteria for being a passion,
Aristotle’s definition seems hopelessly vulnerable to counter-examples.
Charity in interpretation seems to tell strongly in favour of a more
integrated interpretation such as that canvassed in this chapter, despite
the fact that such interpretations stray beyond what is explicit in the text.

We have confined ourselves in this chapter to considering Aristotle’s
definition of the passions at Rhetoric 2.1 and the introductory remarks
about the passions in the immediate context. Any interpretation of this
definition and of Aristotle’s views on the passions must be supported also
from Aristotle’s more detailed remarks on the passions in the subsequent
chapters of Rhetoric 2, and elsewhere in the corpus. Accordingly, the
following chapters are devoted to setting out in greater detail Aristotle’s
views on the passions.

32 This implies that for Aristotle the relevant kinds of pain and pleasure are represen-
tational: this claim is defended in the next chapter.
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Aristotle’s Theory of the
Passions—Passions as
Pleasures and Pains

9.1 Introduction

Does what Aristotle has to say about the emotions in Rhetoric 2.1-11
amount to a fully fledged theory of the emotions? If he does have a theory
of the emotions, is it still credible?

Some have insisted that in the Rhetoric, Aristotle offers no theory of
the emotions, merely ‘a preliminary, purely dialectical investigation that
clarifies [some of] the phenomena in question’.! Others detect here no
quest by Aristotle for a theory of the emotions of his own.” Instead, he
simply presents a set of definitions that are the results of the best
available substitute: theories developed in the Academy,” perhaps spe-
cifically the view developed in Plato’s Philebus of the emotions as mixed
pleasures and pains.*

The view defended here is that Rhetoric 2.1-11 expresses Aristotle’s
own theory of the emotions, not merely an endorsement of Plato’s
or anyone else’s theory. His account of course has limitations, and
his theory is in certain respects, as one might say, not ‘fully fledged’:®

! Cooper (1996, pp. 238-9, 251-2).

% Indeed, (pace Cooper) there is little in Rhetoric 2.1-11 that might be properly described
as a ‘dialectical’ investigation: there is very little mention of alternative views or puzzles to
be resolved (though cf. 1386b16-24 for an exception), little evidence indeed of anything like
the early or ‘preliminary’ stages of the method of inquiry set out at EN 7.1, 1145b2-7.

* Striker (1996, pp. 287-8).

* Frede (1996, pp. 258-60).

> The treatment of the emotions in the Rhetoric is aptly contrasted by Cooper (1996,
p- 239) with the ethical works and the De Anima, and by Striker (1996, p. 287) with the
Topics and the Analytics.
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Aristotle’s aims are confined to what is required for a treatise on rhetoric.
Nevertheless, Aristotle’s remarks in Rhetoric 2.1-11 do present a theory
of the emotions.° Not only that, I argue that his theory has some
substantial philosophical advantages lacked by many modern theories
of emotion. That is, his philosophy of the emotions is still credible.

His theory, I propose, is as follows. Passions simply are states of pain
or pleasure (or both). This can be understood in terms of two key claims.

Claim 1:
To have an emotion is to experience (some kind of) pain, pleasure or both.

Claim 2:
The pain and pleasure involved in having an emotion is pain/pleasure that is
intentional and representational: it is pain/pleasure at the emotion’s object or
‘target’ and involves that target being represented in ways that give ‘grounds’ for
the particular emotion experienced.

Thus, being afraid of the bear is to experience pain, and this is pain at the bear,
at the bear’s being a source of future harm (i.e. fearsome).

In section 9.2 below, I defend the view that these claims represent Aris-
totle’s understanding of emotion in Rhetoric 2.1-11. This includes con-
sideration of some kinds of Aristotelian emotion that appear to involve no
pleasure or pain. Section 9.3 focuses particularly on claim 2, and the kinds
of pleasure and pain involved in emotions, according to Rhetoric 2.1-11.
This generates a question about whether Aristotle has an account of
pleasure and pain that can accommodate pleasures and pains of the
required kind. In section 9.4 this question is considered briefly in relation
to the accounts of pleasure (and pain) in the ethical works, and in section
9.5 in relation to the account of pleasure in Rhetoric 1.11. Section 9.6 turns
from exegesis of the Rhetoric to canvassing the philosophical merits of the
theory of emotions that has emerged from Aristotle’s texts.

9.2 Claim 1: Emotions as Pleasures and Pains

Pleasure and pain are regularly connected in Aristotle’s writings with the
passions.” It is no surprise, therefore, that a prominent part of his

® 1 shall use ‘emotions’ and ‘passions’ interchangeably. The assumption that our talk of
emotions and Aristotle’s discussion in Rhetoric 2 of ‘ta pathé are about the same thing
cannot be defended here. Cf. Striker (1996, p. 299 n.1); Konstan (2006, esp. ch.1).

7 Cf. EN 2.5, 1105b21-3; EE 1220b12-14; MM 1.8, 1186a33-6.
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definition of the passions at 1378a19-21 is that the passions are ‘accom-
panied by (Gk: émerai) pain and pleasure’. One obvious thing Aristotle
may have in mind here is to recognize the distinctive phenomenology of
the passions. But beyond this, questions remain. In particular, how does
he conceive of the relationship between emotions and pain and pleas-
ure,® which he regularly characterizes by the use of ‘¢rerar (literally:
follow upon)?’ The picture can then be filled out by attention to Aris-
totle’s references to pain and pleasure in his accounts of the various types
of emotion in Rhetoric 2.2-11.

9.2.1 ‘EIIETAI (‘Accompanies’) in Aristotle

Within Aristotle, there seems to be a variety of usage of émecfac (to
accompany/follow). Occasionally this verb is used (like the English ‘to
follow’) simply to indicate that one thing comes after another.'® But by
far its most common usage in Aristotle is of the following kind. To say
that A émera: B is to say that wherever you find B you also find A. This is
obviously important in Aristotelian logic in warranting inference
(accordingly, émera. is one of the standard words used in premises in
the Prior Analytics). But it also indicates, for example, to the orator what
to expect from, say, wealthy people, “The kinds of character that go with
(é€merar) wealth are obvious for all to see. ..’ (Rhetoric 2.16, 1390b32).
The inference Aristotle encourages the orator to make here from some-
one’s wealth to their character would be reasonable in virtue of the fact
that some contingent generalization holds. More commonly, however,
when Aristotle asserts that wherever you find B you find A (A émera: B),
the connection to which he is drawing attention is that B by its very
nature implies A. Unsurprisingly this latter usage is typical in logical
contexts (e.g. ‘in every case where you get man or footed thing generally
you get animal’, An. Pr. 56a28-9). But it is also easily the most common
usage elsewhere too (e.g. De Anima 3.3, ‘Wherever you get belief you get

8 Aristotle’s position here is importantly related to that of Socrates at Philebus 46b—c
and 47d-50c, but it need not be taken as endorsing the view that each emotion involves both
pain and pleasure (pace Frede, 1996, pp. 258-60).

® Cf. also refs. at n.7.

1% Mostly this usage in Aristotle indicates simply a transition to the next subject of
discussion, e.g. EN 1111b5, 1172al9. émera: at 1168a21 may indicate merely temporal
sequence (perhaps hinting also at a causal connection), but seems equally plausibly
interpreted as marking implication.
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conviction’), and accordingly in several places in the Nicomachean
Ethics, Terence Irwin even translates émera: with ‘implies’ (e.g. ‘[the
right sort of] giving implies doing good’ 1120al14, where it is clear that
the former implies the latter in virtue of what it is to give correctly).""

Since there is such a strong statistical presumption in favour of this
latter use of émerar, we should look at Aristotle’s own careful distinctions
within this kind of usage. These come in a couple of passages, one of
which is in the Rhetoric itself, at 1.7.1363b28ff.">

[We say that that is a greater good than this] also whenever this goes with
(émeras) that, but that doesn’t go with this. And one thing goes with something
else simultaneously or subsequently or potentially: the use of the former is
present in the use of the latter. Being alive goes with being healthy simultan-
eously, but not vice versa; understanding goes with learning subsequently;
and stealing goes with temple-robbery potentially (anyone who has committed
temple-robbery has it in them to steal).

The last case (temple-robbery and stealing) does not seem a good
candidate for elucidating Aristotle’s usage of émera: to indicate the
connection between pleasure and pain and the passions, such as at
1378a21, but in the first two examples, the connection signalled by
émerau is between two things one of which is part of the essence of the
other. Being alive is part of the essence of being healthy, since being
healthy is a way of being alive. Likewise, one has not learned unless one
subsequently understands (or ‘knows’)—it is essential to learning that it
is the achieving of a state of having learned, indeed, of understanding.
This passage cannot mandate a particular interpretation of 1378a21:
what is directly asserted by the use of émerac at 1378a21 is nothing
stronger than concurrence. However, it highlights the fact that when
Aristotle says that pleasure and pain ‘follow’ the passions, although he
may have in mind as loose a connection as that pleasure and pain states
tend to occur in conjunction with states of passion distinct from them,
nevertheless he is more likely to have in mind a tighter connection such
as that pain or pleasure is essential to being a passion.'” Usage elsewhere

11 Cf. EN 1120al4, a26, b32 (Irwin, 1985). 12 Cf. also Topics 117a5-15.

13 Aristotle does not seem to hold that pleasure or pain is the genus of the passions, nor,
when he writes, x is a pain at . . .” need he be interpreted as making a claim about x’s genus
(pace Cooper, 1996, p. 245 and Frede, 1996, p. 259). By analogy, suppose nausea is a dull
pain at the surging of the sea, this is still compatible with its genus being sensation. The
genus of the passions was clearly a matter of discussion in the Academy, at least in relation
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in Aristotle, as exemplified in the earlier passage, certainly suggests this.
I shall argue that Aristotle’s view is the stronger connection proposed in
claim 1, that emotions are (kinds of ) pleasures or pains or both—that is
to say, that this is what being a passion consists in. This can be best seen
in how strongly Aristotle associates pleasure and, more especially, pain
with the individual passions that he goes on to discuss.

However, let us pause briefly to consider the plausibility to Aristotle of
this view of emotions as pleasures and pains. It is easy to be misled into
thinking that its plausibility to Aristotle would have been low by the fact
that it has not been widely advocated in the contemporary debates about
the nature of emotions.'* One reason for this might be that pains and
pleasures have sometimes been thought to have phenomenal but not
representational qualities.'> However, it is clear that for both Plato and
Aristotle, pain and pleasure were indeed both intentional and represen-
tational. In the Philebus, Socrates’ position is that pain and pleasure
represent their objects as being a certain way, and can be false.'® Like-
wise, the view of emotions advocated in the Philebus is that they are
mixed pleasures and pains. Hence, if Aristotle thought that emotions
were pleasures and pains, and that the latter were representational
states, he was adopting a recognizable and plausible position within his

to anger (Topics 127b26-32, 150b27-151a19, 156a32-3; cf. Rhet 1378a30-2), and after
Aristotle, it continued to be a matter of dispute. Aspasius defends the view that pleasure and
pain are the ‘most generic passions’ (yevwdirara mdfy), and in doing so takes himself to be
championing an Aristotelian position (CAG 19.1, 42.27-47.2) against Stoic rivals. Whatever
the merits of his view, it is doubtful that it is Aristotle’s (cf. Sorabji, 1999). The fact that
Aspasius presents his position as a needed clarification of Aristotle’s claim that pleasure and
pain ‘follow’ (émecfa. 42.27-8) every passion, may itself invite the suspicion that his own
position here goes beyond that of Aristotle. It is at any rate clear from Aristotle’s definition
of anger in the Rhetoric (‘Let anger be a desire . . . 1378a30), read against the background of
such debates in the Academy, that he was not concerned to defend the view that the genus of
anger, still less that of all emotions, is pain or pleasure. A further reason why that is unlikely
to have been Aristotle’s position is that he seems to have seen anger as essentially involving
both pleasure and pain (1378a31-b2): since each thing can only have one genus, he would
be forced to say that at least one of pleasure and pain was not anger’s genus. But if in the
case of anger it is possible for a passion to be essentially (say) a pleasure without that’s being
its genus, it is unclear why there is any motivation for making the stronger claim about
pain’s being its genus. The same seems to apply to the passions in general. See section 9.6 for
a philosophical merit of pleasure and pain’s not being the genus of emotions.

14 Though see Goldstein (2002) and Helm (2001) for two exceptions.

!> E.g McGinn (1982, p. 8). Note, however, several recent defenders of representational
views of pain and pleasure: Bain (2003), Tye (2006), Prosser (2007); cf. also Crane (1998).

' Cf. on this issue Harte (2004).
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philosophical tradition. We will later consider how plausible this view is
to us; the point here is that there is nothing prima facie implausible about
attributing such a view to him.

9.2.2 Pleasure and pain in the individual accounts
of types of passion

In Rhetoric 2.2-11, six types of emotion are defined by Aristotle specif-
ically as pains. Fear is defined as ‘a kind of pain or disturbance from the
appearance of approaching damaging or painful harm’ (1382a21f.).
Likewise, shame is ‘a kind of pain or disturbance at bad things that will
apparently bring disgrace’ (1383b12-14), and pity is ‘a kind of pain at’
undeserved suffering (1385b13f.). Indignation is pain at the success of
the undeserving (1386b9-11); envy and ‘emulation’ are kinds of pain
felt in response to the success of one’s equal, the difference between
them being whether the pain is felt at the other person’s success or at
one’s own non-attainment of that success (1386b18-21, 1387b23-5;
1388a31-8). Correspondingly, Aristotle clearly recognizes certain emo-
tions as pleasures. The person disposed to pity will feel two other
(unnamed) emotions—pleasure at deserved suffering, and pleasure at
deserved success. Similarly, the person prone to envy will also be prone
to an emotion that is pleasure at the misfortune of their equals, for which
English has no name but Aristotle calls epichairekakia and German
speakers call Schadenfreude.

9.2.3 Aristotle’s general position on emotions
and pleasure and pain

On the most generous count, Aristotle identifies seventeen types of
emotion types in Rhetoric 2. Of these, as we have seen, six are explicitly
defined as pains—pains at something. Three are described as pleasures.
So, over half are described explicitly as pleasures or pains. The number
rises still further, possibly as high as eleven, if one can count as pleasures
any of praotés (calmness/satisfaction),'” tharsos (confidence/boldness)'®,
and anaischuntia (shamelessness), the opposites of three other emotions
described explicitly in terms of pain. On tharsos and anaischuntia, sadly,

17" Cf. Konstan (2006, ch.3) for the view that praotés is a positive emotion (‘satisfaction’)
in its own right.
18 Cf. Cooper (1996, p. 245), and Nicomachean Ethics 3.9.
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Aristotle has little enough to say of relevance to our purposes about these
‘opposites’, but indicates, perhaps less than perspicuously, that we should
be able to work the details out from the accounts of fear and shame, both
of which he describes in terms of pain.'” This evidence collectively
amounts to a strong basis for investigating whether claim 1 might
represent Aristotle’s general view of the connection between emotions
and pain and pleasure: that emotions simply are pains or pleasures (or
perhaps both).>® The investigation will need to cover whether attribut-
ing such a view to Aristotle can accommodate what he actually
says about the other emotion types such as gratitude and ingratitude,
anger and calmness, and friendship and hatred, where his description
lacks phrases like x is pain and distress at y’, and indeed—in the case
of hatred—specifically excludes pain. What should be said generally
about the ‘opposites’ to some types of passion, especially where the
opposite is most plausibly construed as involving not some opposite
pleasure or pain, but the absence of the original passion’s pleasure
or pain?

Anger, first, is not said to be a pain, but a desire with pain. Aristotle
was aware of the (evidently) lively debate within the Academy about the
genus to which anger belonged.”! His saying that anger is a desire may
express his decisive verdict in favour of desire as the genus of anger.”?
Still this is compatible with his thinking that anger is a pain—within the
genus of desires, there are some desires that are also pains, and anger is
one of these. Being a pain would thus be the differentia that marks out
the desires that are pains from those that are not. And the contents of the
pain, namely ‘at what one takes to be an unwarranted slight of oneself or
one’s associates’ plus the type of object of the desire, namely ‘for what
one takes to be revenge’, are the differentiae that mark out cases of anger
from other states that are both desires and pains. In support of this

19 1383a13-16; 1385a14-15. On balance, I think it more likely that Aristotle considered
anaischuntia not a pleasure but a privation of shame. I discuss such privations later in
this chapter.

20" Arguably anger is both a pleasure and a pain, though support for this in Rhetoric 2.2 is
at best equivocal.

2! Topics 127b26-32, 150b27-151a19, 156a32-3.

2 It may not. The definition need not be interpreted as stating anger’s genus. Aristotle’s
having written the definition thus, even if he did not think that anger’s genus was desire,
might be best understood alongside his use elsewhere of Platonic-sounding tripartite
psychology. Cf. Rhetoric 1.10, 1.11, Striker (1996, p. 289), and especially Rowe (2003).
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reading of Aristotle’s definition, we should note that his phrase, ‘on
account of what one takes to be a slight’ (1378a31) seems to apply to
the state as a whole. Thus it has been somewhat misleading to assign this
as the content of the pain, while ‘what one takes to be revenge’ (a30) was
assigned as the object of the desire. Aristotle’s formulation suggests that
both apply to the state as a whole: thus anger is a desire-cum-pain for
purported revenge, on account of a purported slight.”?

The next passions to consider are charin echein (gratitude) and achar-
istia (ingratitude).”* There is no mention of their involving pleasure or
pain in the chapter (2.7) devoted to them.”® By anyone’s lights, the
chapter is puzzling—it appears to be wholly devoted to an analysis of
what it is to do someone a ‘favour’, and it is supposed to be obvious
(délon, 1385a16) how this amounts to an elucidation of a kind of
emotion. There is in fact no explicit material here on the emotion itself.
Commentators even divide over what Aristotle’s term is (or would be)
for whatever emotion is under discussion here!* I shall assume that the
case is decisive in favour of the emotion’s being ‘charin echein’, and its
being gratitude. Even so, the same difficulty recurs—the focus is so much
on the act of kindness that justifies the feelings of gratitude (of course,
this is precisely the material the orator needs for stirring up these
feelings) that we can only guess at the involvement or absence of pleasure
or pain in the feelings that result. Perhaps there might be an interesting
interplay between the two in this case—one feels pleasure at the kind-
ness, but pain at the sense of obligation, especially if it involves a
considerable or insuperable burden to discharge. Still, this remains
speculation and goes beyond Aristotle’s text. It is interesting that

** Following Homer, Plato, and several others, Aristotle recognizes that anger also has its
pleasures: ‘associated (¢7eablai) with every case of anger there is a certain pleasure from the
expectation of getting revenge’ (1378b1-2). This seems to be Aristotle’s way of insisting that
pleasure as well as pain is essential to anger without saying, ‘anger is a pleasure’, which
might be taken as a claim about anger’s genus.

** The translation of these terms is controversial. Cf. n.26.

5 Pain is mentioned only as part of elucidating needs, which are in turn used to
elucidate what a favour (charis) is.

2 For Cooper (1996, pp. 242-3), it is charis, understood either as the motivation behind
kindly acts (cf. Cope (1877) and Kennedy (1991, ad loc.) or as a kindly feeling that listeners
might feel towards one who has treated them well. For Striker (1996, p. 301, n.15), Rapp
(2002a, ad loc.) and Konstan (2006, ch.7), the emotion is charin echein, and is feeling
grateful (possibly with a connotation of obligation, cf. Konstan (2006, pp. 164-8).
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Aristotle’s discussion of this pair of emotions focuses entirely on the
conceptual detail of how the emotion’s potential subjects take things to
be, i.e. on whether they understand some person’s actions to have been a
‘favour’ or not. But it does not seem that this pair of passions can count
strongly either for or against claims about the involvement of pleasure
and pain in the passions.

Love/friendship and hostility (Rhetoric 2.4) probably pose the greatest
problems for the suggestion that all Aristotelian emotions involve pleas-
ure and/or pain. Indeed, Aristotle explicitly says that hostility does not
involve pain (1382a12-13). As he describes it, philia seems to be not a
pathos at all, but a disposition to pathé, namely towards pleasure in
relation to the friend, to the activities involved in friendship, but (more
relevantly for rhetorical scenarios) also pleasure in relation to the friend’s
success and well-being.*” The same disposition is a disposition to distress
at any harm to the friend’s interests or to his person. From a rhetorical
point of view, one can see that knowing how to produce this disposition
in a listener is a much more useful skill than knowing how to produce
particular episodes of friendly emotion, episodes of friendly pleasure or
friendly distress. In the courts and the assembly, the speaker wants the
listeners to feel a particular way about (e.g.) Aristides not just now but at
the end of the debate, or at the vote, and this might be next week, or after
some opposing speeches. This might account for why here Aristotle’s
focus shifts from passions themselves to dispositions to passions. Still,
it is disappointing that Aristotle does not distinguish more carefully
between passions themselves and passionate dispositions. My suggestion,
then, is that strictly speaking, as Aristotle defines them, philia and
echthra are not passions.”® But they are dispositions to passions—and
Aristotle does explicitly point out that philia involves a disposition to feel
pleasure along with a friend at good things, and pain at distressing or
painful things (1381a3-6). (And this comes so early on in his account,
that it may be Aristotle’s hint at how philia fits into his general picture of
the passions.) With hostility, there are two possible ways to integrate it

%7 Rhetoric 2.4, 1381a3-6, cf. Striker (1996, p. 301 n.13); Cooper (1996, p. 244).

8 Of course, one might suppose that if Aristotelian desires essentially involve a pleasant
or painful representation of their objects, the characterization of friendliness as a kind of
desire (76 fovAecbar, wishing, 1380b35-6) implies that it is also a pleasure and/or a pain. Cf.
Moss (2012a).
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into the proposed picture of the passions as pleasures and pains.*® One is
to insist that Aristotle is merely insisting (correctly) that hostility—
considered as a disposition—is without pain, and that this is consistent
with his agreeing that the episodes to which it disposes its possessor
do involve pain. Admittedly, this is awkward as an interpretation of
1382a12-13 because hostility is contrasted with anger—and it is clearly
episodes of anger that are in view.” Still, I am inclined to think that this is
what Aristotle should have said here.

The other strategy for reconciling hostility with what I am suggesting
is Aristotle’s general view of emotions involves treating hostility simply
as the privation of love/friendship. This strategy is important, in that it
may well also be the right way to explain why ‘calmness’, ‘shamelessness’,
and ‘ingratitude’ appear in Aristotle’s list of passions, when they do not
seem (even by Aristotle’s own lights) to qualify as passions, being rather
privations of some particular kind of passion.”" For it seems plausible to
think that Aristotle’s accounts of the ‘opposite’ passions do not stand on
their own, but should be taken as part of the pair in which they are
presented. Thus, these ‘opposites’ are not themselves passions but are
privations of their opposite, which in each case is a passion. A clear
indication in this direction is his description of anaischuntia as ‘some
kind of disdain and emotionlessness (apatheia) in relation to these same
things [viz. the objects of shame]” (1383b14-15).’* To the extent that
each of these states involves no pleasure or pain (as merely the privation
of another kind of state), strictly speaking, it does not belong in a list of
the pathé. But there is equally clearly an important sense in which these
states do belong exactly where we find them. The aspiring orator needs to

% Fortenbaugh’s suggestion (2002, p. 107, n.2) that Aristotle has two distinct concep-
tions of hostility does not solve the problem of how to make sense of hostility’s apparent
classification as a pathos in the Rhetoric.

30 Cf. Leighton (1996, p. 232f., n.14) and Fortenbaugh (2002, p. 107, n.1).

! How pressing this worry is may vary among the types of states listed. See, for example,
the section on praotés.

32 Konstan (2006, ch.3) argues that praotés is an emotion in its own right, and is
satisfaction. Grimaldi (1988, ad loc.) agrees, as does Cooper (1996, p. 242 and n.4). Cope
(1877) disagrees. Whatever one’s view on the disputed cases, clearly some ‘opposites’ are
emotions in their own right (e.g. indignation) and equally clearly some are merely priva-
tions (e.g. shamelessness). Confidence (tharsos) is described as being ‘without emotion’
(apatheis) at 1383a28, but cf. Nicomachean Ethics 3.9.
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know both how to arouse and to dispel each type of emotion, and—
insofar as Aristotle has things to say about what we might call the
‘privations’—this is exactly the kind of thing he says about them,
and the kind of explanation he offers of why it is useful to understand
how to bring someone into such a state.”® In short, Aristotle’s goal
in this section of giving a good account of the passions is subordinate
to his larger goal of setting out the expertise of rhetoric. Thus, it is,
I suggest, no serious objection to the proposal about how Aristotle sees
the connection between emotions and pleasure and pain that it entails
that some of the states named in Rhetoric 2.2-11 are not strictly
emotions.

9.2.4 Summary of how the proposed view fits
the evidence of Rhetoric 2.2-11

The proposed view, then, is that Aristotle thinks that all emotions are
states of pleasure, pain, or both. His treatment of the passions in Rhetoric
2.2-11 reflects this explicitly in many cases, with emotions described as ‘a
pain’ or ‘desire-cum-pain’ in the case of anger. Apparent exceptions are
explained simply as Aristotle’s attention shifting from the emotion type
to the associated disposition (in the case of ¢iA{a, possibly also 76 pioeiv),
or as Aristotle’s having included in his list some non-emotions because
of their rhetorical importance in blocking or calming other states that are
emotions.

9.3 The Representational Pain and Pleasure
Involved in the Passions

I turn now to the second claim, that the pains and pleasures involved in
emotional experience are intentional and representational—that is, they
are pain at X, at X’s being F. Let us first review how pleasures and
(mostly) pains feature in the accounts of individual emotion types in
Rhetoric 2.2-11.

** That this is his purpose in including ‘opposites’ is suggested by his comments on
praotés 1380b31-4, on the opposites to pity (1387b16-21; 1388a24-30; 1387a3-5) and on
the passions generally (1388b29).
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9.3.1 Rhetoric 2 on the pains and pleasures involved in emotions

Emotion Type

Phrases Involving Pleasure and Pain

anger

friendly feelings

fear

shame

pity

indignation

envy

desire-cum-pain

- of what one takes to be** revenge (gen)

- because of (dia + acc) what one takes to be contempt
(1378a30-2)

pleasure

- from the hope of being avenged (apo + gen) (1378b1-2)

sharing a friend’s pleasure

- at good things (dat)

sharing a friend’s pain

- at painful things (dat)

not with anything else in view, but for their sake (1381a3-5)

pain from (ek + gen) the appearance of future harm that is
destructive or painful (1382a21-2)

pain and distress on account of (dia + acc) this: that
something bad might befall him from the other’s success
(1386b22-4, part of a contrast with phthonos)

pain in connection with (peri + acc) bad things that we take it
will involve us in disgrace (1383b12-14)

pain at (epi + dat) what is taken to be destructive or painful
harm to someone who is undeserving (1385b13-14)

being pained at (epi + dat) undeserved farings-ill (1386b9)
sharing distress at (epi + dat) those who undeservedly fare ill
(1386b12-13)

being pained at (epi + dat) undeserved farings-well
(1386b10-11)

being pained at (epi + dat) the one taken to be faring well
undeservedly (1387a8-9)

disturbing pain at (epi + dat) the faring well of an equal,
clarified as pain on account of (dia + acc) that person
(1386b18-21)

pain at (epi + dat) what is taken to be faring well (enjoying)
those benefits just mentioned, in connection with (peri + acc)
those who are similar . .. on account of them (dia + acc)
(1387b23-5)

** The exact attitude referred to when Aristotle speaks of how things ‘appear’ (phantasia,
phainesthai—here taken to indicate how the subject ‘takes things to be’) in experiencing an
emotion is a matter of some controversy that would take us too far afield. These translations
reflect my view, defended in Chapter 10 and see references there.
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emulation pain at (epi + dat) what is taken to be the presence of goods
which you could get, and in connection with (peri + acc)
those similar in nature, not because (hoti) the other has them
but because you do not (1388a32-4)

righteous being pleased or without pain at (epi + dat) those who suffer
satisfaction deservedly, when they get their comeuppance (1386b27-9)
happy for being glad at (epi + dat) those who do well deservedly

(1386b30-1)

Schadenfreude being glad at (epi + dat) the loss and destruction of that which
to the same kind of person is an object of pain (phthonos)
when it comes about and is present [i.e. success for an equal]
(1387a1-3)

This evidence enables us to elaborate on the earlier formulation in which,
for Aristotle, the pain and pleasure involved in emotions are pain at the
emotion’s ‘target’, and pain at things being the way that gives ‘grounds’
for the emotion. In distinguishing target and grounds, I am simply
following Aristotle’s own directions at 1378a22-4 in the schema he sets
out for his accounts of individual emotion types (distinguishing three
questions illustrated using the example of anger, ‘what kind of condition
disposes people to anger, who typically are targets of people’s anger, and
on what grounds?’). But when it comes to the accounts themselves,
although he usually keeps to this schema in structuring each section, it
seems clear that there is substantial overlap between the accounts of each
emotion’s targets and grounds. Anger, for example, involves pain at a
supposed slight, its grounds are a supposed slight, and its objects are
those that we suppose to have slighted us.?® Thus typically, the emotion’s
targets are simply those people or things that instantiate its grounds. So,

3 All of this is said to be obvious (phaneron) from an understanding of what anger is
(2.2, 1379a10f.). The section (1379a30ff.) on anger’s objects frequently refers back to the
section on slighting (1378b10ff.). For example, someone who ridicules you is an object of
anger ‘because they are insulting (or committing an outrage against—“hubrizousi”) you’
(1379a31f.). Arguably, the section on slighting isn’t a separate section on grounds for anger,
it merely elucidates the terms of the definition of anger, and Aristotle treats the objects and
grounds of anger together. (He appears to say at 1379al0f. that treatment of grounds and
objects lies ahead, and to consider this task accomplished by 1380alff. If so, then it must be
that grounds are considered covered in the long list of anger’s objects at 1379a30ff.) If this is
correct, it reinforces my claim that passions simply involve representing facts or circum-
stances about their object. Passions’ objects and grounds will not easily come apart.
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if the emotion’s grounds have been specified, it is a short step to see what
kind of people or things will be its targets. Similarly, an adequate
specification of the class of some emotion’s targets is bound to highlight
the features in virtue of which they instantiate its grounds.

This overlap is reflected in the evidence summarized for the particular
pains and pleasures involved in Aristotelian emotions. The most com-
monly used construction to specify the objects of pain or pleasure
is epi with the dative. This is used both in specifying the targets of
the emotion®® and their grounds.”” The cases of pity and indignation
are particularly suggestive, since for each, the definition is stated more
than once, in different places, but where the formulations vary as to
whether it is the grounds or the target that is specified.”® It seems likely
that Aristotle simply considered these formulations interchangeable.
A number of other constructions are used, each of which appears to
have its own nuance. I will discuss the single usage of each of ek and apo
below. Peri and the accusative are used to identify the principle target
at which pain is felt,”” and the dative on its own is used to specify the
objects of shared pleasure and pain in friendship. Dia and the accusative,
and likewise a hoti construction, are most often used to offer further
clarification within the explanation of the objects of pain.*® Thus fear is
carefully distinguished from envy in that the pain is felt ‘because some-
thing bad might befall’ the subject (1386b22-4), envy involves pain at the
success of others ‘because of them’ (1387b23-5 and implied 1388a32-4),
whereas emulation’s pain is ‘because you do not’ have the goods in
question (1388a32-4). The point of these clarifications seems to be to
identify what precisely in the pained person’s outlook is found painful, so
as to classify the state as fear, envy, or emulation.

When Aristotle specifies the pains and pleasures involved in various
types of emotion, he seems to be mainly concerned with setting out the
circumstances (as the subject takes them to be) at which pain or pleasure
is taken. Within this, for some emotions, the relevant situation may

3 E.g. pity 1386b12f,; indignation 1387a8f; righteous satisfaction 1386b27-9; happy for
1386b30f.

* E.g. pity 1385b13f, 1386b9; indignation 1386b10f; envy 1386b18-21, 1387b23f;;
emulation 1388a32f,; schadenfreude 1387a2f.

8 Cf. references in the table.

* E.g. shame 1383b12f; envy 1387b24; emulation 1388a33f.

0 1378431 is an exception.
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centre upon some particular person or thing—the evil feared, the person
pitied, the shameful act, the equal envied, and so on—and this is his way
of making sense of the way in which emotions can have a specific object
(i.e. we can pity someone, be ashamed at something, envy someone, be
happy for someone). That the pain and pleasure of emotions is primarily
to be understood as taken at a set of circumstances is illustrated by
Aristotle’s approach to anger and fear. In both of these cases, it seems
natural to think that an adequate account of what is involved ought to
make sense of how we can be angry at someone, and afraid of someone
(or something). In both of these cases, Aristotle’s definition is given in
terms of pain (or desire-cum-pain) at a kind of state of affairs, apparent
slight and future harm. With anger, Aristotle is quick to point out that it
always has a particular object, and of course is concerned to make sense
of how we can be angry at someone (1378a32-b1). But it is interesting
that the definition offered specifies the type of situation at which pain is
felt, and the fact that anger is felt at some particular thing (usually a
person) is inferred from the fact that anger involves pain because of
a slight (you can’t be slighted by a type of thing). In the case of fear,
Aristotle seems much less concerned to offer an account of how we can
fear particular things or people. It seems as though the pain of fear is felt
at situations and circumstances, rather than at particular objects.

The pain and pleasure of emotion are thus for Aristotle felt at situ-
ations or circumstances as the subject represents them. Sometimes there
will be some central person or object involved, sometimes not. This
account thus requires an account of pain and pleasure which involves
representational content, such that the pleasure or pain is felt at that
content. The content in question needs to allow for the kind of nuance
we have seen, where there can be such subtle differences as exist between
the pain of envy and the pain of emulation—where in both the pain
involves the representation of the success of an equal, but in one the
pain is because of the other person’s success, and in the other the pain is
because of the subject’s own lack.

The view set out here is at odds with the view taken by William
Fortenbaugh in Aristotle on Emotion.*' He denies that the pain and
pleasure involved in emotion is representational, and suggests that

1 (Fortenbaugh, 2002) 12-13, 110-12.
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Aristotle’s position is that emotions are or involve pain and pleasure
caused by thoughts with the relevant content. Aristotle’s view of emo-
tions, on his view, is structurally similar to his view of eclipses as
‘deprivation of light from the moon caused by the obstruction of the
earth’. Thus it is only the thoughts that are intentional and are properly
called cognitions, the pains and pleasures are only intentional ‘in a
derivative way, i.e., through the judgment that is its cause’.*> The view
finds its best textual support in Aristotle’s remarks on the pleasures of
anger and in his definition of fear. Anger’s pleasure is ‘from (dmo) the
hope of being avenged’ (1378b1-2), and fear is defined as ‘a pain from
(éx) the appearance of future harm’ (1382a21-2). These two remarks
undoubtedly assert a causal connection between hope and pleasure in the
one case and appearance and pain in the other. Perhaps if they were
typical of Aristotle’s remarks about the pain and pleasure of emotions,
Fortenbaugh would have a strong case. But they are not. These are the
only examples of constructions using ek and apo in connection with
emotional pleasure or pain. We should set against this the evidence set
out previously of Aristotle’s more usual formulations which are much
more naturally interpreted as specifying the representational contents of
the pain state itself.*> While Fortenbaugh’s view has difficulty with quite
a bit of the relevant material on emotional pleasures and pains, the view
that these pains and pleasures are representational has no difficulty with
Aristotle’s causal remarks about anger and fear. After all, it is natural to
suppose that causal relations would hold between thinking that some-
thing fearsome is the case and the state of feeling pain at that same thing.
Likewise, thoughts about getting vengeance are very likely to cause a state
of pleasure at getting vengeance. Thus the best evidence cited in favour of
Fortenbaugh’s claim is in fact equally compatible with my claim that
Aristotelian emotions involve representational pain and pleasure, and
much of the relevant evidence fits my proposal much more naturally.

2 Fortenbaugh (2002, p. 13).

3 Fortenbaugh’s suggestion that language involving dia and epi may be similarly read as
purely causal is not convincing. It is possible in some cases (e.g. 1378a30-2, 1386b22-4),
but very implausible in others (e.g. 1381a3-5, 1387b23-5, cf. 1388a32-4). It does not seem a
natural way of reading epi clauses when, as often happens, these are elaborated and
explained by further clauses introduced by peri and dia. Finally, shame’s pain is said to
be ‘in relation to’ (peri with accusative) bad things leading to disgrace—a formulation not
easily read in Fortenbaugh’s causal mould.
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This view of the kinds of pleasure and pain involved in emotions is,
however, not compatible with every view of pleasure and pain. It requires
a view of pleasures and pains on which they are representational, and
can be felt ‘at’ the kinds of states of affairs that constitute grounds for
emotions. We must now, therefore, investigate whether Aristotle has a
suitable account of pleasure and pain, of the kind required by the
accounts of the emotions in Rhetoric 2.1-11.

9.4 Aristotle on Pleasure and Pain

The fact that Aristotle considers several (even if not all) passions to
involve pain and/or pleasure has not gone unnoticed by commentators.
It is therefore surprising that the question of how these views fit with his
understanding of pleasure and pain themselves has received such scant
attention.** The question seems to arise whether or not one accepts the
position argued for here that for Aristotle, emotional pains and pleasures
are representational pains and pleasures at (what the subject takes to be)
the emotion-relevant circumstances.*> The focus here will be on whether
Aristotelian accounts of pleasure and pain are compatible with the view
of emotional pains and pleasures defended as Aristotle’s.

A general problem in answering this question is that his remarks on
the emotions touch much more on pain than on pleasure, whereas his
accounts of pleasure and pain are almost entirely focused on pleasure.
Aristotle seems to suppose that a detailed account of pain can be inferred
from what is said in his accounts of pleasure, pleasure and pain being
understood presumably as opposites.*® This is most clearly stated in the
account of pleasure at Rhetoric 1.11, but seems also intended in the
accounts in the Nicomachean Ethics.*

** Cf. Frede (1996, pp. 275-6) for the one exception of which I am aware.

*5 For example, on Fortenbaugh’s account, why the thought of a friend’s success should
cause (say) an unimpeded exercise of a faculty is not so obvious as not to require any
explanation.

6 Cf. e.g. Ryle (1949, p. ch.4) for worries about whether such a view could be correct.

7 Cf. ‘and pain is the opposite’ Rhetoric 1.11, 1369b35. EN 7.11, 1152b1 announces an
account concerned with ‘pleasure and pain’, but what follows contains very little directly
about pain; interestingly the account in EN 10 does not announce itself as an account of
both pleasure and pain, but simply of pleasure (1172a16; although cf. EN 9.9, 1170a24f. for a
possible forward reference to it as an account ‘about pain’). Still, pain is discussed briefly at
various points in ways that are taken to illuminate the nature of pleasure.
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The most crucial requirement from Aristotelian passions on a theory
of pleasure and pain is that they accommodate pains (and pleasures)
where what is found painful or pleasant is an object with certain attri-
butes (e.g. pain at one who suffers undeservedly, 1386b12-13), or a
putative state of affairs (e.g. pain at undeserved suffering, 1386b9). It
seems to me that the theories of pleasure from the ethical works struggle
to meet this requirement.*® In the ethical works, pleasure completes an
activity, and arises from (or is identical with)*’ the unimpeded activity of
a faculty in relation to its objects. What is thereby enjoyed is exercising
that faculty on those objects. Pleasure seems always to be strictly speak-
ing pleasure in an activity, e.g. eating/tasting the cream cake, even in
those cases where it seems more natural to speak simply of enjoying the
object—the cake. This view does not then seem able to accommodate the
examples of emotional pleasures and pains without distorting them.
Pleasure at another’s suffering (ho epichairekakos 1386b34-87a3) is not
the same as enjoying knowing about his suffering. Pain at the success of
an equal (phthonos 1387b23f.) is not the same as loathing knowing about
the success of an equal.”® It seems difficult even to make this distinction
on the accounts in the Ethics. They thus risk misidentifying what it is that
is found pleasant or painful. Even though in the Rhetoric’s account of
many types of emotion, the thing at which pain is incurred is qualified by
‘apparent’ or some cognate expression, this cannot be plausibly taken to
mean that pain is incurred at the mental state (i.e. at the state itself of
having something appear to you) rather than at the putative fact (i.e. at
that which is apparently the case).”’ It does not seem to me that the
accounts of pleasure and pain from the ethical treatises can be easily
reinterpreted so as to accommodate the kinds of pain under discussion
here. Rather, it seems best to understand those accounts as being
accounts, appropriate to their role in the ethical treatises, of enjoyment
and loathing of activities, that is, in a sub-set of things in which pleasure
and pain can be taken. Their purpose, I take it, is primarily to show that

8 Whether the arguments in EN 10 and in the common books (EN 7) are wholly
consistent need not detain us here. For in both, pleasure is a matter of enjoying some
activity, and pain some correlate mutatis mutandis of pleasure.

¥ Cf. Gosling and Taylor (1982, ch.11); Owen (1971).

30 Cf. Frede (1996, pp. 275-6).

>! This holds even on a different view from that adopted here about the precise force of
‘apparent’ in these expressions, cf. n.4, and Chapter 10.
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genuine happiness does after all involve pleasure,” to make clear how
character virtue and vice are connected with pleasure and pain,” and to
shed light on the use of pleasure and pain in educating the young to act
correctly.>* It does not necessarily impugn these accounts to observe that
they are not complete accounts of all pleasure and pain.

9.5 Pleasure and Pain in Rhetoric 1.11

The account of pleasure in the Rhetoric itself may fare better at providing
an account of pleasure and pain at (what in the subject’s view are)
emotion-relevant circumstances. The account has not been widely dis-
cussed.” This is partly because it is often taken to have major deficien-
cies—Gosling and Taylor identify it as a process theory and a restoration
theory, both heavily criticized by Aristotle in the ethical works with
arguments widely taken to be successful against their targets. Accord-
ingly, another reason for its neglect has been that it does not thus reflect,
indeed is taken to be inconsistent with, Aristotle’s mature views (it is
classed by Gosling and Taylor as ‘early Aristotle’).”® Furthermore, since it
occurs within a section of the Rhetoric which provides the materials for
enthymemes, materials which purport only to be ‘reputable’, it need not
be taken even to reflect Aristotle’s views at the time of writing.

It is far from obvious that the caveat offered by Aristotle at 1369b31-2
(immediately before 1.11, the chapter on pleasure and the pleasant) should
lead us to conclude that the materials of Rhetoric 1.11 do not represent his
own views. He is there concerned merely that readers do not expect from
his definitions a greater degree of exactness than is possible in a work of

°2 EN 1152b4-8, 1176a15-29. > EN 1152b4-6. ** EN 1172a16-26.

>> 1t gets a very brief treatment in Gosling and Taylor (1982, pp. 196-9), of which barely
half a page is given to exegesis of the relevant chapter of the Rhetoric, cf. now Rapp (2002a,
ad loc).

¢ One of the reasons why this section is often taken this way is because of its relation to
the views on pleasure found within Plato’s Philebus and Timaeus. It seems correct to take
the latter views as Aristotle’s targets in his criticisms in the ethical works of previous
accounts of pleasure. As will be seen later, I think the Rhetoric account is importantly
different from these Platonic accounts, although it seems as though Aristotle is keen here
(as in a number of other places in the Rhetoric, such as 1.10 where he comes close to
endorsing something like Republic-style tripartition in the theory of motivation) to make
his account sound amenable to the Platonist. Passages of this kind are suggestive of an
interesting dialectic with Platonists. They certainly suggest that adherents to Platonic
thought must have been an important section of the readership for the work.
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this character. But still, his account will not be completely vague—the
definitions offered will be ‘neither unilluminating nor yet meticulous’
(unTe doadeis unte drpiBeis). Surely it is over-cautious on this basis to
deny that it is generally Aristotle’s own views that are expressed in the
‘materials for enthymemes’ sections of the first book of the Rhetoric, and of
the account of pleasure (and pain) in particular? Indeed, arguably a caveat
of this kind only makes sense if he is giving his own view: it would be odd
to strike such a cautionary note if Aristotle were merely recording the
views of others.”’

Still, even if Rhetoric 1.11 did not represent Aristotle’s own views, this
would not mean that it is not an interesting and important account of
pleasure and pain. Neither would this make it untrue. So, I propose to
look in detail at Rhetoric 1.11, tentatively assuming that it was genuinely
proposed by Aristotle as the outline of a theory of pleasure and pain.

9.5.1 The account of pleasure (and pain) in Rhetoric 1.11

Let us take it that pleasure is some motion of the soul, a massive and
perceptible settling down into its proper nature, and pain the
opposite. If that is what pleasure is like, it is evident that what
produces the aforementioned condition is pleasant, what destroys it
or produces the contrary settling down is painful. Necessarily,
therefore, it is pleasant. ..

1. in general, to come into the natural state (especially whenever
things coming about in accordance with it have regained their
own nature).

2. Likewise, habits. For that which has become habitual is already
becoming as though it were natural; in fact, habit is something like
nature, for the distance between ‘often’ and ‘always’ is not great,
and nature belongs to what is always, habit to what is often.

3. That which is not forced is also pleasant, for force is contrary to
nature. That is why what is necessary is painful, and it has been
rightly said,

7" Pace Gosling and Taylor (1982, pp. 197-8). The point has been widely made that some
views set out in the Rhetoric must be taken by Aristotle to be correct and not merely
plausible. In particular, this must apply to his accounts of the emotions since the orator is
intended to use them not merely for speaking convincingly about the emotions but for
actually arousing them in his audience. Cf. Cooper (1996, pp. 240-1), Frede (1996,
pp- 259-60), Striker (1996, p. 286), and Sihvola (1996, pp. 53-4). Still, this argument does
not apply to the treatment of pleasure and the pleasant in Rhetoric 1.11. They are intended
not to enable the orator to produce pleasure or pain in anyone else, but primarily to enable
the orator to speak convincingly about the motives of others (1369b15-31).
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‘For every necessitated act is bitter.’

Application, effort, and strain are also painful, for these involve
necessity and force, unless they are habituated; for then habit makes
them pleasant. Their opposites are pleasant. Hence relaxation, idle-
ness, freedom from care, amusements, leisure and sleep are among
pleasant things, because none of these is done out of necessity.

4. Whatever is an object of appetite is pleasant; for appetite is a
desire for the pleasant. (1369b33-70a18)

On the face of it, the opening definition itself has clear scope for accom-
modating pleasures that are taken at something, and involve representing
that thing in a particular way—i.e. just what is required for Aristotelian
emotions. For one part of the definition has it that pleasure is a ‘motion of
the soul’, or an ‘event in the soul’ (b33£)%%, and this seems immediately to
offer the possibility that representational states directed upon pleasure’s
objects could be among such ‘motions’ or ‘events’.

9.5.2 The restoration of nature view

Still, this may be too quick. There is an interpretation of these lines on
which this possibility does not exist. On this interpretation, all pleasure is
simply the restoration of a thing’s nature, and things that are pleasant are
simply those that bring about a process of this kind. 1369b33-4 is taken,
on this view, more or less as a recapitulation of part of the account of
pleasures set out in Plato’s Philebus 31b-36¢. Thus, the motion of the
soul at b33-4 is nothing more than the perception implied by ‘athroan
kai aisthétén’ at b34. Pleasure is a veridically perceived restoration of the
subject’s naturally harmonious condition,” where this is sufficiently
massive (‘athroan’) to be perceptible (‘aisthétén’), i.e. to cause the rele-
vant perceptual motion of the soul.

Undeniably some elements in 1.11 seem to fit this view. What is
pleasant is defined (1370al-3) apparently without any reference to
how the pleasant object is viewed, but simply in terms of its causal

*® How we should understand kinésis here will be discussed later.

% It seems unavoidable to use some such locution to make clear that the ‘proper nature’
is being used to convey some sense in which the resulting condition is evaluated as
‘naturally good’ or ‘good for the subject in respect of their nature’. There is otherwise a
difficulty over squaring the phrase with 1370a8, where ‘nature’ is said to belong to ‘what is
constant’ (fou aei). If someone’s nature is constant, they cannot possibly settle into it
because they cannot fail to be in it in the first place.
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relations (‘poiétikon’, ‘phthartikon’) to the states and processes that
constitute pleasure. And what Aristotle labels as his best examples
(‘malista’ a4) of pleasant things seems to bear this out:

especially whenever things coming about in accordance with it have regained
their own nature (1370a4-5)

These are most plausibly understood as cases of the restoration of some-
thing’s naturally best condition after a naturally occurring depletion—i.e.
things like drinking when thirsty and eating when hungry.*® The pleas-
ure involved seems to arise regardless of how the subject conceives of
what is happening.

However, this cannot, I think, be Aristotle’s whole understanding of
pleasure. Thus, despite the fact that he does appear to start from pleas-
ures related to a human’s natural functions, and an account that seems
completely focused on pleasure of this kind, he quickly branches out
towards recognizing as pleasant things that do not produce a restoration
of the subject’s nature at all. On closer examination, we will see that the
possibility of pleasure in this wider set of cases seems to be built into the
definition of pleasure itself.

9.5.3 Problems with a ‘restoration of nature’ view

The definition itself would be an odd construction if all pleasure were
natural restoration perceived in the soul, for the first part (‘some kind of
motion of the soul’ b33-4) would be almost superfluous if it simply referred
to the perception that is more or less implied by ‘massive and perceptible’ at
b34. More probably, Aristotle intends to suggest that there is something
else going on in the soul beyond an awareness of the restoration.

In fact, we see just this almost immediately in Aristotle’s examples of
pleasant things. He presents three categories of pleasant things as though
their pleasantness simply followed as a matter of necessity from the
definitions of pleasure and the pleasant.’’ In fact, only the pleasantness

0 “ta katautén gignomena® (a5) is here understood to refer to depletions of the body,

such as hunger and thirst, that are themselves the product of the body’s natural activity.
¢! ‘Necessarily, therefore, it is pleasant...” 1370a3. It is not clear how much of what
follows is within the scope of this inference. The way the translation is set out here records
my view, based on two chief considerations. First, ‘te’ (a3) is most plausibly picked up by the
‘kai” at a5 (and also at a9) not the one at a4. Second, if what was being inferred were only
that going into the natural condition is pleasant, this would add nothing to what had just



ARISTOTLE’S THEORY OF THE PASSIONS 167

of the first can be inferred from the preceding definitions—understood
exactly as they stand.®’ Indeed, by the definitions of pleasure and the
pleasant he has just offered, habits and habitual activities are not pleas-
ant. They perhaps bring about the restoration of a habitual condition.
And this habitual condition may be ust like’, ‘similar to’, or ‘close to’ a
thing’s proper nature,%® but notwithstanding all that, Aristotle seems to
understand here that habit is not the same as nature. So, habits bring
about the restoration of something like a thing’s proper nature. Thus, the
best we can conclude would be that they bring about something like
pleasure, not pleasure itself, and that they are something like pleasant, not
actually pleasant. However, this then seems to highlight that the precise
respect in which such states might most plausibly be thought to be like
the real thing (restorations of one’s proper nature) is presumably that
they are pleasant or enjoyable. And if so, this suggests that what it takes
to be a case of pleasure is not ‘being a restoration of a thing’s proper
nature’ (since the results of habitual activities lack that feature) but
something that the latter and their habit-based counterparts have in
common. Likewise, even if one allowed (implausibly) that when someone
or something is forced against its will to do something, this goes against
their nature, it does not follow that all cases in which such compulsion is
absent must involve ‘the restoration of a thing’s proper nature’, as their
pleasantness would require. The second and third categories in Aris-
totle’s trio of pleasant things are better understood not as inferences from
the initial definitions—strictly understood (as in the ‘restoration of
nature’ view), but as his way of showing how his opening definitions
need to be understood more flexibly, of indicating how they are to be
extended eventually to cover the full range of pleasant things that lies
ahead in the rest of Rhetoric 1.11. What I believe Aristotle thinks about
habits and about things that are unforced is that they put us in a
condition in which we take ourselves, sometimes mistakenly, to be
experiencing a restoration of our proper nature.®* The habitual and the

been asserted. Indeed, so close is it to the preceding formulation that it scarcely makes sense
to see it as an inference from what preceded at all.

2 Even here, what follows, strictly speaking, is that coming into the natural state is a case
of pleasure, not of something pleasant.

63 ‘hosper’ (a6), ‘homoion’ (a7), ‘engus’ (a7).

* This might seem to presuppose that pleasures involve a rather over-intellectual kind
of content, deploying concepts such as ‘restoration’ and ‘proper nature’. This would be
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unforced give rise to pleasure because they give rise to an experience
which shares the relevant features with the veridical experience of a
restoration of the subject’s proper nature. The relevant features have to
do with the contents of the experience.

This might seem a contorted reading of this passage until one reads it
against its Platonic background. As has already been noted, the passage
very strongly echoes the accounts of pleasure and pain from the Philebus
and the Timaeus. The latter is particularly helpful in shedding light on
how we should understand the present passage of the Rhetoric. The
Timaeus passage comes from an extended section (61c-68d) detailing
various perceptual affections.

Pleasure and pain, then, we must think of as follows. Any forceful (B{awov) and
massive (afpdov) disruption coming about in us of our natural state (wapa ¢pvow)
is painful, and a massive (dfpdov) return to that natural state (eils ¢vow) is
pleasant: what is gentle (jpéua) and gradual is imperceptible (dvaicbyrov),
what is the opposite to these is perceptible. (Timaeus 64c7-d3)

The language of our passage of the Rhetoric clearly alludes to this view of
pain and pleasure, sharing its key elements of disruptions of or returns to
the subject’s natural state, and the requirement that these be massive
(dfpdos) and perceptible (alofnrds), and indeed the terms used to
describe them. This picture of pleasure and pain, in the Timaeus, is to
be found within a section devoted to perception, such that it is clearly
to be understood as an analysis of pleasure and pain as perceptual events
of some kind. As such, it should be no surprise to find that, on this view,
pleasure and pain involve representation. Interestingly, the Timaeus
passage represents pleasure and pain as having, as it were, a double
object. The processes involved in pleasures and pains have in common
with other perceptions that they involve a process in which the various
parts set in motion by each other, ‘reach the intelligent part and
announce to it the power of the agent’ (64b5-7). That is to say, that
the external cause (and its ‘power’) is among the objects of such an
experience. Likewise, in the pleasure-less and painless cases, the

objectionable, since it would seem implausibly to make pleasure and pain impossible for
those such as infants and animals who lacked those concepts. But in fact, the relevant
cognitions might be better expressed as the simple thought that ‘this is the way things
should be!” And further, we should note that making and expressing such an evaluation
need not involve language at all.
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perceptions that come about are, ‘in accordance with whatever [vision
itself] undergoes, and of whatever it hits and comes into contact with’
(64e2-3); and although these are distinctive in being the ‘greatest and
clearest’ perceptions, there is every reason to suppose that pleasurable
and painful perceptions too will similarly have among their objects the
external cause of the experience, including the nature of its impact upon
the subject. On this picture, in at least the veridical case, pleasures and
pains are a kind of perception of the thing that caused them and of some
of its qualities. But the passage also goes on to highlight how, in pleas-
urable and painful perceptions, the disruption or restoration in the
subject is itself among the objects perceived in the experience.

Bodies that are subject to gradual loss and depletion but massive (dfpdas) and
sudden replenishment, are insensible of (dva/snra) the depletion but sensible of
(alofyTika) the replenishment, and they produce no pains in the mortal part of
the soul, but the greatest pleasures. (65a1-6)

Within the short section 64b-65a of the Timaeus, containing this
account of pleasures and pains, we have seen that it clearly portrays
these states as perceptual, and portrays their contents as including both
the external object (the source of the pain or pleasure) and the disinte-
gration or restoration caused by that object, where this disintegration
and restoration are themselves constituents of the states of pain and
pleasure.

This is important for understanding Rhetoric 1.11. The detailed allu-
sion to the kind of account offered in the Timaeus suggests to the reader
that a similar account of pleasure (and pain) is being offered—that is to
say, one that is perceptual in character, and includes among pleasure’s
(and pain’s) intentional contents both the pleasant (and painful) objects
and their effects on the subject.

The Timaeus passage does not extend its account beyond the veridical
case, but it is clear from the discussion of false pleasures in the Philebus
that Plato was aware of the need for any adequate account of pleasure
and pain to accommodate cases in which the pleasure or pain is based on
false representations of their objects by the subject. The most obvious
way to do this in an account such as that set out previously is to suppose
that a sensory experience would also count as a pleasure (or pain) whose
contents included the false representation of its external object’s effects
as causing restoration into (or disintegration from) the subject’s natural
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state. On such a view, what makes a sensory experience a case of pleasure
(or pain) is the way the effects of the external object on the subject are
represented. Although this extension beyond the veridical case is not
explicit in the Timaeus passage, its account of the veridical case provides
the resources for extending the account in this way, and it seems a
natural way to interpret the Timaeus account such that it applies gener-
ally to veridical and non-veridical cases alike. It is just such an account
that I am suggesting Aristotle offers in Rhetoric 1.11, using words and
phrases that allude to late Platonic accounts of pleasure and pain, and
particularly to this passage of the Timaeus.

That this is how we should understand the account of pleasure in
Rhetoric 1.11 is reinforced by some of Aristotle’s other examples of
pleasant things. As Aristotle’s account of pleasant things progresses, his
account leans more and more towards things that are pleasant because of
the way that they relate to the way people represent those things and their
effects on the subject. We might recall that his purpose in setting out
what people find pleasant is as part of helping the forensic orator to make
(or refute) claims about a defendant’s motives for wrongdoing.®® So, it
is no surprise to find among Aristotle’s list of what is pleasant things
that are only pleasant because we believe them to be so, or because
we come to view them in a certain way. His examples include winn-
ing (1370b32-4), honour and good reputation (1371a8-10), being
loved (1371a18-21), being admired (1371a21-2), and even flattery
(1371a22-4)! In two of these cases, winning and flattery, an inference
is explicitly made that is hard to account for without supposing that
Aristotle understood his account of pleasure to have a representational
component (i.e. without supposing that the settling into one’s proper
nature mentioned in the definition of pleasure specifies how things are
represented to be by the subject, whether or not this is how things actually
are). The inference is clearest in the case of flattery.

Also being flattered and the flatterer are pleasant things. For the flatterer is a
seeming admirer and a seeming friend. (1371a22-4)

The inference is from the pleasantness of something to the pleasantness
of an apparent case of that thing. The fact that the same kind of inference

5 This is clear both from how 1.11 is introduced beforehand, and how it is summarized
afterwards: Rhetoric 1.10, 1368b1-5; b25-32; 1369b15-31; 1.12, 1372a4-5.
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had been made at 1370b32-4 indicates that Aristotle takes it to be
legitimate for pleasant things generally. This, it seems to me, is deeply
problematic on ‘straight’ non-representational readings of his definition
of pleasure here in Rhetoric 1.11, and the corresponding definition of the
pleasant. For, on these readings, Aristotle thinks that pleasure is simply
some process in the subject (attaining their proper nature), and pleas-
antness is being productive of this. But if that is so, then it is simply a
fallacy to infer from something’s being pleasant that an apparent case of
that thing will be productive of the same result, especially when (as with
flattery) there is a strong possibility that appearances are misleading.
There is nothing in the nature of pleasure or the pleasant, on a non-
representational view of these, that helps explain why such inferences are
acceptable (as clearly Aristotle takes them to be).

By contrast, on a ‘representational’ understanding of either pleasure or
pleasantness, the grounds for the inference are much easier to supply. On
a representational view of pleasantness, a thing’s being pleasant will be a
matter of its being represented as having certain pleasure-producing
features. If cases of pleasure from being flattered involve their being
(mistakenly or otherwise) taken for cases of being loved, and being
loved is understood to have the relevant pleasure-producing features
(i.e. it is taken to be pleasant, 1371a17-21), then it is obvious how flattery
comes to be pleasant. It is rational to conclude in each case that here is
something with the relevant pleasure-producing features, ie. here is
something pleasant.

Likewise, a representational view of pleasure would be the view that
pleasure itself involves, perhaps amongst other things, representational
contents as of experiencing the effects of something pleasant. It is easy to
see how a state or process with those representational characteristics
would be likely to be brought about by the subject’s believing that he is
on the receiving end of something pleasant. So, the flattered person takes
himself to be loved or befriended (1371a24) and presumably takes this to
be a pleasant thing for him. He thus sees himself as enjoying the
beneficial effects of something pleasant. This is of course not the same
as feeling pleasure at that thing, but on the representational view, it is
already to have in place precisely the kind of basis on which one might
expect to come to have an experience involving representations as of
experiencing the effects of something pleasant. That is, to see something
as pleasant is already to be on the path to feeling pleasure at it. The
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contents of the former (‘that is pleasant’) implies or suggests the contents
of the latter (‘this—its effect—is pleasure’).

Representational views of pleasure thus make it natural to suppose
that a belief in something’s pleasantness will give rise to pleasure at it.
Hence, there will be cases where it is sufficient for something’s being
pleasant that it is believed to be pleasant. But this does not either imply or
suggest that belief in something’s pleasantness is necessary in order for
pleasure to be taken in it. There may be things whose pleasantness is
derived from their being believed to be pleasant. But this will not be true
of all pleasant things. There are things that are pleasant to infants and
beasts, and things that are pleasant in ways that do not seem to depend in
any important way on their being believed to be any particular way by
the subject. The pleasantness of a gentle massage or a warm bed might be
good examples.®® Such pleasures may not be belief-dependent, but on the
account proposed, they will involve the subject’s having an experience
whose representational contents include their being restored to their
natural condition—more simply, they experience some kind of feeling
that this is how things should be.

The suggestion, then, is that Aristotle’s initial definition of pleasure
and pleasantness at 1369b33-5 characterizes pleasure experiences as
involving the representation of the subject as undergoing a restoration
of their nature. I have argued that the definition itself, read against its
Platonic background, can be understood as offering or at least implying
such an account. Certainly, it is clear that through most of Rhetoric 1.11,
as he catalogues the things that are pleasant, he must have in mind a view
of pleasure as involving representational contents of this kind.

It is now important to show that, on Aristotle’s view, the representa-
tional contents of pleasure experiences should also be understood as
including the thing in which pleasure is taken. If this can be shown, his
view of pleasure will turn out to be precisely what is required for his view
of emotions in book 2. That Aristotle sees pleasures in just this way, as
involving representations of the object of pleasure, may be seen from
the occurrence in 1.11 of some of the key locutions used in characterizing

% Even here, however, we might note that in the case of the massage, the very same
sensations could be experienced as affectionate intimacy or a creepy violation or an
impersonal therapeutic treatment, depending on who one took to be delivering the mas-
sage; and hence the same sensations could vary hugely in pleasantness on that basis.
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the pleasures and pains involved in emotions in 2.2-11. Thus, ‘lovers are
constantly glad about (7ep! + genitive) the beloved’ (1370b20) and at the
onset of love ‘pain arises at (dative) the [lover’s] absence’ (b24), and
while grief involves a mixture of pain and pleasure, ‘the pain is at (émi +
dative) the fact that they are not there’ (1370b26). There is no reason to
think these are special cases. It seems reasonable to think that Aristotle
would have recognized that in many cases for something to be pleasant
in a particular way is just for it to be such as to give rise to pleasure at that
thing characterized that way. This view of at least some pleasures has
again much in common with the position set out in the Philebus, where
the ‘opinions’ associated with pleasures or pains ‘fill up’ the pleasures and
pains with their own condition.®”

9.5.4 Aristotle’s ‘contents of experience’ view of pleasure
in Rhetoric 1.11

The evidence surveyed suggests the rejection of the simple ‘restoration of
nature’ interpretation in favour of an interpretation in which Aristotle
understands pleasure as depending upon the contents of pleasure experi-
ences. On this interpretation, 1369b33-5 might be paraphrased as
follows.

Let us take it that pleasure is some motion of the soul [i.e. some representational
state] as of a massive and perceptible settling into one’s proper nature.®®

Some such understanding seems to be necessary to accommodate even
some of these very first items in Aristotle’s list of pleasant things—the

7 Philebus 42a7-9.

8 The need for a paraphrase might seem to raise a puzzle about why—if this was
Aristotle’s view—he did not express it more clearly. Of course, any interpretation of his
definition faces the challenge of making it consistent with the rest of the chapter. The most
obvious interpretation of each part of 1.11 renders Aristotle’s definitions of pleasure and
pleasant inconsistent with his list of things recognized as pleasant. The inclarity, on our
interpretation, of his initial definition is excused somewhat by Aristotle’s warning at
1369b31-2 against expecting these definitions to be too exact, and by his practical purpose
in this chapter (Cf. n.1 of this chapter). He may also have seen the complexity involved in
providing an adequate account of pleasure (cf. Frede, 1993, p. xliv), and thought it easier to
provide a definition that only really applies straightforwardly to bodily pleasures, together
with some gestures towards how it might be expanded to cover the wider range of pleasures
that he recognizes. But the strongest answer to this challenge is to insist that, read against
the Platonic background to which it so clearly alludes, the definition does include repre-
sentational elements that indicate how it is to be applied to non-bodily and indeed non-
veridical cases.
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pleasantness of habits, for example. The same will apply, as we have seen,
to many more items listed as pleasant in Rhetoric 1.11.%

The key interpretative point is that ‘motion of the soul’ at 1369b33-4 is
unlikely merely to express essentially the same point as ‘aisthétén’ at b34:
the requirement that the restoration of the natural condition be sufficiently
massive to be perceived. It is more likely to indicate something more
complex. I have speculated that the pleasantness of habits and what is
unforced could be accommodated by supposing that the motion of the soul
had representational content as of a settling into the natural condition. But
merely for pleasure (and, by implication, pain) to be representational in this
way is insufficient to accommodate the kind of representational pleasure
and pain required for emotions. These require the representational content
to be not just of the state of the subject himself, but of the object or
circumstances found pleasant. We saw earlier that Aristotelian emotions
involve representational pleasure and pain at the grounds for the emotion,
which might focus centrally on some object that is the emotion’s target.
However, it becomes clear shortly after the initial definition of pleasure that
Aristotle does indeed see the representational content involved in pleasure
as including pleasure’s objects. Whereas in the initial definition of pleasure,
what was ‘perceptible’ (1369b34) was the settling into the subject’s proper
nature, by 1370a27-32, it is clear that Aristotle takes the kind of perception
(or quasi-perception) involved in pleasure to include perception of pleas-
ure’s object—the point in this passage being to establish that this can
happen through memory and anticipation because of the involvement of
phantasia in these states. The crucial point for our purposes is to notice that
Aristotle is content to allow that the representational states involved in
pleasure can have not just the state of the subject as their contents, but the
pleasant objects too.

I have argued that in Rhetoric 1.11 Aristotle sees pleasure and pain as
representational states, with representational contents of a kind compat-
ible with what is required by his account, in Rhetoric 2.1-11, of the
emotions as pleasures and pains. Still, important questions remain about

% We need not, however, attribute to Aristotle the view that pleasure consists solely in
the representational contents of experience having certain features. (Nor, indeed, is Aris-
totle committed to such a view by the range of things he recognizes as pleasant.) For
example, the possibility is left open that Aristotle might have thought, as some others have,
that the representational contents of a motion of the soul could not alone properly account
for the pleasurable ‘feel’” of pleasure.
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the kind of ‘motion of the soul’ that pleasure or pain involves: specific-
ally, what kind of stance is taken towards its representational content?
We start in seemingly unpromising territory, the indefinite adjective
‘some’ (Gk. 7wa) from the first part of his definition of pleasure: ‘some
motion of the soul’ (k(vnolv Twa 77s Yuxns, b33-4). Disambiguating this
expression touches on an important issue for Aristotle’s understanding
both of pleasure and pain, and—if the principal claims of this chapter are
upheld—of emotions. Here are four possible ways to understand this phrase.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(reading 7wa (b33) as ‘some [particular] kind or other’) Aristotle
recognizes that there will be some particular kind of motion of the
soul that all pleasure involves, but he here maintains his neutrality
over which of various competing accounts might be correct. We
might paraphrase as follows, ‘[whatever precise theory of pleasure
is correct,] it is some kind of motion of the soul’.

(reading 7wa (b33) as ‘a certain [particular kind of]’) Aristotle
recognizes that all pleasure involves some particular kind of
motion of the soul, but he refrains in this context from offering
a more detailed characterization.

(reading 7wa (b33) as alienans, and «{vyo{v as meaning change—
thus: ‘a change of a kind’) On this reading, Aristotle is here
characterizing (or beginning to characterize), albeit rather sketch-
ily, the kind of motion of the soul that pleasure involves. He
characterizes it as ‘a change—sort of” in the soul, i.e. a pseudo-
change or a quasi-change. Perhaps he has in mind that pleasure is
the energeia of some part in its best condition. Accordingly, rwa
signals that the state of pleasure is not strictly speaking a x{vyous
in the sense discussed in, for example, De Anima 2570

‘Some motion’ is deliberately an indefinite phrase, since, even on
the most precise understanding of them, pleasures can involve
various kinds of motion. On this view, a correct definition of
pleasure could not be more precise than this. Although the motions
of the soul that are involved in pleasure must meet certain condi-
tions (e.g. that they have certain kinds of representational content),
still pleasure is, on this view, not a matter of being some particular

70 Cf. Burnyeat (2002) and Heinaman (2007). The point that pleasure is strictly speaking
not a k{vnois need not be denied on the other readings. There is nothing in the context to
indicate that x{vno(v bears any particularly technical sense.
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kind of motion of the soul. Rather any kind of motion of the soul (or
any of a number of different kinds of motion) can constitute a
pleasure, so long as those other conditions are met.

Each of these seems a plausible option as a reading of Aristotle’s
intended meaning here.

9.5.5 The ‘activity view’ and the ‘features view’

The most significant difference between these interpretations concerns
whether pleasure (or being pleased) is a kind of thing that we do, or
whether it is a feature that may be possessed by our doing of something
else. All of (1), (2), and (3) attribute to Aristotle the view that pleasure is
some kind of thing the soul does (or something the animal does in virtue
of being ensouled), correlative with believing and perceiving. On this
view, it would be a proper task for the student of nature to establish what
exactly this activity is, the nature of its objects, and perhaps also the part
of the body with which it is done. Call this the ‘activity view’. By contrast,
(4) attributes to Aristotle the view that pleasure happens when the soul
does something else in such a way as to constitute pleasure. On this view,
sensations, thoughts, beliefs, desires, and perceptions might all constitute
pleasures if their occurrence has certain features. Call this the ‘features
view’. The most obvious feature would be that their represented contents
in some way include the effects of some pleasant object, and perhaps the
pleasant object itself.

9.5.6 Exegetical reasons (from elsewhere in Aristotle)
for preferring the features view

There does not seem to be any obvious evidence in the immediate
context in the Rhetoric on the basis of which to adjudicate between
these readings. I briefly suggest two considerations that tell somewhat
in favour of the ‘features view’.

First, the features view seems more easily compatible with views in the
ethical treatises. In particular, it seems easier to accommodate on this
view the insight that enjoying doing something is not something over
and beyond doing that thing.”" It is an attribute of one’s doing it, or some
feature of the manner in which it is done.

7! Cf. EN 1153a7-17.
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Second, the features view sits well with the brief discussion of pleasure
and pain in De Anima 3.7, 431a8-14. There it seems clear that there is no
separate faculty of pleasure or pain, they are exercises of the perceptual
faculty. Conceivably in this passage from the DA, Aristotle is only
concerned with bodily pleasure and pain, and it will be true of all such
cases that they involve perception—bodily sensation, in fact. The bodily
sensations that are pains are those where the perceptual system is activated
by a painful object. Such an activation of sensory capacity has some key
features—features, it seems, of its objects and how they are represented—
that make it a case of pain. It looks as though the features view is how
Aristotle is thinking of pain in this passage in the De Anima, and this lends
support to attributing to him a similar view in the Rhetoric.

Tentatively, then, the features view will be adopted in considering the
philosophical merits of what I have proposed is Aristotle’s view: that
emotions are pleasures and pains.

In summary, making sense of the definitions of pleasure at the start of
Rhetoric 1.11 is tricky. Doubtless, what Aristotle provides is adequate for
the purpose of the treatise, but it is frustrating to have little more than
gestures towards how the whole account could be understood consist-
ently. Nevertheless, a combination of reading the definitions against the
Platonic background to which they allude, and careful attention to the
remainder of the chapter, gives a basis for affirming reasonably confi-
dently that Aristotle did here understand pleasure as involving the kind
of representational contents required for his account of the emotions in
Rhetoric 2.2-11, that is, it provides enough support for upholding both
our claim 1 and claim 2.

9.6 Philosophical Advantages of
Understanding the Emotions as
Pleasures and Pains

It is beyond the scope of the present project to evaluate fully the merits of
the view of the emotions that emerges from my treatment of Aristotle’s text.
Nevertheless, it is worth indicating some important merits possessed by an
account of emotions in which they are understood as pleasures and pains.

Three principal advantages possessed by an understanding of emo-
tions as pleasures and pains are (1) a kind of parsimony in our
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explanation of mental phenomena, (2) a unity between various aspects of
emotional experience, and (3) that (at least on the features view of
pleasure and pain) his theory will be compatible with whatever turns
out to be the correct explanation of recalcitrant emotions.

The parsimony advantage can be initially canvassed as follows. The
following seem to be three kinds of mental phenomena.

1. Pleasant and painful bodily sensations.
2. Pain and pleasure at things being thus and so.
3. Emotions.

It obviously simplifies the task of explaining what these things are
if the things in (3) are all or part of what falls within (2). Likewise, the
task is simplified still further if the resources for the explanation of
the things in (2) are wholly or largely available from the explanation
of the things in (1). Seeing emotions as pains and pleasures thus
immediately simplifies an explanatory task in psychology. On the
‘features view’ of pleasure and pain one might go further and suggest
that the explanation of both emotions and (if distinct from emotions)
of pains/pleasures at things being thus and so will require no more
than the various attitudes (belief, desire, judgement, etc.) towards
represented content that an account of the mind is likely to require
anyway, plus an account of what makes such attitudes painful or
pleasant. This gives this view an explanatory advantage over views of
emotions as sui generis states.”” For on such views, emotions repre-
sent an addition to the tally of explanatory tools required for an
adequate psychology.

The unity issue may be illustrated as follows.

Judging that something bad will happen
+ Having an unpleasant sensation
+ Having a desire to run away
+ Having a certain body temperature

# Having the emotion of fear.

And this lack of unity does not seem to be alleviated by supposing that
the unpleasant sensation was caused by judging that something bad will

72 E.g. Goldie (2000) and Whiting (2006).
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happen. In general, the requirement is that the various elements of an
emotion—the cognitions and consequent rational and inferential rela-
tions, the phenomenology, associated motivations, and the physiological
changes involved—should possess the right kind of unity. If emotions are
pleasures and pains, and if the latter are best understood as features
possessed by other kinds of mental phenomena (i.e. they are painful
sensations, or pleasurable thoughts, painful imaginings, pleasurable
memories), then the unity is easy to explain.

Pitying Jessica, on this account, might be the painful judgement that she is
suffering undeservedly (where what is painful about the judgement is its object:
that she is suffering undeservedly).

The fact that this is a judgement implies that it is rational if the subject
has good evidence that Jessica is suffering undeservedly, and that pity for
her should cease if they knew that her suffering had ceased, or was
deserved.”” The fact that the judgement is painful accounts for its
phenomenal character. But additionally, for the judgement to be genu-
inely painful probably requires the deployment of some specific bodily
apparatus in the way the judgement is instantiated.”* The fact that
Jessica’s undeserved suffering is found painful readily explains why
pity of this kind constitutes a motivation to bring it about that she not
suffer undeservedly, i.e. to alleviate her suffering. A view of emotions as
pleasures and pains thus seems to offer considerable strengths in terms of
parsimony in psychology, and in meeting a unity requirement for emo-
tional states that rival accounts may find harder to meet.

One thing that an account of emotions in terms of pain and pleasure
does not do is answer the question, ‘what kind of stance towards their
represented content is involved in emotions?’. For, on this account, pains

73 In the next chapter, I defend the view that for Aristotle, the passions involve not
judgements but exercises of phantasia. Nevertheless, the possibility that emotions might
involve judgements illustrates most clearly the ways in which feelings, motivations, and
epistemic credentials can be explained in a unified way on the view that emotions are
pleasures and pains at objects represented in particular ways.

7* Sensing (visually) that my foot is painful is not the same as feeling pain in my foot,
even though both are sensory perceptions as of a painful object. Apprehending the object in
a pain-involving way may typically implicate particular parts of the body in the apprehen-
sion. This is so even on an entirely representational account of pain: having a sensation with
exactly that content might involve the proprio-perceptual system, or the eyes and visual
system, or the nose and olfactory system.
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and pleasures may come in various shapes and sizes involving a variety of
different stances towards the content represented. As a consequence,
they may vary as to the logical and inferential relations in which they
stand to other mental states. Feeling pain at the breakdown of a friend-
ship whilst denying that this friendship has broken down is irrational.
Feeling pain in my foot whilst denying that I have a foot—so-called
‘phantom limb pain’ felt by some amputees—is not irrational. The
difference between these two cases seems best explained as the former
being a painful belief or judgement and the latter being a painful
sensation. There are puzzles that arise with some emotions when they
persist in the face of conflicting better knowledge. Thus, feeling afraid of
the spider I know not to be fearsome is irrational; but it is not as
irrational as simultaneously affirming and denying that the spider is
fearsome. The puzzle over how to characterize the stance involved in
such emotions towards the content represented is not solved by suppos-
ing fear to involve pain. But it is clear that this view of emotions will be
compatible with whatever the correct characterization of that stance
turns out to be.

9.7 Conclusion

Aristotle insists on two key features in his account of the passions. One is
that they play a role (or are capable of playing a role) in verdict forma-
tion. The other is that they involve pleasure and pain. I have focused in
this chapter on the latter and argued for the view that the involvement of
pleasure or pain is essential to Aristotelian emotions, and that this view
does not involve him in strong or implausible claims about pleasure or
pain being the genus of any or all passions. With these qualifications, his
position is that the emotions are pleasures and pains at certain supposed
states of affairs, typically focused on some object. This claim puts
pressure on his understanding of pleasure and pain, since it must be
the case that there are genuine pleasures and pains of the right kind to be
involved in the passions. This requires a representational theory of
pleasure and pain, not merely one specified in terms of physiological
process. The representational contents of the state should include the
object at which pleasure or pain is experienced, as well as how the subject
is affected by the pleasantness or painfulness of the object.
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I have recorded a number of reservations about Aristotle’s account. It
is not completely clear how every one of the individual emotion types fits
his overall account, and we have seen that perhaps, in the end, some
cannot be made to fit it. Perhaps the greatest frustration with his account
is that he does not specify, at least not to the level of precision we might
hope for, the stance towards their represented content that emotions
involve.

As such, his account in Rhetoric 2.1-11 is imperfect. Nevertheless,
these reservations should not blind us to the considerable merits and
interest of what may not improperly be called Aristotle’s theory of the
emotions.
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Feeling Fantastic Again—
Passions, Appearances,
and Beliefs in Aristotle

10.1 Introduction

At the end of Chapter 6, we saw that Aristotle saw passion-based proofs,
like other kinds of rhetorical proof, as involving the justified acceptance
of premises, in such a way as to transmit this justification onto the
conclusion, thereby increasing its epistemic good standing. If audience
passions can constitute the justified acceptance of premises in this way,
they must (among other things) constitute the acceptance of suitable
representational contents as true. But it has been doubted whether the
passions themselves, for Aristotle, implicate their subject in this kind of
‘acceptance’. The issue is connected with the psychological mechanisms
involved in Aristotelian passions, and specifically, with how Aristotle
characterized the representational aspect of those passions.
Consider, for example, the following remarks about pity (eleos):

Let pity be a pain at apparent harm that is destructive or painful befalling one
who does not deserve it, and which one could foresee being suffered by oneself or
one of one’s own, and where this appears near. (Rhetoric 2.8, 1385b13-16)

In thinking about the representational aspect of Aristotelian passions, we
might distinguish a number of distinct questions that arise.

1. In virtue of the exercise of what psychological faculty do passions
have their representational contents?

2. What type of attitude towards their representational contents do
passions themselves involve (for the subject herself, for a part of her
soul)?
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3. If the passions involve phantasia, how do they fit within Aristotle’s
views on the role of (evaluative and non-evaluative) phantasia in
the psychology of humans and other animals?

4. What kinds of conflict does Aristotle recognize as occurring
between passions and beliefs, and what resources does he have
for explaining these?

Addressing these questions involves engaging with a recent debate
about whether for Aristotle the representational state involved in human
passions is belief (doxa) or appearance (phantasia)." Distinguishing
these questions, however, already represents significant progress towards
resolving this disagreement.”

I have changed my mind on the role of phantasia in Aristotelian
passions, and now defend the following view. According to Aristotle,
being in a passionate state constitutes an affirmation by the subject
herself (not only by a part of her soul) of the way things are represented
as being the way things are, where the representations involved are the
result of exercising a capacity he calls phantasia (roughly, ‘appear-
ances’).” Thus, it is part of feeling pity that the subject affirm that the

! For the view that Aristotelian passions involve phantasia, see e.g. Cooper (1996);
Sihvola (1996); Striker (1996); Nieuwenburg (2002); Price (2009); Moss (2012a, ch.4). For
arguments against the view that such passions can involve merely uncommitted appear-
ance, see e.g. Dow (2009); and for the view that they must involve doxa, see e.g. Nussbaum
(1994) and Fortenbaugh (2002). Fortenbaugh’s view is unusual in that he insists that it is
not the passions themselves but their causes that have representational content; cf. Dow
(2011, pp. 58-9) for criticism of this view.

% They were not adequately distinguished in the conclusion of Dow (2009). Many of
those who canvass the involvement of appearances and phantasia are principally concerned
with identifying the psychological capacity involved, e.g. Nieuwenburg (2002), Price (2009),
and Moss (2012a), whereas those who canvass the view that passions involve belief are
concerned to stress that the subject takes things to be as they are represented, e.g. Nussbaum
(1994) and Dow (2009)—thus these concerns need not conflict. The issue is complicated,
however, by arguments that link the two questions. Cooper (1993, pp. 191-2), 1996,
pp. 246-7, 1999, pp. 416-17), Striker (1996, p. 291), and Sihvola (1996, pp. 59-60) all
suggest that a central reason why Aristotle saw passions as involving phantasia was that he
wanted to allow for the possibility of passions completely unendorsed by their subject (the
suggestion is resisted in Dow (2009)). In general, the distinction highlighted here is
obscured by too close an association between the psychological faculty of phantasia and
cases of mere appearance to which the subject gives no endorsement, such as the sun’s
appearing about a foot across when it is known to be huge. These issues and the relevant
passages in Aristotle are discussed in greater detail later.

3 I defended a somewhat different view in Dow (2009). The kind of ‘affirmation’
intended in this claim will be specified further later in the chapter.
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object of their pity is suffering undeservedly: it is this suffering that
makes them an object of their distress,* and pity typically gives the
subject some inclination to behave in ways that are appropriate only if
these representations are true (perhaps to alleviate the suffering).

I also contend that the phantasmata involved in the passions fall
within the scope of what Aristotle says should happen when phantasia
conflicts with another psychological faculty. For Aristotle, the animal as a
whole should affirm (or ‘act according to’) the way things are represented
by the more authoritative faculty. The kind of phantasia relevant to the
passions, where things are represented as pleasant and painful, also falls
within the purview of Aristotle’s insistence that the non-reasoning parts
of the soul should listen to reason, as to one’s father or friend (EN 1.13,
1102b25-33). That is, phantasmata of this kind should have their con-
tent regulated by what correct reason affirms. Aristotle’s explanations of
how passions can conflict with reasoned beliefs can thus draw on his
resources for explaining how in general appearances can diverge from
beliefs, and specifically how pleasures and pains can persist in conflict
with what the subject believes is truly pleasant or painful.

Aristotle seems to think that—except in highly unusual cases—adult
humans simply do not have persisting passions whose contents they
wholly repudiate. Aristotle thinks that in general human passions are
aroused either where the subject’s beliefs afford them some support or
where the subject’s reasoning is disabled (for example, through sleep or
drunkenness). Of course, Aristotle’s view that the passions involve an
exercise of phantasia opens up the possibility of conflict with doxa
(belief), but the kind of conflict he seems to recognize as actually
occurring is largely confined to cases where reason endorses the passion
as warranted, while rejecting it as an overall response to the situation, i.e.
cases like Odysseus’s anger against the servant girls in Odyssey 20 (cf. EN
7.6, 1149225-34),” or like pleasure-akrasia, where reason endorses phan-
tasia’s appraisal of the object as pleasant, but repudiates its overall
verdict on the object’s goodness and pleasantness (cf. DA 3.10,
433b5-10). Where a person believes that (say) fear is wholly unwar-
ranted, i.e. that there is nothing genuinely fearsome present, Aristotle

* Cf. e.g. 1385b13-16, and Chapter 9, for the view that pity just is this distress.
® This is distinct from the additional role for reason in thumos-akrasia that Aristotle
recognizes at 1149a25-6, 33.
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seems to think they will not feel fear, despite the presence of phantas-
mata representing fearsome things: those appearances will leave them
unmoved (DA 3.3, 427b21-4).

10.2 What Is the Significance of These Claims?

This account of the representational aspects of Aristotelian passions,
I contend, not only fits best with Aristotle’s views on biology, ethics,
and rhetoric, but also gives him a philosophically attractive position.

First, the claim that the passions involve an exercise of the capacity
phantasia makes possible for Aristotle a view in which the passions of
human adults, children, and non-human animals all deploy the same
kinds of processes. For children and most non-human animals, certainly
all of those Aristotle mentions as experiencing passions,® have represen-
tational capacities that are, in his view, limited to aisthésis (sensation)
and phantasia (sensory impressions), and certainly do not include the
capacities for belief (doxa), supposition (hypolépsis), or conviction (pis-
tis).” If human and non-human passions involve the same kinds of
capacities, not merely analogous capacities, then the former are continu-
ous with the latter (differing from them ‘by the more and the less’), as
seems to be Aristotle’s view in History of Animals 8.% It is also plausible in
its own right. Passions very much like anger, fear, jealousy, and so on
seem to be experienced by creatures cognitively less complex than adult
humans, so it is a merit of one’s biological and psychological views to
have an account of such passions that is largely common across adult
humans, children, and non-human animals.

A second merit of the claim that passionate representations are pro-
vided by phantasia is that it is consistent with the ethical works about
how the passions are independent from reason, are capable of agreeing
with reason (in virtuous cases) or disagreeing (in cases of akrasia or
enkrateia), and belong to the non-reasoning part of the soul.” Aristotle
emphasizes that the part to which the passions belong ‘heeds’ reason
(émumefés NSy, EN 1.7,1098a4), is ‘in a way persuaded by reason’ (EN

¢ The evidence for Aristotle’s attribution of passions to non-human animals is presented
and discussed in Fortenbaugh (1971), Sorabji (1993, ch.4), and Sihvola (1996).

7 Cf. e.g. De Anima 3.3, 427b7-8, b11-14, 428a21-4.

8 HA 8.1, 588a18-30. ® Cf. Moss (2009); Moss (2012a); Price (2009).
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1.13, 1102b33), by nature ‘is persuaded by’, ‘listens to’, and ‘follows’
reason (EE 2.1, 1219b30-1, 1220a10-11). Thus the passionate part is
independent from the reasoning part, does not itself undertake reason-
ing, but is representational and can and should conform its evaluative
representational content to that endorsed by the reasoning part, though
in reality it does not always do so. This is confirmed by a comparison
between the behaviour of this part of the soul in the self-controlled
person and its behaviour in the virtuous: in the self-controlled, it submits
to (metbapyei, EN 1.13, 1102b26) reason, whereas in the virtuous, it is
‘more heedful still’ (é7¢ edmrodiTepdy, b27), for ‘it agrees with reason in
everything’ (mdvra ydp dpopwrvel ¢ Adyw, b28)."°

A third merit of the proposed interpretation is that it is consistent with
what Aristotle says about the use of emotion-arousal in rhetoric. On this
view, Aristotelian passions can be felt precisely because they are epistem-
ically reasonable to feel in the light of the agent’s beliefs. If the agent then
draws conclusions based on the way things seem to him in his passionate
state, it seems plausible to suppose that those conclusions will inherit the
epistemic credentials of the passionate state that gave rise to them.'' For
example, if I am justified in envying someone’s undeserved prosperity,
my consequent disinclination to believe that they are the undeserving
victim of serious harm will also be justified.'” In this way, arousing the
passions of an audience can be a way of giving them proper grounds for
conviction."?

1% This last phrase confirms that we should think of the passionate part here as exercis-
ing a representational capacity that can agree in content with the reasoning part, and not
merely as exercising a motivational capacity in ways that coincide with the prescriptions of
the rational part. Such a view is also suggested by the allusion to akrasia in DA 3.10,
433b7-10, where it is suggested that nous and epithumia each makes assertions, which
differ in the akratic case (because of epithumia’s inability to consider the future as nous
can). Cf. D’Arms and Jacobson (2000, pp. 65-900, and Salmela (2006) on standards of
appropriateness and correctness for emotions.

"' This seems to me implied in the claim that the passionate part of the soul ‘has reason’
in a way that is derived from the successful reasoning of the rational part (EN 1.13,
1102b30-2).

'> Cf. Rhet 2.9, 1387a3-5, b16-21; 2.10, 1388a27-30. The move from envying someone
(as enjoying prosperity) to being unable to pity them (as not suffering undeservedly) seems
to be made inferentially.

" Cf. e.g. Rhet 1.1, 1355a3-6; 1.2, 1356al-4; 2.1, 1377b20-4, 1378a19-20. See Chapter 2
for a defence of ‘proper grounds for conviction’ as a gloss of Aristotle’s term w/o7s in the
Rhetoric.
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By contrast, if passions do not involve any endorsement of their
representational contents, and the subject remains uncommitted to
them, then it is hard to see how they can provide a source of epistemic
justification for any conclusion inferred from them, just as a premise that
is merely hypothesized can contribute no epistemic merit to a conclusion
inferred from it.

Thus, the proposed account fits well with Aristotle’s views on biology,
ethics, and rhetoric.

It also has considerable philosophical merits. Some of these can be
seen by focusing on the question, ‘what kind of attitude towards their
representational contents does Aristotle think is involved in the pas-
sions?’. In contemporary philosophy and psychology, an important test
of the merits of answers to this question is how well they account for
‘recalcitrant emotions’,'* i.e. cases where the subject’s emotion arises or
persists despite being in recognized conflict with their better beliefs or
knowledge.'> Recalcitrant emotions present an interesting set of desid-
erata for any account of the type of attitude towards their representa-
tional content that emotions involve.'®

1. It should not render such cases impossible or exceptional.

2. Tt should explain why emotions usually are responsive to the
subject’s better beliefs.

3. It should account for the conflict/inconsistency in which they
implicate the subject.

4. It should account for the failing involved in having recalcitrant
emotional responses.

5. It should not overstate the failing involved in having recalcitrant
emotional responses.

' The terminology is from Brady (2007, 2008). In psychology, one might consider the
debate between Robert Zajonc (1984) and Richard Lazarus (1984). In philosophy, examples
include Greenspan (1988), Gordon (1990), Helm (2001), Nussbaum (2001), and Prinz
(2004). A similar strategy is also evident in Gendler (2008), in defending a thesis that ranges
considerably beyond the emotions.

'* Some have argued that Aristotle saw the passions as involving phantasia because of
how this enabled him to explain recalcitrant emotions on the model of visual illusions. E.g.
Cooper (1996), Sihvola (1996), and Striker (1996); criticized in Dow (2009).

' Dow (2009) discusses the problems these present for judgement- or perceptual
appearance-based theories of emotion.
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The first and second desiderata require that the psychological system
that generates emotions be distinct from and (at least to some extent)
independent of the reasoning processes for forming and regulating
beliefs. The third desideratum goes beyond the observation that the
representational content of a recalcitrant emotion is inconsistent with
what the subject believes. For there can be ‘inconsistency’ of that kind
between imaginings and beliefs without any sense that the subject is
conflicted or holds inconsistent attitudes.'” A theory of emotion must
provide (or allow for) an explanation of the fact that the subject of
recalcitrant emotions is in some sense ‘pulled in different directions’.'®
The fourth and fifth desiderata together present the requirement both
to explain how the subject of recalcitrant emotions fails to comply
with some norm of rationality that is successfully met by (say) the
person whose fear of the spider is extinguished by better knowledge,"
and to avoid assimilating their irrationality to that exhibited by
someone who simultaneously judges both something and that thing’s
negation.20

In the final section (section 10.7), I argue that, with respect to the full
range of these desiderata, the view I am attributing to Aristotle has
considerable merit as an account of the emotions. But we may immedi-
ately here make the straightforward observation that if the passions
involve an exercise of phantasia, this obviously allows for the possibility
of conflict with the subject’s considered beliefs (which are an exercise of
doxa). That is, it meets desideratum 1.

First, however, I attempt to show that the proposed view is indeed
Aristotle’s.

17 Helm (2001, pp. 41-6). Cf. also Pitcher (1965, pp. 324-46). Prinz (2004, pp. 237-40)
attempts to address such concerns, in response to Pitcher, but fails to do so satisfactorily.
See also Doring (2003) and Salmela (2006).

'8 This can, but need not, be understood as having conflicting practical motivations. Cf.
Elster (1999, 2004); Sripada and Stich (2004). This approach seems to me unpromising,
since it is obviously possible to experience emotions that are clearly recalcitrant but where
the motivations they generate happen to be congruent with the agent’s goals.

¥ cf, Brady (2007, 2008); in line with a tradition going back to Pascal (Pensées, 2.82);
Hume (Treatise, ch.26). Others affirm these desiderata, but restrict their scope to those
passions over which the subject has control, e.g. Doring (2003, p. 223), Prinz (2004,
pp- 236-9), and Salmela (2006, p. 396); enlisting (implausibly, to my mind) Hume to
their cause.

20 Cf. Greenspan (1988, pp. 17-20); Helm (2001, pp. 41-2); Déring (2003, p. 223).
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10.3 Aristotelian Passions Involve
Exercising Phantasia

Although it is the Rhetoric that contains Aristotle’s most developed
treatment of the passions, his concerns there are primarily those relevant
to an orator wishing to arouse them. So, we do not find careful and
explicit answers to questions about how the passions fit into Aristotle’s
wider views about the psychological capacities of humans (and non-
human animals). So we must look wider—mostly to the De Anima, and
the ethical works—for evidence of his views, and then check the picture
developed from this wider set of texts for consistency with his remarks in
the Rhetoric.>' My principal concern in this section, then, is to argue that
for Aristotle, the representational aspect of the passions is an exercise of
phantasia—a capacity to store and use sensory representations.22

For some interpreters, notably John Cooper, the evidence is staring us
in the face, from the text of the Rhetoric itself. Aristotle, throughout
Rhetoric 2.2-11, uses the terms phantasia (appearance) and phainome-
nos (apparent) in his explanations of the distinctive outlook, and hence
the distinctive representational contents, involved in each type of passion
that he discusses. One example is the definition of pity given previously.
Another is his account of anger.”

Let anger be a desire-cum-pain for apparent (¢awouévys) revenge on
account of an apparent (¢awopévnyy) slight against oneself or one of one’s
own, from someone with no business doing so. (Rhetoric 2.2, 1378a30-2)

These interpreters take this as Aristotle indicating that the psycho-
logical faculty involved in such passions is phantasia, or at least that
these texts create a presumption in favour of this view.>* This seems to

2! One cannot, of course, simply presuppose that Aristotle’s views are consistent across
all his works. But it is appropriately charitable to seek a single consistent interpretation; and,
if one can be found, it seems reasonable, then, to use one work to elucidate another.

22 Cf. esp. Everson (1999), Caston (1996, 1998), and Moss (2012a) and bibliography
there.

23 Similar terminology is used in the definitions of calmness (1380al10-12), fear
(1382a21-5), confidence (1383a16-19), shame and shamelessness (1383b12-15), indigna-
tion (1387a8-9), envy (1387b22-5), and emulation (1388a32-5), as well as elsewhere in the
detailed treatment of the various types of passion.

** E.g. Cooper (1996, pp. 246-7, 1999, pp. 416-17) and Nieuwenburg (2002); more
cautiously, Price (2009, pp. 133-5) and now Moss (2012a, p. 70); I argue against this view in
Dow (2009, pp. 151-5).
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me mistaken, stemming from a failure to take seriously the context (an
explanation of rhetorical techniques) in which these texts are found.
I will give my preferred interpretation of these texts later, but mention
them now to set them aside: I do not think they constitute any evidence
for the view that passions involve phantasia. The most one should say is
that the use of the words phantasia and phainesthai as technical terms in
the psychological works does not present an obstacle to their use here,
since Aristotle does in fact think that the passions involve the capacity of
phantasia.

Instead, I present two arguments—each convincing alone, but together
certainly decisive—for the claim that the representational aspect of the
passions is, for Aristotle, an exercise of phantasia.*®

10.3.1 Passions and parts of the soul

The first argument is that for Aristotle the passions belong to a ‘part’ of
the soul whose representational capacities include sensation and phan-
tasia, but not reason or intellect. Since the representational content of
most passions is not given by a current sensory experience, in at least
these cases (and arguably in all cases), the representational element of the
passions must be an exercise of phantasia.

Aristotle is often cautious about speaking of ‘parts’ of the soul. His
preferred approach involves identifying and distinguishing psychological
capacities.”® In De Anima 1, he identifies some capacities as clearly
involving the body, and others as candidates for involving the soul
alone (1.1, 403a3-10). Anger, confidence, appetite, and perception are
among the former (a7), to which shortly afterwards he adds ‘all the
passions’ (al6), whereas thinking is an example of the latter (a8), though

2 My understanding here owes a considerable debt to Price (2009) and Moss (2012a), and
to exchanges with their authors. I leave aside here some other arguments from Nieuwenburg
(2002) and Moss (2012a). The fact that the pleasures of anger are signalled as exercises of
phantasia (Rhetoric 2.2, 1378b9-10) can be readily agreed by someone who denies that
phantasia is involved in the way the objects of the passions are represented. There is no
inconsistency involved in supposing that anger requires believing one has been slighted, even
if it requires no more than imagining getting revenge. More promising is Rhetoric 2.8,
1386a29-b1, in which Aristotle advocates various kinds of acting in order to make misfor-
tunes seem ‘near’ (pity’s objects are represented as near, 1385b15), but one might still insist
that these techniques work because they influence the audience’s beliefs.

%6 Cf. DA 2.2, 413b13-32; 3.9, 432a22-b7; 3.10, 433b1-4; EN 1.13, 1102a26-32; EE 2.1,
1219b32-6.
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even thinking will require the body if it turns out (as Aristotle thinks it
does) that thinking involves phantasia (a8-10). It is evident from this
that he considers phantasia a capacity whose exercise clearly involves the
body. Aristotle, then, thinks that passions involve the body, but in
addition, his account of anger at 403a26-7 suggests that he thinks specif-
ically that the representational aspects of the passions are themselves
instantiated in the bodily processes associated with each passion. Thus,
anger is the boiling of blood and hot stuff around the heart, because of
such-and-such, for the sake of such-and-such.”” The representation of
revenge as an object of desire, and probably also of the slight that occa-
sioned the angry response, are also here seen as bodily processes. If so, it is
clear that these aspects of the passions cannot be an exercise of thinking
processes that, at this stage in the De Anima, Aristotle allows are possible
candidates for separation from the body. Of the body-involving capacities
listed in De Anima 1.1, there are two that are clearly representational:
sensation (aisthésis) and phantasia. If the passions involve an exercise of
one of these, it must be phantasia, since the objects of passions are
frequently not objects of current sensory experience.”®

The same view is evident in the ethical treatises. There he recognizes a
wholly non-reasoning part—the nutritive part, and two other parts that
‘have reason’—one that itself exercises reason, i.e. engages in reasoning,
and one that does not itself engage in reasoning, but ‘has reason’ in the
sense that it is able to be guided by reason.” Aristotle clearly locates the
passions™ (and related excellences)’" in this latter ‘part’ of the soul. But
now the representational resources of this part of the soul do not extend

%7 The general form of Aristotle’s preferred account is given in a26-7, and the specific
details for anger are fleshed out somewhat in a30-bl; cf. Charles (2011).

8 Aristotle’s prima facie puzzling implication at 403a7 that anger, confidence, and
appetite are species of perception can be read as confirming this conclusion. For Aristotle
thinks that phantasia is a particular type of exercise of the perceptual capacity (cf. De Insomn.
459a16-17; DA 3.3, 428b11-17; and note how at DA 3.3, 428a9 he is careful to reject only the
possibility that phantasia and aisthésis are identical ‘in actuality’, which leaves open the
possibility that the potentiality for phantasia is identical with the potentiality for aisthésis);
cf. discussion in Everson (1999, pp. 157-8) and Whiting (2002, pp. 154-63). The claim that
such an exercise of phantasia is not merely a part but the whole of a passion is a stronger
claim, but seems required by the most natural reading of 403a7.

2 EN 1.13, 1102a27-1103a3; EE 2.1, 1219b26-1220a4.

°% EE 2.1, 1220a8-12; 2.4, 1221b27-34; EN 1.13, 1103a3-8.

1 EN 2.6, 1106b16-23; EE 2.2, 1220b5-14; 2.3, 1220b34-1221b17; 2.5, 1222b4-14; Pol
1.5, 1254b2-9, noting ‘the passionate part’ (7@ mabyrikd popiew, b8).
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to capacities (such as doxa, or pistis) that involve reasoning,3 2 and seem
to be limited once again to aisthésis and phantasia, of which the latter is
the suitable candidate for involvement in the passions.*

Likewise, when Aristotle, in Rhetoric 1.10, distinguishes kinds of
motivation for human action, he identifies anger (3py7) and appetite
(émBuula) as kinds of non-reasoning desire (dAoyor péées, 1369a4). If
Aristotle endorses this classification,’ he cannot think that these states
essentially involve the exercise of reasoning-based representational cap-
acities, which seems once again to reduce the possible candidates for the
capacity involved to sensation and phantasia.

10.3.2 Passions, pleasure, and pain

The second argument proceeds from the view that for Aristotle passions
essentially involve pleasure and pain.*® This seems clear from a number
of passages about the passions in general.

The passions are those on account of which we change and differ in our
judgements, and which are accompanied by pleasure and pain, for example,
anger, pity, fear, and others of this kind, and their opposites.

(Rhetoric 2.1, 1378a19-22)

2 Cf. DA 3.3, 428a18-24.

** If when Aristotle refers to the ‘desiderative’ part (r dpexrucdv), his terminology
indicates (perhaps among other things) that this part is the seat of the passions (as Moss
(2012a, p. 72) suggests, plausibly, on the basis of EE 1221b31 and EN 1102b30), then the
conclusion receives some confirmation from the apparent reference to one and the same
faculty as ‘perceptive and desiderative’ (EE 2.1, 1219b23), and from his assertion at DA 3.7,
431al2-14 that the bearer of the capacities of desire and aversion is not a different
thing (ody é7epov) from the bearer of perceptual capacities, though its being is different
(aMa 7o elvar dAdo). Cf. also, relatedly, Phys 7.3, 246b20-247al19, discussed later. The
proposal in Whiting (2002), that practical vois (e.g. DA 433a9, 14) also stands in the same
relationship—sameness in number, difference in being—to this perceptive/imaginative/
appetitive/passionate part would not undermine the argument, at least insofar as it rests
on texts that make use of a contrast between reasoning and non-reasoning ‘parts’ of the
soul, and locates belief (86£a) in the former and perception, phantasia, and the passions in
the latter.

** One might doubt this, on the basis that Rhet 1.4-15 provides merely reputable
materials for rhetorical arguments (cf. 1.2, 1356b28-1357al; 1359a26-9). But that this
particular section (1368b28-1369b29) represents (also) Aristotle’s own views is strongly
suggested by a use of the first-person singular (1369b23), and a forward reference to
Rhetoric 2.2 for an account of anger—since he must think the latter not merely reputable
but true, given its purpose of facilitating anger-arousal (cf. 1378a22-6).

> Cf. Dow (2011) for the stronger claim that Aristotelian passions are pleasures and
pains.
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By passions I mean appetite, anger, fear, confidence, envy, joy, love, hatred,
yearning, emulation, pity, and in general the things that are accompanied by
pleasure or pain. (EN 2.5, 1105b21-3)

By passions I mean such things as anger/spirit (Gupov), fear, shame, appetite, and
in general the things that in themselves are accompanied for the most part by
sensory pleasure or pain. (EE 2.2, 1220b12-14)

It is also clear from how Aristotle describes the particular kinds of
passions. His definition of pity has been given; equally typical is his
definition of fear.”®

Let fear be a certain pain or disturbance from the appearance of destructive or
painful harm in the future. (Rhetoric 2.5, 1382a21-2)

In the Rhetoric and elsewhere Aristotle takes pleasures and pains to
require, and perhaps simply to be, exercises of perception and phantasia.”’

Since feeling pleasure is in the perceiving of some condition, and phantasia is a
kind of weak perception, there would always be in the person remembering or
looking forward some phantasia of the thing he is remembering or looking
forward to. And if so, it is clear that as people remember and look forward
they will simultaneously also have pleasures, since perception too is present.
(Rhetoric 1.11, 1370a27-32)

So, Aristotle sees the passions as involving sensory pleasure and pain,
which itself involves an exercise of phantasia, itself a particular kind of
exercise of the capacity for sensation (aisthésis).

That this reasoning is Aristotelian is confirmed by its appearance at
Physics 7.3. He is defending the claim that virtues are not alterations, but
allows that their acquisition is accompanied by alterations of the sensi-
tive part. He explains that the virtues of the soul’® involve being in a good
condition with regard to its proper affections (wdfy, Phys. 247a4), and
acquiring them (therefore?) results from alterations of the sensitive part
(r0d alofnTicod uépovs, a6-7).

3 In Aristotle’s list of types of passion in Rhetoric 2.2-11, there are some that seem to be
exceptions to the claim that all passions involve pleasure or pain. These are discussed in
some detail in Chapter 9, and I leave them aside here.

7 E.g. DA 3.7, 431a10-11. Notice that in EE 2.2, 1220b14, Aristotle specifies that it is
sensory (alofnTucij) pleasure and pain that is involved in the passions. In the relevant texts,
Aristotle ignores the pleasures of thought that he mentions in EN 10.5, 1175a21-8.

% He has in mind character virtues here, and moves on to intellectual virtues at 247b1.
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For all character virtue is concerned with bodily pleasures and pains, which again
depend either upon acting or upon remembering or upon anticipating. Now
those that depend upon action are determined by sense-perception, and are
moved by something sensible; and those that depend upon memory or anticipa-
tion are likewise to be traced to sense-perception. Thus all pleasure of this kind
must be produced by sensible things; and since the presence of defect or
excellence involves the presence of pleasure or pain..., and pleasures and
pains are alterations of the sensitive part, it is evident that the loss and acquisition
of these states too [viz. character virtues] must be the result of the alteration of
something. (Physics 7.3, 247a7-18)

Since Aristotle sees the passions as involving (sensory) pain and pleasure,
he sees them as involving an exercise of the sensitive part of the soul in
either aisthésis or phantasia.”

10.3.3 Arguments appealing to visual illusions

The view that, for Aristotle, the passions involve an exercise of phantasia
has been defended by appeal to a comparison between recalcitrant
passions and visual illusions.*® For example, John Cooper comments as
follows on Aristotle’s use of ‘phantasia’ in the definitions of the types of
passion in Rhetoric 2.2-11.

It seems likely that Aristotle is using phantasia here to indicate the sort of
nonepistemic appearance to which he draws attention once in De Anima 3.3
(428b2-4), according to which something may appear to, or strike one, in some
way (say, as being insulting or belittling) even if one knows there is no good
reason for one to take it so. If so, Aristotle is alert to the crucial fact about the
emotions, that one can experience them simply on the basis of how, despite what
one knows or believes to be the case, things strike one—how things look to one
when, for one reason or another, one is disposed to feel the emotion. Being
unable to control an emotion is, partly, taking as a ground of it something that
you know was not one at all.*!

* One might reasonably suppose that what is said about the pleasures and pains that
accompany the acquisition of virtues in the Physics passage applies equally to the pleasures
and pains involved in the exercise of virtues. Cf. EN 2.1, 1103b13-21; 2.3, 1105a13-16.

0 The similarity between recalcitrant passions and perceptual illusions is endorsed by
Moss, but doesn’t form part of her argument for the involvement of phantasia in the
passions (Moss, 2012a, p. 65 and ch.5 passim).

1 Cooper (1999, p. 417). Similar lines of argument are presented in Cooper (1993,
pp. 191-2), Striker (1996, p. 291), and Sihvola (1996, pp. 59-60). These arguments, and
particularly the appeal to DA 3.3, is resisted in Dow (2009).
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Cooper invokes the comparison between recalcitrant passions and visual
illusions in a way that raises a number of other issues. He here clearly
claims or implies all of the following.

i. That the term ‘phantasia’ carries in Rhetoric 2 the same meaning

as it does in De Anima 3.3.

ii. That Aristotelian passions involve ‘non-epistemic’ appearances.

iii. That Aristotelian emotions can be wholly repudiated by their
subject.

iv. That Aristotle’s view that passions involve phantasia was devel-
oped partly in order to account for recalcitrant emotions of this
kind, analogously to visual illusions.

All except the second of these claims seem to me misguided in one way
or another. Against i, I discuss in section 10.4.2 the sense of ‘phantasia’ as it
is used in Rhetoric 2.** Against claims iii and iv, I consider in sections 10.4.4
and 10.6 the kinds of conflict between passions and reasoned beliefs that
Aristotle recognizes, and which one might reasonably take to have shaped
his views on the passions. However, the second claim is our immediate
concern, in which Cooper characterizes the appearances involved in the
passions as ‘non-epistemic’, since it is this that is central to the comparison
with visual illusions. How should we understand this claim?

i. ‘Non-epistemic’ may here be simply a synonym for ‘non-doxastic’,
such that Cooper’s claim is just that passionate appearances do not
involve beliefs.

ii. Claiming that passionate appearances are ‘non-epistemic’ may be a
claim that they are not apt targets of epistemic evaluation, or that the
subject is not liable to epistemic evaluation as a result of this kind of
passionate experience. This kind of exemption from epistemic evalu-
ation is typical of states in which the subject is uncommitted to the
truth of their representational contents (e.g. supposing, imagining,
and—crucially—having a perceptual appearance).

If the latter is what Cooper intended, the issues raised are those
discussed in sections 10.4 and 10.5. I set aside that possibility here, and
will take Cooper to be proposing that Aristotle’s view of the role of

2 This builds on the earlier discussion in Dow (2009, pp. 151-5).
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phantasia (rather than doxa) in the passions arose from a comparison
between recalcitrant passions and visual illusions.

If Aristotle thought about such a comparison,*’ then he might have
considered it good grounds for supposing that passions and beliefs
involve different faculties of the soul. Consider the following passage
from the De Insomniis.

And these [viz. appearances as of animals on the walls, experienced by fevered
persons] sometimes combine with their condition in such a way that, if they are
not excessively ill, it does not escape their notice that here is something false, but
if their condition is more severe, they even move towards them. The explanation
for these things’ coming about is that the cognitions (76 xpivew) of the control-
ling part and the one that produces the appearances (ra ¢avrdopara) do not
involve the same faculty (6dvauw). (460b13-18)

Aristotle’s view seems to be that certain kinds of psychological conflict
demand explanation in terms of distinct psychological capacities or
faculties. In the moderately fevered person, neither the appearances
nor their considered beliefs are incoherent, as they would be if just one
capacity were being exercised. Rather, the appearances are of animals on
the wall, and their beliefs are that there are no animals, merely patterns
(cracks, blemishes, or shapes?). Furthermore, the pattern of conflict may
provide additional grounds for concluding that two capacities are
involved. For Aristotle observes that in the more severe case, where
presumably the reason-involving capacity for forming or using con-
sidered beliefs is disabled, the appearances are not thereby disabled. It
is just so with the passions when they conflict with considered beliefs:
fear involves representing the spider as threatening some harm, but the
subject has a coherent belief to the contrary. And the fact that a person’s
reason-involving capacity for exercising (and acting in accordance with)
knowledge can be disabled, in ways akin to sleep, does not thereby
disable their passions.** It looks as though the reasoning that led

* Jessica Moss argues that he saw weakness of will as analogous to being taken in by
what one knows is a visual illusion in Moss (2009). That weakness of will involves the kind
of conflict we are considering here, ie. between, on the one hand, the representation
involved in the appetitive or spirited state and, on the other, the agent’s considered belief, is
strongly suggested by passages such as De Anima 3.10, 433b5-10 and EN 7.6, 1149a29-34.

* Cf. EN 7.3, 114721018, b6-9. Moss (2009) plausibly argues for the view that in these
passages it is the passions and appetites themselves that play a role in disabling reason, a
possibility that Aristotle himself clearly recognizes in DA 3.3, 429a7.
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Aristotle to suppose that the possibility of conflicts between sensory
appearances and considered beliefs should be explained by reference to
distinct psychological capacities could have led him to conclude that the
passions involve the exercise of a capacity distinct from those involved in
considered beliefs.

Immediately after the passage quoted, Aristotle presents the example
of the sun’s appearing a foot across, when we know it is much larger (De
Insomn. 460b18-20), as further evidence for (onueiov, b18) the claim
that appearances result from the exercise of a capacity distinct from that
responsible for our considered judgements. He uses this example here
simply to argue from the conflicting representations to the distinctness of
the capacities involved.

These passages suggest that Aristotle would have explained the possi-
bility of conflict between a person’s passions and their considered beliefs
by reference to the fact that beliefs and passions involve distinct psycho-
logical capacities. We should also agree that phantasia is responsible
both for the appearance of the sun as about a foot across and for the
representational contents of the passions. However, there are important
differences between the exercises of phantasia involved in the small
visual appearance of the sun, and those involved in the passions. For
when the latter persist in the face of conflicting beliefs, Aristotle will want
to say the subject is implicated in inconsistency in the case of recalcitrant
passions in a way that he supposes does not occur in the case of
recognized visual illusions.** This is most evident in his treatments of
akrasia and enkrateia, where it is clear (whatever else may not be) that he
sees their subject as having passions that persist directly in conflict with
the deliverances of their reasoning.*® And it is equally clear that this

5 See section 10.4.4 for the suggestion that the argument of DA 3.3, 428a2-9 turns on
Aristotle’s plausible observation that the subject of a recognized visual illusion is not thereby
implicated in inconsistency. There is a difficulty faced by perceptual theories of emotion
generally in accounting for the inconsistency involved in having recalcitrant emotions; cf.
section 10.2 and n.17 of this chapter.

6 Cf. for appetitive akrasia: EN 7.3, 1147a31-b3, noting évavrias (bl) and évavria (b3);
for akrasia from spirit/anger: 7.6, 1149a29-34, noting that the conclusion of fuuds that ‘Sei
7 ToloUTe Todepelv’ (a33-4) is clearly supposed to be in conflict with reason’s ‘émirayua’
(a31); for conflict between reason and the appetites: DA 3.10, 433b5-6, b7-10, noting
‘&vavrial (b5, 6), and 433a10-11, 22-9, where the conflict is attributed to the production of
conflicting evaluative representations. That the accounts of akrasia in DA 3.10 and EN 7.3
are consistent, and indeed complementary, is defended in Moss (2009). For evidence that
epithumia is for Aristotle a type of passion, see DA 1.1, 403a7; Rhet 2.1, 1378a3-5.
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renders the subjects themselves conflicted.*” This is in significant meas-
ure why virtue is better than enkrateia.

The inconsistency in which the subject of recalcitrant passions is
implicated is, I claim, the result of a quite general feature of Aristotelian
passions. That is, that having a passion constitutes a kind of affirmation
by the subject that things are the way they are represented in their
passionate experience. It is this feature of the passions that means that
where the contents of a person’s passions are inconsistent with the
contents of their beliefs, that person holds (to that extent) inconsistent
attitudes about how things are in the world. In the following section,
I defend the attribution of this view to Aristotle.

10.4 What Kind of Attitude Do
Aristotelian Passions Involve towards
their Representational Contents?

We should suppose, then, that the representational aspect of the passions
involved, for Aristotle, ‘appearances’ presented by phantasia. Several
scholars have suggested that Aristotle saw similarities between visual
illusions and conflicts between passion and reason, and this might be
taken to imply that Aristotelian passions need involve no inclination to
take their contents as being the way things are (recall that this was one
possible meaning of Cooper’s characterization of the passions as involv-
ing ‘non-epistemic appearances’). In this section, I claim that the ex-
ercises of phantasia involved in Aristotelian passions constitute a kind of
affirmation by their subject of their representational contents.

10.4.1 Affirming the representational contents of phantasia

It is important to clarify what is meant in this context by ‘affirming’ these
representational contents. This is best elucidated by considering two
passages. One is the end of De Anima 3.3.

Because they [viz. exercises of phantasia] remain within, and are similar to
sensations, animals perform many actions in accordance with them, in some
cases, such as brutes, because they do not have thinking (vods), and in others,

47 EN 7.2, 1146a9-16; 7.9, 1151b32-1152a3.
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such as humans, because their thinking is sometimes covered over by passion or
by diseases or by sleep. (429a4-8)

Aristotle here thinks of brutes and some humans as ‘acting according to
phantasia’, by which he presumably means that they treat phantasia as
representing the way things actually are. The implied contrast is with
fully functioning human adults, who do not act according to phantasia,
but presumably act according to nous. Such humans may often have
states of phantasia whose contents differ from the contents of their nous-
derived beliefs, but it is the contents of their beliefs, not their phantas-
mata, that guides both how they act, and also what further beliefs they
might be inclined to form by making inferences. I shall say that such fully
functioning humans ‘affirm’ the contents of their beliefs, but do not
‘affirm’ the contents of their phantasmata, whereas the brutes and the
diseased or sleepy (or drunk, or immature) humans do ‘affirm’ the
contents of their phantasmata. I do not intend this use of ‘affirm’ to
imply that there is some further psychological activity (the activity of
affirming) over and above the exercises of phantasia and nous taking
place in any of the animals Aristotle is considering. Rather, animals are
simply disposed to treat the representational contents of phantasia as
giving the way things are, unless nous is operating effectively, in which
case it is the beliefs generated by nous that are taken to give the way
things are. Whether the contents of phantasia are affirmed is thus a
relational matter—a matter of whether something else within the ani-
mal’s psychology takes on the role they would otherwise play.*®

The second passage brings to light two possible ways in which the
contents of sensation or phantasia might be ‘affirmed’. They are, in a
sense, ‘affirmed’ by the capacity (or part of the soul) that presents them.
But they may also be ‘affirmed’ by the person as a whole. The claim
defended here is that, in virtue of being in a passionate state, the subject
of the passions affirms the representational contents of their passions in
this latter way. The issue is thus not about whether these contents are

*8 Moss (2012a, 92-3) similarly highlights what is in common between beliefs in
normally functioning adult humans and exercises of phantasia in those that lack the
functioning of vods—her preferred term is ‘acceptance’. Her account and mine differ in
that hers addresses only the question of what should be said about sub-personal parts
(rational or non-rational), whereas I address, and take there to be Aristotelian material
relevant to, the further question of what should be said about the subject as a whole.
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affirmed by the capacity for phantasia itself, but whether they are
affirmed by the person whose capacity it is. For Aristotle sometimes
writes as though there is a kind of conversation going on internally
between the various capacities.

... it is due to touch announcing (elsayyélew) two movements that we believe
one thing is two. For, in general, the origin affirms (¢now) what comes from each
sense, unless another more authoritative [sense] (kvpiwrépa) contradicts
(dvripy).  (De Insomn. 3, 461b2-5)

Aristotle is discussing how a single object touched with crossed fingers
feels like two objects (460b20-2).* He is happy to say that the senses
themselves can ‘announce’ and ‘contradict’, and to that extent there is
something within the agent that affirms the content of the illusion. But
he takes it as obvious that if we are aware of the illusion, we are not
tempted actually to believe there are two objects. Indeed, he is explicit at
460b21 that ‘we do not affirm two’, and he offers the explanation
recapitulated in the earlier passage that ‘sight is more authoritative
(kvptwTépa) than touch’ (b21-2). So, the subject of these sensory experi-
ences is—I suggest—completely uncommitted to the sensory represen-
tations provided by touch® in this example, indeed the subject explicitly
rejects them as false. The crossed-fingers case from the De Insomniis thus
clarifies the precise sense in which subjects (as contrasted with their sub-
personal capacities) can affirm or be uncommitted to the contents of
phantasia.

Two qualifications should be noted. The claim that the subject of a
passionate state thereby affirms its representational contents should not
be understood to preclude that same subject’s affirming, perhaps by
having a reasoned belief, something else simultaneously. If the contents
of the belief and the representations involved in the passion are incon-
sistent, the subject in such a case would be conflicted. Recalcitrant
passions will be of this kind—the subject is conflicted because she
simultaneously affirms (albeit with different psychological capacities)

> He describes a similar case later in the same work, where a single object appears visually
to be two if the observer presses under their eyeball with their finger (461b30-462a2).

% Aristotle clearly takes this to generalize to phantasia, since in this part of the De
Insomniis he is explaining using these sensory examples why typically dreams—for Aris-
totle, exercises of phantasia—are convincing to us when asleep, but not when we are aware
that they are mere dreams.
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inconsistent assessments of (say) the danger posed by the spider. Second,
in such a case, the influence of passions and reasoned beliefs on the
subject’s behaviour and thinking may not be equal. I discuss in section
10.5 evidence that Aristotle thought a person’s reason could be inhibited
to varying degrees. If so, the extent to which their behaviour was
determined by what was affirmed by the non-reasoning part of the soul
would also vary.

The remainder of this section is concerned with showing that for
Aristotle, the subject of the passions affirms, in the sense just identified,
the representational contents of their passions.

10.4.2 Aristotle’s use of phantasia and phainesthai in the Rhetoric

The most important evidence for this claim is the use of cognates of
phainesthai (‘to appear’, esp. phainomenos and phantasia) in Rhetoric
2.2-11.°" In context, these do not—as Cooper and others have sup-
posed®—signal that the psychological capacity involved in the passions
is phantasia; rather they indicate that this is how—in having a passion of
the type under discussion—the subject of the passion takes things to be.”
Phantasia and cognates are important words in the Rhetoric as a whole,
and are used to indicate how the listener takes things to be, which—of
course—may be incorrect. A good illustrative example is Aristotle’s
phrase ‘phainomenon enthyméma’ (1356b2-3), which means something
that a listener thinks is a piece of good rhetorical reasoning (lit. ‘apparent
enthymeme’), even if it is not.

This view of terms like phantasia in Rhetoric 2.2-11 receives confirm-
ation from their context. They occur within a set of instructions about
how a speaker might arouse passions of various types as part of convin-
cing an audience. Against this background, the directions Aristotle gives
for how to arouse each type of passion can only plausibly be understood

>l We may ignore the suggestion that these mean ‘conspicuous’ or ‘manifest’. Cf.
Fortenbaugh (2002, pp. 97-100); pace Cope (1877) on Rhetoric 2.2, 1378a30-1, who is
followed by translators W. R. Roberts (in Barnes, 1984) and Kennedy, 1991.

2 Cooper (1999, pp. 416-17); Sihvola (1996, pp. 59-68, 70-1); Striker (1996, p. 291);
Nieuwenburg (2002, esp. pp. 89-94). Moss (2012a, ch.4) is more cautious.

> The argument is made in more detail at Dow (2009, pp. 151-5), and is broadly in line
with Fortenbaugh (2002, pp. 95-100), Nussbaum (1994, ch.3), and Nussbaum (1996) on
this point.
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on the view that passions involve their subject affirming that things are
the way they are represented.
Aristotle indicates his approach as follows.

For each passion, we should make a division into three, I mean, for example, with
anger how we are disposed when we get angry, at whom we tend to get angry, and
on what grounds. If we were to have one or two of these, and not all three, it
would be impossible to arouse anger. (Rhetoric 2.1, 1378a12-14)

This sets the context for the accounts of the various types of passion that
follow.

Let anger be a desire-cum-pain for apparent revenge on account of an apparent
insult to oneself or one of one’s own from one who should not have insulted.
(Rhetoric 2.2, 1378a30-2)

Let calmness be the settling and abating of anger. If people are angry at those who
insult them, and insulting is voluntary, it is clear that they are calm towards those
who do none of these things or do them involuntarily or appear to be of this kind.

(Rhetoric 2.3, 1380a8-12)

What things we fear, and whom and in what condition will be clear as follows. Let
fear be some kind of pain or disturbance from the appearance of future harm that
is damaging or painful. (Rhetoric 2.5, 1382a20-2)

It seems obvious that the representational state involved in these pas-
sions (signalled by phantasia and cognates, translated ‘apparent’ or
‘appearance’) must be one in which the way things are represented is
affirmed as the way things are. For it is extremely implausible to suppose
that Aristotle intends here to allow for the possibility that you could
produce anger in your audience merely by bringing about the (poten-
tially uncommitted) appearance of insult, or by getting your audience to
entertain the thought of someone’s insulting them. An uncommitted
phantasia is clearly inadequate for the job that Aristotle is recommend-
ing to the orator. The case is even clearer with calmness, where Aristotle
describes how to soothe the anger of an audience. He says that people
calm down from anger towards those who didn’t do what they were
originally thought to have done, or towards those who did involuntarily
what they had been thought to have done deliberately, or (crucially)
people who appear thus (1380a10-12). Can Aristotle really be supposing
that people’s anger can abate merely by entertaining the thought of
someone’s innocence, without endorsing that? Surely not. Anger abates
precisely by the subject’s affirming that the original accusation was either
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false, or the deed done involuntarily. What is the force of ‘apparent’ in
such cases? It is to emphasize that when a person calms down because
the object of their anger appears now to be innocent after all, they may
not be correct.>® A false belief in someone’s innocence is as effective as a
true belief in causing anger to abate. But an unendorsed thought or
appearance is obviously not, and it is outlandish to suppose that Aristotle
would have thought so.

Correctly interpreted, then, Aristotle’s ‘appearances’ terminology in
the Rhetoric constitutes a powerful reason for thinking that Aristotelian
passions involve the subject’s affirming their representational content.
Paradoxically perhaps,”® by using phantasia and cognates in his
accounts of the passions, Aristotle explicitly asserts that having a
given passion involves things appearing to be (i.e. being affirmed to
be) a certain way.

10.4.3 Phantasia, passions, and paintings in De Anima 3.3
Further support for this claim may be found in De Anima 3.3.

That it (phantasia) is not the same [type of thinking] as judgement (hypolépsis) is
obvious. For this condition is up to us whenever we wish (it is possible to put
something before the eyes, as do those who use images as an aide-memoire),
whereas believing (doxazein) is not up to us, of necessity we either do so falsely or
truly. Furthermore, whenever we believe something terrible or fearsome, we
immediately experience a passion, and likewise if it is something encouraging.
Whereas with phantasia we are as if we were looking at terrible or encouraging
things in a painting. (DA 3.3, 427b16-24)

This passage does not rule out the possibility that passions themselves
involve phantasia. Its purpose is to establish that phantasia and hypo-
lépsis are not identical. All Aristotle needs to show is that some cases of
phantasia are not cases of hypolépsis: he invites the comparison between
uncommitted exercises of phantasia (what we call ‘imagination’) and
believing to show this.

** Cf. Nussbaum (1994, pp. 83-6); pace e.g. Cooper (1996, p. 247); Striker (1996, p. 291).

> Of course, this is only paradoxical to us. Since, as has been argued, Aristotle thinks
that these representations involve an exercise of a capacity for which his technical term is
davracia, the fact that the word might have carried this connotation to some of his
audience merely means that this presented no obstacle to its use to signify that passions
involve taking things (whether truly or falsely) to be a certain way.
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His claims in this passage are that (a) believing, doxazein, is sufficient
to cause passions, but (b) uncommitted phantasia is not. These claims
suggest the view that passions are responses to certain supposed features
of the world (things that are pitiful, fearsome, etc.), and hence lend
support to the claim that the subject affirms the representational con-
tents of their passions as the way things are. This is because supposing
that passions involve affirming their representational contents provides a
ready explanation of Aristotle’s claims, whereas supposing that passions
can be entirely uncommitted leaves unexplained and rather puzzling the
facts to which Aristotle adverts, i.e. that passions are reliably caused by
beliefs but are not by mere imaginings. To believe that there is (say)
something terrible or fearful (b21-2) is to be in a state in which, from
that person’s perspective, there is something terrible or fearful. It is
obvious why such a situation would tend to bring about a further,
passionate, response from the subject of a kind that involves recognizing
that here is something terrible or fearful. However, merely to entertain
the thought of something terrible or fearful (in a way that is uncommit-
ted as to whether it is actually the case) is not thereby to be in a state in
which, from the subject’s perspective, there is some object or state of
affairs that calls for passionate response. Clearly, if the passions involve
affirming their contents, they are responses that the subject makes to
(supposed) objects or states of affairs actually obtaining. And this
readily explains why beliefs but not imaginings would typically give
rise to passions. Whereas if passions can involve merely uncommitted
representations of objects or states of affairs, it is unclear why beliefs
should be any more potent to bring them about than imaginings,
since both involve presenting the subject with relevant representational
content.

This passage, thus, provides a second argument in support of the view
that Aristotelian passions involve their subject taking things to be the
way they are represented.

10.4.4 Limitations to the use of visual illusions in De Anima 3.3
as a model for Aristotle’s understanding of the passions

If the earlier arguments are correct, however, they combine with a careful
reading of Aristotle’s views on visual illusions in De Anima 3.3 to
highlight a number of limitations to the use of the latter as a model for
how Aristotle understood the passions, and for how he understood
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conflicts between passions and reasoned beliefs.’® It is important to
notice these limitations, given that comparisons between passions and
sensory appearances will seem attractive once it is recognized that the
capacity for appearances (phantasia) is involved in Aristotelian passions.

DE ANIMA 3.3: PHANTASIA, DOXA AND THE SIZE OF THE SUN

Let us investigate in detail how Aristotle’s account of phantasia is
supposed to explain the sun’s ‘appearing’ to be a foot across when we
know it is larger than the inhabited part of the earth (428b2-9). Aristotle
presents this as a problematic case for accounts of appearances (phanta-
sia) that involve belief. These problems he takes to be among a whole
series of reasons>” why such views should be rejected. Obviously, his own
view must then offer a coherent explanation of such cases.”®

Let us examine the text with two questions in mind. First, might
Aristotle have come to the view that the passions involved the percep-
tion-based capacity of phantasia because of a realization that his negative
arguments in De Anima 3.3 against a view of phantasia as involving
belief, based on occasions where phantasia and belief can be in conflict,
would also carry weight against views of emotions as involving beliefs?
The second question is whether his remarks in this passage about
recognized visual illusions could provide a model for understanding his
view of conflicts between passions and reasoned beliefs.

THE SUN EXAMPLE AND THE PROBLEM OF BELIEF

Aelmerar dpa deiv € 86¢a ... [argument against supposing that
phantasia is doxa) . . . pavepov Tolvuv 671 098¢ 86fa et alobjoews,
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56 Cf. Cooper (1999, p. 417) and Moss (2009, 2012a) for examples of scholars who
advocate such use.

%7 As is clear from 428a24-8.

*® Indeed, the need to explain perceptual error generally (whether or not recognized as
such) is prominent throughout De Anima 3.3, 428al2, al8, b2-9, b17-30.
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So it remains to see if it [appearance] is belief...It is clear then that appearance
could not be either belief with sensation or by means of sensation, nor a mixture of
belief and sensation, both for these reasons and because the object of the belief will be
the very same thing that is (if it exists) the object also of the sensation. What I mean is
that appearance will be the mixture formed from the belief that it is white and
the sensation of white, certainly not from the belief that it is good and the sensation
of white. Therefore things appearing is a matter of believing the thing that one
senses, non-accidentally. And yet there can be also false appearances, about which
the subject simultaneously has a true judgement. For example, the sun appears to
someone to be a foot across, and yet he is convinced it is larger than the inhabited
part of the earth. Thus what happens is either that he has lost his previously-held true
belief, with no change in the facts, and though he has not forgotten it nor been
persuaded to change his mind; or else, if he still retains it, necessarily the same [belief]
is true and false. But [a belief] becomes false when the facts change without one’s
noticing. So, appearance is neither any one of these [viz. sensation, belief, knowledge,
etc.] nor formed out of them. (De Anima 428a18-19, a24-b9)

The sun example features as part of a section (428a18-b9) where
Aristotle, having argued that phantasia cannot be aisthésis (sensation),
epistémé (knowledge), or nous (understanding), argues that it cannot be
either belief (doxa) or a combination of belief and sensation (aisthésis).
Aristotle reserves most space for the latter, where his target appears to be
what we shall call the ‘mixture view’ of appearances advanced in Plato’s
Sophist.®® This view is that appearances are a combination of belief and
sensation, and it is the involvement specifically of belief that accounts
for how appearances can sometimes be false. Aristotle’s use of the sun
example as an objection to this view centres around the role of belief in
the Platonic view. I propose to look in detail at Aristotle’s arguments
with a view to determining whether they would count against a view of
the passions as involving beliefs, and hence might have motivated the
development of Aristotle’s view of the passions.

By 428b2, Aristotle has already clarified that this mixture theory
would need phantasia to be a combination of a sensation and a belief

%% Text from Ross (1956). €0 Sophist 263d-264b.
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(doxa) with the same object (428a27-b2).°! His argument is that this
will give the Platonic mixture theorist insuperable difficulties over a
particular range of cases. There are cases where what ‘appears’ to us is
false (e.g. the sun appears about a foot across) and at the same time
seemingly we have only correct beliefs about the very same matter. In
such cases, the mixture theorist about appearances faces a dilemma. The
first option is that the correct belief that the sun is huge is lost’ (428b5).
It is lost presumably because, in having the phantasia, the person has (on
the proposal under consideration) a sensation and a belief that the sun is
quite small. The belief that the sun is small causes the belief that the sun
is huge to be lost (dmoBeBAniévar Ty éavrod aAndy 86¢av, b5). Aristotle
draws attention to how problematic this option would be. The loss of
the correct belief that the sun is huge would have happened without the
occurrence of any of the usual processes by which our beliefs are
changed: there is no change of the facts, no forgetting, and he has not
been persuaded to change his mind.

So, Aristotle seems to view this first option as unattractive. The second
option is that the person retains their belief that the sun is huge.
Aristotle’s argument is quite difficult to make out. He says, ‘if he still
retains it, necessarily the same [belief] is true and false. But [a belief]
becomes false when the facts change without one’s noticing.” (428b7-9).

On a widely held interpretation,®® Aristotle’s objection is that the same
belief cannot be both true and false, where the belief he is referring to is
the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited part of the earth.®> This
is a natural reading of the Greek text; and yet it seems to face three
overwhelming difficulties. The first is that it is hard to see any sense in
which that belief is false. Hamlyn suggests that it is false ex hypothesi as
the belief involved in the appearance.®® That is to say, that since it must
(somehow) be the belief involved in the appearance that the sun is about

°! The exact nature of this constraint is tricky: ‘with the same object’ may mean ‘about
the same thing’, e.g. something white (or ‘the white’); or ‘about the same proposition’, e.g.
that it is white.

2 Hamlyn (1993, ad loc.); Lycos (1964, pp. 501-2).

63 The view that the feminine noun to be understood at b7 is ‘bavraciar’ (Ross, 1961, ad
loc.) is implausible on both textual and philosophical grounds. The view thereby attributed
to the mixture theorist is neither coherent nor Plato’s: that a state composed of the belief
that the sun is huge plus some sensation both (somehow) constitutes the appearance as of
the sun’s being about a foot across, and (somehow) is both true and false.

** Hamlyn (1993, ad loc.



208 PASSIONS AND PERSUASION IN ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC

a foot across, it must be false, since that appearance is false. Of course,
this would be a paradoxical result,” that a true belief could—without
changing its content, without ceasing to be true—become false through
being incorporated into a mental state which was false. But if this is
Aristotle’s argument, it simply fails. If the true belief (that the sun is
huge) is part of the false phantasia (that the sun is a foot across), then if
anything is true and false it is the state of phantasia (true in virtue of one
of its parts, false in virtue of the whole) not the belief that is one
constituent of it. Strictly speaking, there will be no single thing that is
both true and false: the belief will be true and the phantasia false.

The second difficulty, on this interpretation, concerns the view Aris-
totle attributes to the mixture theorist.’® Can Aristotle really be attrib-
uting to the mixture theorist the view that the belief that the sun is huge is
a constituent of the appearance that the sun is a foot across? Not only is
the position scarcely coherent, it also seems to involve abandoning the
very core of the mixture theory: that appearances inherit their content
from the beliefs involved in them (and the fact that these beliefs can be
false explains how appearances can be false).®”” Now let us recall that
Aristotle is presenting a problem faced by the mixture theorist in finding
a response to the second horn of his dilemma (i.e. the supposition that
the subject retains their belief that the sun is huge). On this interpret-
ation, Aristotle imagines that the mixture theorist’s response would be as
we have just described—with all the incoherence and explanatory impo-
tence we have highlighted. But then he presents the difficulty of this horn
of the dilemma simply by saying ‘the same [belief] would be bound to be
true and false’. It seems unlikely that if this is how Aristotle understood
the mixture theorist’s position, he would present, as his objection to it,
not its most blatant weaknesses, but the fact that it would make the same
belief true and false.

The third difficulty is that, on this interpretation, Aristotle’s criticism
is too easily evaded by the mixture theorist who need only insist that
while the belief that the sun is huge is retained, it is not this belief, but

%5 And apparently at odds with what Aristotle says at 428b8-9, ‘[a belief] becomes false
when the facts change without one’s noticing’

% The same worry as faces Ross; cf. n.59.

7 This said, it is possible that Aristotle knowingly adopted a deeply implausible and
uncharitable interpretation of Plato’s view for dialectical reasons. Cf. Annas (1982).
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rather the belief that the sun is about a foot across, that is a constituent of
the phantasia.

Each of these difficulties alone would put this interpretation in serious
doubt. Collectively they seem to count overwhelmingly against it. How-
ever, it seems that in connection with this view we have also encountered
a more general puzzle. If, as seems plausible, ‘the same [belief]” at b7
refers to the belief that the sun is larger than the inhabited part of the
world, how can this belief possibly be said to be false?

Two further interpretative options suggest a more fruitful approach.
One possibility is that ‘the same [belief] must be true and false” at
428b7-8 records a verdict that the subject himself is committed to. The
idea is that firstly the belief that the sun is huge is retained (b7). But this
is now alongside the phantasia, which (ex hypothesi) includes the belief
that the sun is quite small (b3-4). Each of these beliefs entails both its
own truth and the falsity of the other. Thus these two beliefs commit the
subject to—what is an absurd inconsistency—two different verdicts on
the same belief.*® He must (dvdyxm, b7) think that the ‘same belief 69
once true and false. Now this interpretation requires supposing that there
is an unstated ‘in his (the subject’s) view’ to be understood in lines b7-8.
Admittedly, this is speculative. Still, if it is possible, this interpretation has
Aristotle drawing out the conclusion for the mixture view of appearances
that it casts the ‘sun example’ as an example of someone having incon-
sistent beliefs. How, though, would this constitute an objection to the
mixture view—which is what b7-8 clearly is? After all, the mixture view
is Plato’s, and he would have been happy to grant that human beings often
hold inconsistent beliefs.” It is the business of philosophy, and famously
of Socrates, to face people with this uncomfortable fact. There is a chal-
lenge for this interpretation to identify Aristotle’s objection.”!

is at

8 The unstated noun at b7 is indeed surely 8¢¢av rather than gavraciar.

 This may refer specifically to the belief under discussion throughout the dilemma
(b4-9), namely ‘that the sun is larger than the inhabited part of the earth’, or may refer in a
general way to whichever of the two beliefs one is considering.

7 This is distinct from allowing that people might consciously hold beliefs that they
recognize to be inconsistent. Cf. Metaph. I".3, 1005b19-34.

71 A related possibility is to suppose from the context that the believing subject is
presumed correct with regard both to his retained belief (that the sun is huge) and to how
things appear (which ex hypothesi includes a belief that the sun is quite small). Their being
correct about both of these, however, entails that ‘the same belief’ (on which cf. n.58)
actually is both true and false.
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A final interpretative option’? is to take ‘the same’ (v adriv, b7) as
referring to the same type of attitude—i.e. doxa, that the subject adopts in
relation to the size of the sun. So, it is not a token instance of believing
that is both true and false, but rather ‘what the subject believes’. What is
‘necessary’ therefore here is that the answer to the question, ‘What does
the subject believe about the size of the sun?’ be both, ‘that it is a foot
across’, and, ‘that it is huge’. Hence, when considering the subject’s belief
about the size of the sun, we must admit that it is both true and false. If
this is somehow a possible reading of the Greek text,” Aristotle would be
pointing out that on the mixture view of appearances, in cases like the
sun case, the subject adopts two attitudes towards the size of the sun,
attitudes of exactly the same kind, exercises of the same faculty, such that
one is true, the other false. But it is again unclear how this would
constitute a point against the mixture view.

On the last two interpretative suggestions, we have yet to identify
Aristotle’s objection. For Aristotle, like everybody else, knew that
people can sometimes have (albeit unrecognized) inconsistent beliefs.
I think this challenge can be met. It can be met first in terms of
Aristotle’s dialectic. His criticisms are of Plato. On the Platonic
account, I cannot (in the same way, with the same part of the soul)
believe that the sun is huge and believe that it is a foot across.”* And yet,
if—on Plato’s account of appearance—appearance that things are a
certain way involves belief that they are that way, this is precisely
what is entailed.””> Furthermore, even without the dialectic with Plato,
there is something plausible about this account of Aristotle’s criticism.
When I knowingly both believe something and believe the negation of
that same thing (i.e. by implication, that each is both true and false),
I am in an important way irrational. Finding oneself in such a situation

72 Hicks (1907, pp. 466-7). The reading of this and related passages in Everson (1999,
pp. 212-13) seems to have much in common with his interpretation.

7 Ttis certainly awkward to suppose that ‘v adryv [66€av]’ (b7) could mean the same
faculty of belief, or the same kind of attitude, i.e. belief.

7% Cf. Rep. 4, 439b5-6 and esp. 10, 602e8-9.

7> We might still wonder how great a difficulty this would be for Plato. Protagoras 356c-e
and Rep. 10, 602e4-6 show awareness of the possibility of divergence between perceptual
appearances and knowing by, say, the art of measurement (I am grateful to Sarah Broadie for
drawing attention to this point). Could he not simply say that the two beliefs are held with
different parts of the soul, as he clearly does at Rep. 10, 602a1-22 Still, on the basis of what we
actually have in the Sophist, this difficulty stands.
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brings doubt and puzzlement. Thus if the mixture theory were correct,
it would be irrational and puzzling for the sun to appear about a foot
across when I know it is huge. But there is nothing irrational or
puzzling about this. So the mixture theory must be false. The difficulty
stems from the mixture theorist’s claim that I take the same kind of stance
(i.e. belief) to the sun’s being a foot across as I do to its being huge. But a
little reflection tells us that it is precisely not the same kind of stance. In
fact, as Aristotle wants to insist, the whole of my believing about the size of
the sun is true. For my believing to become false, there would need to be
some change in the world that had escaped my notice (b8-9). That has not
happened in this case, even by my own lights. How the sun appears does
not compromise my wholehearted endorsement of my existing belief
about the sun’s size (namely, that it is huge) as being true.

This account of the nature of Aristotle’s objection at b7-8 is compatible
with either of the latter two options for interpreting his argument. Neither
is without some difficulty as a reading of the text, but despite this, they seem
the most attractive accounts of how this part of the ‘sun example’ works as
an argument. My preference is for the former.

APPLYING THE DE ANIMA 3.3 ARGUMENTS ABOUT PHANTASIA
TO THE PASSIONS

These, then, are the options for how to understand Aristotle’s objection
to a view of appearances in which they are partly constituted by beliefs.
Do these arguments show that there will be something similarly prob-
lematic about an account of the passions in which they are partly
constituted by beliefs, such that arguments of this kind could be part
of the explanation for the development of Aristotle’s views of the passions?
An account of perceptual phantasia in which one constituent is belief will
struggle to explain cases where one concurrently has a false phantasia in
conflict with a true belief about the very same object. Similarly, it is
suggested, an account of the emotions in which one constituent is belief
will struggle to explain cases of recalcitrant passions, such as those dis-
cussed in section 10.2, where one concurrently has a ‘false emotion’ in
conflict with a true belief, both about the same object.

If Hamlyn’s interpretation, set out previously, were correct, the sun
argument from De Anima 3.3 would still present no deep difficulty for
supposing the passions to involve beliefs. Simply distinguishing the
(false) belief involved in the passion from the (true) belief with which
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it is in conflict is enough to avoid the paradoxical result of there being
some one belief that is at once true and false.”® Thus the suggestion that
applying this kind of argument to the passions played a role in Aristotle’s
avoidance of a view of the passions in which they essentially involved
beliefs turns out to rest on a very flimsy foundation. The suggestion
would turn out to be that if Aristotle understood his argument in the way
Hamlyn suggests, and if he did not realize how easily evaded such an
objection would be in the case of passions (if not of appearances too),
then he might have thought (incorrectly) that it counted against the view
that the passions involved beliefs.

If, on the other hand, either of the latter two proposals for interpreting
the sun argument is correct, that argument would apply to the passions
as follows. The sun example showed that if belief is involved in phanta-
sia, then first, it would be irrational for the sun to look a foot across when
we believe it is huge, and second, the subject’s endorsement of this latter
belief as true would be compromised by the sun’s foot-wide appearance.
But obviously neither of these is the case. So the theory that belief is
involved in phantasia must be false. However, these last steps come out
very different in relation to the involvement of belief in passions. If belief
is involved in the passions, then it will be irrational to feel afraid of the
spider when believing that it is harmless. And of course, this is irrational!
In fact, it is in precisely such cases that we talk about irrational fears. So,
whereas it is a bad theory that makes the sun case irrational, it is a good
theory that makes the spider case irrational. Likewise, in recalcitrant
emotions, the subject is conflicted, his endorsement of his previous belief
is compromised. Again, it is a bad theory that says otherwise. So, if the
earlier understanding is correct, Aristotle’s arguments in rejection of
Plato’s ‘mixture view’ of perceptual phantasia not only present no
obstacle to his supposing that the passions involve beliefs, but they
seem instead to present a serious obstacle to his supposing that the
emotions involve (potentially wholly unendorsed) appearances of the
kind Aristotle has in view in this passage from De Anima 3.3. Such a view
cannot account for the conflict and irrationality involved in recalcitrant

7% In addition, the worry noted that the argument fails even on its own terms (because
the belief incorporated into the state of phantasia will not itself be both true and false)
would apply equally to the argument’s deployment against a view of emotions as involving
beliefs.
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emotions.”” Thus, a careful understanding of De Anima 3.3, 428a18-b9
so far from supporting, actually presents obstacles for the suggestion that
Aristotle was motivated by the kinds of argument it presents to avoid a
view of the passions in which beliefs are essentially involved in their
representational aspects, and to adopt instead one involving perception-
based appearances (phantasia).

I have argued that for Aristotle the representational aspect of the
passions involves the exercise of phantasia, and that the passions involve
the subject in some level of affirmation of the content thus represented.
The next section aims to explain how these claims can be accommodated
within Aristotle’s view of phantasia more generally.

10.5 Phantasia and the Regulation
of the Passions

I start by seeking to trace some implications for the regulation of the
passions of Aristotle’s view that they involve an exercise of phantasia.
I briefly highlight two features of phantasia, before applying them to the
passions. One is the way in which the proper role of phantasmata within
the organism depends on the presence or absence of more authoritative
information from other psychological faculties. The other is the way in
which evaluative phantasia, where things appear good or bad in some
way, involves pleasure and pain, and has motivational consequences.

10.5.1 Two features of phantasia

The first feature concerns the role of the representations presented by
phantasia. On almost any view of the role of phantasia in an Aristotelian
subject,”® there are exercises of phantasia whose contents are affirmed,
others towards whose contents the subject is entirely uncommitted, and
still others where the subject is conflicted in relation to them.

The crossed-fingers case from the De Insomniis provides a clear
example of uncommitted phantasia. An even clearer example is the
following.

77 Indeed, note the difficulty faced by perceptual theories generally in accounting for this
irrationality. Cf. n.58.

78 E.g. Nussbaum (1978); Schofield (1978); Wedin (1988); Everson (1999); Lorenz
(2006); and Moss (2012a).
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For this condition [phantasia] is up to us whenever we wish (it is possible to put
something before the eyes, as do those who use images as an aide-memoire) . . .
(De Anima 3.3, 427b17-20)

Conversely, there are clearly some exercises of phantasia that are
affirmed by the subject. At the end of De Anima’s chapter on phantasia,
Aristotle says:

Animals perform many actions in accordance with phantasia, in some cases
because they do not possess thinking, e.g. in brutes, and in others because
thinking is covered over sometimes by passion or disease or sleep, e.g. in humans.

(DA 3.3, 429a5-8)

Aristotle thinks that in animals, and in some human behaviour, action is
guided by phantasia.”” This passage also highlights what I take to be, in
Aristotle’s view, the correct and normal functioning of animals, such that
the role of phantasia (i.e. whether what it represents is ‘affirmed’ by the
subject such that they ‘perform actions in accordance with’ it) is deter-
mined by whether some more authoritative faculty is present and
active.? In properly functioning adult humans, where their reasoned
thinking (voos) is active, it is the deliverances of the latter, rather than of
phantasia, that are ‘affirmed’ and guide action.

The second feature of phantasia to highlight is that evaluative appear-
ances have motivational consequences. This appears to hold regardless of
any conflict with reasoned beliefs.

Now the origin of motion is, as we have said, the object of pursuit or avoidance in
the sphere of action. Of necessity the thought and phantasia of these are
accompanied by heating and chilling. For the painful is avoided and the pleasant
pursued, and the painful and the pleasant are nearly always accompanied by

7 Phantasia can seemingly do so by providing (to put the point in terms of Aristotle’s
distinction from De Motu 7, 701b23-5) the premise of the possible, e.g. De Motu 7,
701a32-3 and cf. Schofield (2011); or the premise of the good, e.g. DA 3.10, 433a26-9,
and arguably De Motu 8, 702a18-19, cf. Moss (2012a, ch. 3).

80 The explanation of why the contents of some phantasmata are affirmed and others
not is much more difficult on Lorenz’s view (2006, esp. ch.9) that phantasia can present
an animal with ‘prospects’ to be realized. On this view, non-rational animals regularly
have phantasmata whose contents are not affirmed, as well as phantasmata whose
contents are affirmed. The explanation for why some are not affirmed, that makes
reference to more authoritative capacities, is not applicable to the ‘prospects’ cases, and
so leaves puzzlingly unexplained why the contents of some phantasmata are affirmed and
others not.
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chilling and heating (although we do not notice this when it happens in a small
part). (De Motu 8, 701b33-702a2)®'

Since Aristotle has already explained (7, 701b2-17) that it is by internal
heating and chilling that locomotion is initiated, this passage effectively
indicates that evaluative phantasmata of the pleasant and the painful are
‘necessarily’ accompanied by the kind of (motivational) states that give
rise to locomotion.** The intriguing implication is that the activity of a
more authoritative psychological capacity is insufficient to prevent some
level of influence on the subject’s behaviour in the case where phantasia
is of the pleasant and the painful. The phantasmata involved in the
passions are of course of just this kind.

10.5.2 The ‘covering-over’ of reason

These observations about phantasia have implications for the regulation
of the passions. In the properly functioning adult human, reasoning
capacities (vots) should be active and determine the subject’s actions.
This might include endorsing certain passionate responses. But where
reasoned beliefs are in conflict with how things are represented by
passionate phantasia, it should be the former that determine how the
subject behaves. We see this normative picture expressed in Aristotle’s
explanation of various ways in which humans may fail to function
correctly.

We might recall that reason can be ‘covered over’ or disabled (DA 3.3,
429a7), allowing passionate phantasia to exert greater influence over the
subject’s behaviour than it should, if it is at odds with their reasoned
beliefs. However this comes about (e.g. through sleep, drink, or disease),
this constitutes a disabling of the proper functioning of the person.

However, we should also notice that the passions themselves can
disable reason from performing its proper role. Aristotle describes in
the De Insomniis how reason can be disabled by fevers. The lines
preceding this passage, in which he describes some (related) ways in

81 Text and translation are from Nussbaum (1978), omitting from the translation
Nussbaum’s explanatory interpolation.

8 This conclusion may need to be tempered in the light of the caveat ‘nearly always’
(al), although Moraux’s transposition of the parentheses to where they appear, if correct,
has Aristotle backpedalling on this caveat, reinstating the necessity claim of b34. Cf.
Nussbaum (1978, ad loc.) and Moss (2012a, pp. 24-5).
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which passions can distort cognition, suggest that he thinks strong
passions too can have this effect.

This is why sometimes also to those with a fever animals appear on the walls,
from a slight similarity of the markings combined together. And these sometimes
combine with their condition (rois wdfeow) in such a way that, if they are
not excessively ill, it does not escape their notice that it is something false, but
if their condition is more severe, they even move towards them.

(De Insomn. 2, 460b11-16)

De Anima 3.3, 429a5-8 (discussed previously) confirms explicitly
that passions are among the things that can ‘cover over’ reason in this
way.>> When reason is thus disabled, appearances (phantasmata) that
would normally be treated in an uncommitted way, because of the more
authoritative deliverances of reason, are now affirmed by the subject.
And they act accordingly.

Of course, we need not suppose the covering-over of reason is an all-
or-nothing affair, such that Aristotle would hold implausibly that indi-
viduals experiencing passions were either uncommitted to the way their
passionate phantasia represented things or wholly unable to exercise
their capacities of reason. The De Insomniis passage clearly presents
the disabling of reason by disease as a matter of degree (‘if they are not
excessively ill . . . if their condition is more severe. . ." 460b14-15), and it
is natural to think that Aristotle would have seen the effects of passions
similarly.** Depending on their strength, Aristotelian passions can
impede reason’s proper functioning to different degrees, and so persist
when they should be extinguished, and generate motivational conflict
where there should be none, despite the subject’s recognition that they
involve a misrepresentation of how things are.

10.5.3 Phantasia and Tistening to reason’

The second feature of passion-related phantasia highlighted, that it has
motivational effects, even when the subject has reasoned beliefs in
conflict with it, may explain a further feature of Aristotle’s views about
the proper regulation of the passions. As noted in section 10.2, Aristotle
thinks that, when it comes to the kind of phantasia that is pleasurable or

83 Cf. also De Sensu 447a14-17, and for a defence of the view that this is what accounts
for akrasia in EN 7.3, cf. Moss (2009).
84 Cf. Moss (2012a, pp. 126-7) and references there.
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painful, i.e. to the kind of appearances involved in the passions, phanta-
sia can and should represent things as being the way that correct reason
says they are, though in reality it may sometimes fail to do so. It is a mark
of virtue that these evaluative appearances ‘completely concur with reason’
(EN 1.13,1102b28), at least in the case when reason is getting things right.
It is noteworthy that Aristotle recognizes no corresponding requirement
for non-evaluative phantasia (e.g. that involved in memory, imagining,
dreams, sensory appearances) to be conformed to what correct reason
says. The explanation for why evaluative phantasmata are subject to this
kind of regulation is, I suggest, that unlike their non-evaluative counter-
parts they will exert a degree of motivational influence on the subject
regardless of the presence of more authoritative reasoned beliefs.**

The way evaluative phantasia should listen to reason seems to me
nicely illustrated by the passage from De Anima 3.3 (427b21-4) about
how imagining terrible or frightening things leaves us unmoved, as we
would be if we had seen such things in a painting. The passage has
puzzled interpreters, on two grounds.®® First, it has seemed puzzling that
Aristotle would suppose we are left unmoved by the arts, especially given
how central he thinks the arousal of pity and fear is to tragedy. Second, it
seems puzzling how one could represent things as terrible or frightening
with the non-reasoning part of the soul and not ipso facto be distressed—
surely for Aristotle no more is needed for the non-reasoning part to be
distressed than for it to represent something as terrible or frightening?
Both puzzles are dispelled if we see this as a case where evaluative
phantasia concurs (as Aristotle thinks it should) with reason. The result
is very specific.

We are in the same condition as we would be if we were looking at terrible or
encouraging things in a painting. (427b23-4)

The comparison with a painting is, I suggest, not making some implaus-
ible point about how we are left emotionally unmoved by the arts in
general. Rather it draws on a point made specifically about painters in
Republic 10, 596d-e.*” In a way, the painter makes the objects he depicts,

85 See further section 10.6.

8 E.g Belfiore (1992, pp. 242-5); Polansky (2007, p.412); Moss (2012a, pp. 90-1).

87 This does not acquit Aristotle of claiming that we are (sometimes) left emotionally
unmoved by paintings. Presumably he has in mind vase paintings. If—charitably—he may
be taken not to be denying that we can ever be moved by paintings, but to be asserting that
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but strictly speaking, he only makes the appearances of them. Aristotle’s
claim here, I suggest, is that when we know that these representations are
merely imagined, we do not mistake them for the real thing. In a way
what phantasia represents is terrible or encouraging things, but strictly
what is represented is ‘what terrible or encouraging things look like’.
There is a subtle change in the representational contents of phantasia,
akin to recognizing the images in a painting as images. As such, I suggest,
this is a case where phantasia has successfully concurred with reason.®

10.6 Resources for Explaining Conflict
between Passions and Reason

I have claimed that an Aristotelian passion involves an exercise of
phantasia whose representational contents are affirmed by its subject.
I have also claimed that in correctly functioning humans, first, evaluative
phantasmata will have representational contents that concur with what
their reason concludes, but second,—if any evaluative phantasmata did
persist that are at odds with reason’s verdicts—although their contents
would be affirmed by the subject, the person would act in accordance
with what correct reason says, affirming reason’s verdicts, reflecting the
greater authority of reason in comparison to phantasia.

Correspondingly, Aristotle thinks that, in adult humans, recalcitrant
passions, i.e. passions that persist in recognized conflict with the subject’s
considered beliefs, involve some defect or failure of correct functioning.
And this, I argued in section 10.2, is a strength not a weakness of a view
of the passions—it meets one of the desiderata for a theory of emotions
that emerged from reflection on recalcitrant emotions.

Specifically, on an Aristotelian view, there are two malfunctions
involved in recalcitrant passions. First, the way these passions represent
their objects as pleasant and painful is not determined by what reason

sometimes (often, perhaps) the recognition that this is a painting and not the real thing so
distances us from what is depicted that we do not respond to it emotionally, then his point
seems to me not at all implausible.

8 Conversely, it seems Aristotle’s view is that passionate responses to the right kind of
tragic plot and to certain kinds of music can be endorsed by reason—as though reason’s
verdict is that here is something worthy of fear, pity, anger, and so on. Cf. Poetics 13 and 14,
esp. 1352b30-1353a5; Politics 8.5, esp. 1340a14-b7. The issues involved are complex and
cannot be explored here.
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correctly prescribes. Second, if that fails and the subject has passionate
appearances persisting in conflict with their reasoned beliefs, the sub-
ject’s actions and inclinations should be wholly determined by their
reasoned beliefs, and they should be comparatively uncommitted to the
contents of phantasia (reflecting belief’s proper status as the more
‘authoritative’ psychological faculty), just as usually subjects are uncom-
mitted to sensory appearances they know to be false (the appearance of
the sun as about a foot across, or of one object as two in the finger and
eyeball experiments described earlier). The second failure in the recalci-
trant case, then, is that the phantasma involved in the passion, despite its
being less ‘authoritative’ than the reasoned beliefs with which it is in
conflict, nevertheless remains affirmed by the subject as representing the
way things are, and continues to exert motivational pressure on the
subject to act accordingly. This is a failure of proper psychological
functioning according to which reason should determine the content of
the subject’s evaluative phantasmata, and the deliverances of more
authoritative faculties should trump those of other, less authoritative
faculties.

If we think that recalcitrant passions are a reasonably commonplace
occurrence, we might be puzzled at the implication of this view that
humans so frequently suffer the malfunctions just described, and sup-
pose that this requires some explanation. This should start from the
kinds of conflict between passions and reasoned beliefs that Aristotle
himself recognizes.

In some ways the clearest cases are those discussed in Nicomachean
Ethics 7.6, 1149a21-b26 involving conflict between anger/spirit (fuuds)
and reason. On Aristotle’s diagnosis, the conflict arises not from any
disagreement about whether a slight (8Avywp{a) has occurred, but over
whether one should fight for vengeance. Aristotle may have in mind
Odysseus’s anger against the servant girls in Odyssey 20, where reason
does not repudiate the anger itself, nor denies the correctness of having
some impulse towards vengeance.> Reason simply disagrees with
anger’s verdict that ‘one should fight such a thing’ (a33-4), on the
grounds that—all things considered—it is better to do something else.
The kind of akrasia from anger that Aristotle considers here is where the

8 Homer, Od. 20.9-24, an incident that Plato had used to illustrate the motivational
conflict between spirit and reason (Rep. 4, 440e-441b).
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person acts from anger, against his reasoned judgement: the conflict is
not over whether anger represents its objects correctly.

Similar is the type of case analysed in DA 3.10, of conflict between
appetite and reason, where appetite’s verdict on its object, that it is ‘unquali-
fiedly pleasant and unqualifiedly good’ (433b9), conflicts with reason’s
verdict. Aristotle is talking here about cases where immediate pleasure
should be sacrificed because of greater longer-term benefits (b5-10): so,
reason does not wholly repudiate the representation (by phantasia) of
appetite’s object as pleasant and good, in the ways to which appetite is
sensitive. Rather, reason sets these against competing longer-term goods,
and judges that all-things-considered it is better to forgo the immediate
pleasure. Because appetite’s verdict does not distinguish between pro tanto
and all-things-considered pleasantness or goodness, it is opposed by reason
to the extent that it motivates its subject to act as though its object were not
merely pro tanto pleasant and good, but unqualifiedly so.”

The key point for us is that, in both of these cases, the way the passions
in question represent their objects is not contradicted directly by reason.
Rather, reason recognizes the passionate response as a correct but partial
response to features of the subject’s circumstances.

In De Memoria 2, 453a26-8, Aristotle recognizes that anger and fear
do not subside (or ‘settle down’, xaf{scTavra.), despite the subject’s
efforts to extinguish them. The passage is not altogether clear—perhaps
he envisages that the angry or fearful person continues to represent their
object as meriting anger or fear despite being convinced that there are no
grounds for these passions. But I think it more likely, given the context,
that he is simply highlighting that the bodily processes involved in the
passions are not immediately halted when one comes to see that the
passions are not called for.

A final passage’’ to consider in this context is De Anima 1.1,
403a19-25, in a series of arguments to the conclusion that the affections
(ra wdfn) of the soul are enmattered accounts (Adyor €vvdod).

0 Understanding the conflict between reason and appetite in EN 7.3 is complicated by
Aristotle’s diagnosis of ignorance, but for a defence of the view that the conflict is similar to
that in DA 3.10, followed by a disabling of reason by the passions, see the justly celebrated
Moss (2009).

! 1 set aside De Motu 11, 703b5-8, and De Anima 3.9, 432b29-433a3. As examples of
the accidental arousal of the passions by activities of reason, they show the passions’
independence from reason. Still, they are not examples of passions in conflict with beliefs.
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This is suggested by the fact that sometimes when serious and conspicuous
sufferings are taking place people feel no distress or fear, whereas at other
times they are stirred by small and feeble stimulations, whenever the body is
angry, i.e. is in the condition it is in when a person is angry. And here is an even
clearer case: when nothing fearsome is happening people find themselves with
the feelings of the person who is frightened.

Aristotle’s principal aim is to establish that the passions involve the body.
His examples are best understood as cases where the subject’s passions
are at odds with how they take things to be, as a result of some bodily
condition. In some of these cases, we can speculate plausibly about what
might produce this result: the person who is physically exhausted may be
unable to feel pity or fear at what they recognize as meriting such
responses. The person whose body is in the aftermath of one frightening
experience may be prone to a stronger fearful reaction to some subse-
quent stimulus than even their own assessment of how much fear that
stimulus merits. It is less easy to guess what Aristotle has in mind in his
last ‘still clearer’ case!”? But in all cases, there seems no obstacle to
supposing that he is describing divergences from the proper functioning
of a human adult. Aristotle takes such cases to be familiar but unusual
cases that demand an explanation such as the one he provides. On the
view defended here, these are unusual because they are deviations from
the normal successful functioning of adult humans in which passions
occur and persist only in the absence of conflict with the more authori-
tative psychological capacity for reasoned beliefs.

Having surveyed the kinds of conflict that Aristotle recognizes
between reasoned beliefs and the passions, let us return with these in
mind to the question of why humans seem prone to reasonably frequent
failures of proper psychological functioning in these ways. Many of these
cases involve a significant endorsement by reason of the contents of
phantasia: that is to say, that experiencing some passion of that kind,
e.g. experiencing some anger, does not represent a failure. Where there is
a failure, it may consist in an inability, familiar from the ethical works, of
non-virtuous people to take pleasure (and pain) in all and only the things

Indeed, in the former case, there is some doubt whether they are passions at all; cf.
Nussbaum (1978, ad loc.).

2 Could it be that he is thinking of the emotional effects of music? If so, perhaps the
suggestion is that the effect on the soul of music and poetry is such as to mimic standard
cases of fear? Cf. Politics 8.5-7, esp. 1340a14-28.



222 PASSIONS AND PERSUASION IN ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC

that reason correctly affirms as good (or bad), and to the degree that
reason so affirms them. Proneness to such failures is partially explained
in De Anima 3.10 as stemming from the cognitive limitations of phanta-
sia, and an inability to ‘see the future’. But it will also be explained in
significant measure by defects in upbringing and moral education.” The
failure might also result from the disabling or ‘covering-over’ of reason as
a side effect of the subject’s passions.

Some challenges for the view canvassed here remain. There is a puzzle
about why for Aristotle human phantasia ought to ‘agree with™* correct
reason when those contents are evaluative (and the phantasma would be
pleasurable or painful), whereas—as with the apparent size of the sun—
he clearly does not think that it is generally true of phantasia that its
contents ought to follow what reason says, where the two conflict. I have
speculated that this is best explained by the fact that evaluative phantasia
has necessary motivational consequences, whereas non-evaluative phan-
tasia does not. But to be fully satisfying within Aristotle’s framework, we
would wish this explanation to be accompanied by some story about why
(it is good that) evaluative and non-evaluative phantasia are different in
this way. Relatedly, the account presented here raises a challenge to
explain why seemingly humans more reliably withhold affirmation
from non-evaluative than from evaluative phantasmata when they con-
flict with better-grounded beliefs. Why, one might justifiably wonder,
does a structural feature of human psychology (preferring more authori-
tative rational beliefs over non-rational appearances, when the two
conflict) operate more successfully if the content is non-evaluative,
despite the fact that the conflict is between phantasia and doxa in both
cases? Perhaps Aristotle’s recognition of the power of passionate states to
disable reason goes some way to explaining this. But here again, there
remains a substantial challenge to turn this into a convincing explanation
of how phobic responses to dogs or heights, so prevalent in the contem-
porary literature on the philosophy of emotions, can arise or persist in
the face of conflicting better beliefs.”> For, on the face of things, the
reasoning faculties of such phobics seem unimpaired.

%3 EN 2.3, 1104b3-1105a16; 2.6, 1106b36-1107a2, and cf. still Burnyeat (1980).

* See section 10.2 for discussion of the passages in which Aristotle expresses this view.

%> Cf. Moss (2012a, pp. 112-18 and 126-7) for some intriguing suggestions about how
such an explanation might work.
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Of course, the fact that challenges remain in understanding fully the
contours of Aristotle’s evaluative psychology need not impugn the pro-
gress that it is possible to make. If the proposed account is correct,
Aristotle has powerful resources for explaining human passions, includ-
ing the conflicts he recognizes between passions and beliefs.

10.7 Some Philosophical Merits
of Aristotle’s View

The view of the passions that I have ascribed to Aristotle here seems to me
to have considerable merits as a view of the emotions. In particular, it has
some interesting strengths in how it accounts for recalcitrant emotions.

On Aristotle’s view, recalcitrant emotions are possible because the
representational capacity involved in the emotions is distinct from that
involved in considered beliefs.

Assuming that there is more reason for affirming the way things are
represented in the subject’s considered beliefs than the way they are
represented in their passion, there will be a failing involved in persisting
in having the passion once the conflict between these is recognized.

We have focused on Aristotle’s treatment of (typical?) cases where
reasoned beliefs are epistemically better than mere appearances, but of
course this need not always be so. Our emotional responses may, on
some occasions, be more sensitive to the balance of relevant evidence
than our reasoned beliefs. Consider the kind of situation in which one
might correctly feel suspicious of a plausible-sounding stranger, on the
basis of subtle behavioural cues that betray his fraudulent intentions,
without one’s being aware that one is responding to those cues, and
without one’s being able reflectively to identify adequate grounds for
such suspicion. Aristotle’s view of course is that the passions should be
conformed to what correct reason prescribes (EN 1107al-2). Recalcitrant
passions will thus normally involve a failing, since normally the subject’s
reasoned beliefs will be a better response to the balance of evidence
available. But Aristotle seems aware (EN 1151b17-22) that sometimes
the representations involved in the passions may constitute a better
response to the available evidence than that person’s reasoned beliefs,
and if so, it is a merit that they persist in spite of their conflict with those
beliefs.
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Aristotle thus has a plausible account of the failing involved in recal-
citrant emotions, and also avoids overstating this failing.”® When a
person’s considered judgement and their passions are in conflict, the
person endorses conflicting appraisals of their situation. If it is the
reasoning part that is responding correctly to the balance of consider-
ations available, Aristotle’s diagnosis is that the passionate part has failed
to discharge its function properly, and listen properly to the reasoning
part. The subject’s reason has also failed to exercise its authority. For the
subject experiences motivational conflict, and is in other ways inclined to
affirm representational contents that have been contradicted by a more
authoritative faculty. But these failings are less significant than the fact
that their reasoning has reached the correct judgement on whether
emotion is warranted, and if it is this considered judgement that deter-
mines the subject’s further inferences, judgements, and actions, the
reasoning part has largely succeeded in functioning as it should. Cer-
tainly, the failing involved in having recalcitrant emotions is not as
serious as persisting with beliefs or judgements that are inconsistent
with one’s better beliefs or knowledge. This is because the reasoning
part has a supervisory or ‘ruling’ role in the person, such that it is more
important for exercises of this part to be regulated by the person’s
assessment of the balance of evidential considerations than it is for
subordinate parts to be so regulated. The subordination Aristotle recog-
nizes of the non-reasoning to the reasoning part gives him resources for
an account of the passions which meets the desiderata of making recal-
citrant emotions a failing but one that is not too severe.

The explanation of why the passions of adult humans generally are
successfully regulated by beliefs is provided in part by supposing (as
Aristotle seems to have done) simply that adult humans in general
function tolerably well. Having located the passions in the non-reasoning
part of the soul, he can appeal to the cognitive limitations of this part to
account for the particular kinds of conflict between passions and beliefs
(those involved in weak-willed behaviour) to which humans are particu-
larly prone.

%6 We here leave aside the case where passions completely disable the subject’s ability to
reason, and to control their beliefs and actions in the light of their beliefs. Aristotle would
presumably see such a loss of control by reason as a serious failure of psychological
functioning.
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10.8 Conclusion

Aristotle’s position, I think, is this. The passions involve exercises of the
capacity phantasia with evaluative representational contents that consti-
tute an affirmation by the subject that things are the way they are
represented as being. This explains why the passions can be used, and
legitimately used, in rhetoric. It also explains why it is important for fully
virtuous agents to have the right passions—they are thereby able to make
an unconflicted affirmation of the correct view of what the situation
demands. Virtue is better than self-control on precisely this point, since
the self-controlled person—as well as having a correct appraisal in virtue
of the activity of their reasoning part—also has an incorrect appraisal
in virtue of their passionate responses. Although their reasoning part
exercises, in the end, the control it should over action, they also have
a dissenting voice that does not construe the situation as it should. And
that is a failing.



Conclusions

I have sought to defend the claim that, for Aristotle in the Rhetoric,
arousing the passions of others can amount to giving them proper
grounds for conviction, and hence a skill in doing so is properly part of
an expertise in rhetoric.

This has involved first defending the attribution to Aristotle of a
normative view of rhetoric, centred around its role in the state, in
which rhetoric is a skill in producing proper grounds for conviction. It
has also involved, second, defending the ascription to Aristotle of a
particular view of the passions: that they are representational states, in
which their contents are not merely how things ‘appear’ to the subject,
but how the subject takes things to be.

This view has some nice implications for Aristotle’s understanding of
passions in non-human animals. There is no reason, in principle, why
non-humans cannot experience very similar passions to those experi-
enced by humans. But there will be important differences between
human and non-human passions arising from the availability of reason
to the former but not to the latter, and to other differences in psycho-
logical complexity. Thus, to the extent that some human passions
involve deploying rather complex notions such as ‘undeserving’, ‘slight’,
‘revenge’, ‘deliverance’, and ‘disrepute’, we should suppose that less
sophisticated animals will have—at most—simpler versions deploying
simpler notions commensurate with their psychological abilities. This
would be, I take it, a difference of degree (or of ‘the more and the less’),
and would match nicely the view expressed by Aristotle (HA 8.1,
588a18-30) that human and non-human animal passions differ in pre-
cisely this way. Tracing this view in detail would involve a careful
consideration of the various kinds of animal passion mentioned in
various places throughout the corpus, and particularly in the biological
works. As such it lies beyond our scope here.
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The view of the passions here ascribed to Aristotle leaves unresolved a
difficult issue in Aristotle studies, as in contemporary philosophy, that is,
of how to understand passionate responses to things known to the
subject to be fictional. If the position defended here is correct, Aristotle
faces the choice between supposing that experiencing pity and fear in
response to tragedy either involves some kind of psychological malfunc-
tion or involves the subject’s in some way supposing the objects of their
passions to be real, since to pity someone is to take them (really) to be
suffering undeservedly, and to fear something is to take it that something
destructive or grievous (really) is going to happen. Again, the issue
cannot be resolved here, but some of the ways this issue is connected
to the assertions made here are interesting. For there are wider questions
about what one should say about the reference and correctness condi-
tions of assertions about fictional characters. Passionate responses to
fictional characters can be appropriate or inappropriate to what is
happening in the fiction, just as assertions about fictional entities can
be judged for truth and falsity in relation to the fictions in which they are
found. So, it is possible that this could yield some sense in which the
subject takes things to be a certain way (in the fiction), so as to retain the
view that passions involve taking things to be as they are represented,
and avoid the unacceptable conclusion that passionate responses to
fiction exhibit a psychological malfunction. Equally suggestive are the
ways in which Aristotle, in the Poetics (e.g. 1451a36-b10), connects the
action on the stage to universal truths about people and their affairs. So,
perhaps part of what is happening when we experience pity and fear in
response to tragedy is that we are really pitying and fearing features of
our own condition, or that of humans in general. If so, these would be
things that the subject could, without any psychological malfunction,
take to be a certain way without in any way compromising their grasp of
the fictional nature of the individual characters and particular events
represented on the stage.

A full resolution of these issues cannot be developed here. I have
presented here a new reading, or rather the revival of an old reading,
of Aristotle’s understanding of rhetoric in the Rhetoric. In doing so,
I hope to have shown how richly rewarding for many areas, but particu-
larly for the study of Aristotle’s views on the passions, is the close study
of the context in which these views are principally presented: that is, the
close study of Aristotle’s Rhetoric.
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