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Chapter I

THE RHETORIC-LOGIC PROBLEM

1.1 HISTORY OF IHE RHETORIC-LOGIC RELATION
One history of rhetoric is the history of its struggle against logic. Ever
since Parmenides composed his poem On Nature, setting truth against opinion,
the intellectual traditions asscciated with rhetoric and logic have developed
in opposition to one another, Even in his most conciliatory tone in the
Phaedrus, Plato has little use for rhetoric except as a supplement to
dialectic to help convince men of the truth. In a slightly different fashion
Aristotle also situates rhetoric in antistrophic contrast to dialectic; he
goes even further to bring both of these argumentative arts under the
surveillance of his syllogistic theory. Thus, at the birth of formal logic,
rhetoric and its probabilistic form of reascning are coerced into an uneasy
alliance with formal logic, which Aristotle refers to as analyties[1].
Aristotle's assimilation of rhetoric into his more comprehensive logical
system does not, however, resolve the discord between rhetoric and logic. In
Roman antiquity, Cicero pleads for the wedding of rhetoric to philosophy, and
this specifically includes logic for Cicero., Later, Quintillian also deplores
the separation of rhetoric from philosophy; but, Quintillian also has some '
very contemptuous crititcisms of philosophers of that time{2]. The union of
rhetoric to philosophy is not successfully consummated. Cicero, although an
adept rhetorician, is not an astute logician., Exhibited in his Iopica,

Cicero's idea of logic is little more than a rehashing of the Aristotelian



rhetorical (not logical) topices. Even more damaging to the logic envisicned
by Cicero is his dismissal in the Iopjca of certain rules of inference which
he considers unnecessary and his failure to see that other rules he accepts
are muddled or plainly defective[3]. Logic or dialectic (as it is often
referred to in antiquity), is not important to the Romans because it lacks a
practical usefulness; for the same reason, rhetoric is prominent in the
educational and civic institutions of Roman society[4].

However, by the time of the medieval university in the twelfth century
and the recovery of most of Aristotle’s Qrganon, logic and grammar have pushed
rhetoric to the trivium's periphery[5]. Logic develops to a high degree of
sophistication during this time, surpassing the Aristotelian and Stoic logics
and anticipating discoveries not fully realized until the twentieth
century[6]. By contrast, rhetoric enters its Diaspora during the Middle Ages,
scattered among several sub-rhetorical traditions([7]. As McKeon has observed,
n_..if rhetoric is defined in terms of a single subject matter--such as style,
or literature, or discourse--it has no history during the middle ages...."

The Renaissance shifts the onus within the trivium once again to
rhetoric, As a result of both the Humanist revulsion against scholastic logie
and the recovery during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries of classical
texts on rhetoric, rhetorical studies flourish again. Logiec, however, "enters
into a period of unchecked regression® shortly before the end of the fifteenth
and does not regain its status until the Port Roval Logic¢ in the seventeenth
century[8]. Peter Ramus, unfortunately, exerts a profound influence on both
rhetoric and logic during and after the Renaissance. Upon rhetoric, at least,
his is the lasting word for almost four centuries. In his effort to eliminate

the overlap between rhetoric and logic, Ramus divides the traditional five



parts of discourse (invention, disposition, memory, style, and delivery) in
half by using his dichotomous "method.™ He allocates invention and
disposition to the domain of logic or dialectic, while he =imilarly restricts
rhetoric to style and delivery. Memory escapes the the scalpel of Ramistic
method and is thus forgotten[9]. As much as the Renaissance is esteemed as a
time of fecund intellectual and artistic achievement, it should also be known
as a period of aberration in the histories of both logic and rhetoric.

As might be expected in the modern period, logic regains its authority
over rhetoric. Ushered in by Descartes, the modern pericd lays a foundatien
for logic upon the geometrical method introduced in Descartes' Discourse on
Method. A generation later, Arnauld and the Port Royalists claim that only
logic, which is grounded upon the geometrical method, is capable of
discovering and communicating the truth. The Port Roval Logic thus
constitutes an attempt to completely replace rhetoric[10].

From the seventeenth century until recent times the success of logic and
of the natural sciences (culminating in twentieth century positivism) has
gradually overshadowed and furthered the erosion of rhetoric within the
Western trivium. Among four prominent thinkers of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries who considered the rhetoric-logic relation (Campbell,
Whately, Bain, and Mill), only Campbell believed logiec ancillary to
rhetoric[11]. Revolutionized by its mathematical progenitors, logic reduced
itself during the twentieth century to formal logic, which is more akin to
mathematics than to matural language or human discourse, Also emerging from
the same mathematical origins in the twentieth century, grammar has become
highly mathematicized as the result of Chomsky's and others' innovations., But

rhetoric still suffers from its Ramistic truncation, from its still later



reduction in the nineteenth and twentieth century to written compositiocn and
public address, and from fragmentations between and within English and Speech
departments in this country[12].

In recent years, however, rhetoric has begun to experience a rebirth. 1In
opposition to the narrow logistic and positivistic mentalities dominating the
early and middle part of the twentieth century, rhetoric is being
rehabilitated as a legitimate field of study with a venerable intellectual
tradition. Beyond its current rejuvenation in English and Speech departments,
rhetoric is providing a broad and rich basis for diverse inquiries in areas
such as philosophy of language, hermeneutics, philocsophy of science, technical
and scientific communication, and literary-critical theory. It appears that
rhetoric once again faces its proper challenge to integrate the intellectual

and practical life of ocur culture.

1.2 IHE NATURE OF THE REETORIC-LOGIC PROBLEM

That very brief and general sketch of the rhetoric-logic relation over the
course of Western civilization intends to show that their history together is
the story of frustrated attempts at combination, separation, and even
eradication. It is obvious that both traditions are intact today, albeit
pursuing largely separate interests, Perhaps these traditions embody at the
intellectual or academic level a schizophrenia that seems necessary for the
survival of the modern individual. It is not my purpose here to pass judgment
on the schism between two prominent members of the linguistic triumvirate. At
this point it seems more useful to grapple with possibilities, possibilities
which could explain the nature of the conflict between these interrelated

traditions. We might discover there is a basic incompatibility between this



aged and separated couple; or, perhaps it will become clear that the
rhetoric-logic relation is no longer an intelligible problem.

However, before rhetoricians and logicians too quickly agree to an
irrevocable split, there remains an obvious reason why rhetoric and logic
should be considered in relation to one another, Quite simply, both are the
progeny of natural language and human discourse. Although the symbolic garb
of formal logic makes it difficult to see how logic is connected to the
language people speak, logic would have little more than a mathematical
interest if it did not intend to offer insight into the structure and meaning
of language and discourse. Obversely, although rhetoric is more conspicuously
tied to discourse production, it is obscure how this pragmatic use of language
is related to its structure and meaning. From one perspective, then, it might
appear that rhetoric and logic emphasize unrelated aspects of language and
discourse. However, I take it as fundamental here that the structure and
meaning of language cannot be separated from its use. To use the popular
classification of Charles Morris, syntax and semantics cannot ultimately be
separated from pragmatics([13]. One of the merits of the later Wittgenstein
was to show that the meaning of language is a function of its use, that is,
that the meaning of a word or sentence in discourse is dependent upon the
context in which it is used--from the level of the sentence to human
action[14].

Buttressed at one end by structure (or syntax) and by use (or pragmatics)
at the other, the rhetoric-logic relation finds its critical juncture in the
meaning of language (semantics). The meaning of language, somewhat
tautologically, is determined by the nature and function of language. This

seems a truism which can lend itself to utter vacuity or to rich possibility.



I assume that the nature and function of language is not some real, Platonic
entity awaiting discovery somewhere. It seems more likely that the nature and
function of language is given in the language itself and in those largely
tacit assumptions of an age which form a conceptual space that makes possible
the apprehension of the world in general and language in particular, This
idea of a conceptual scheme is expressed differently by several modern
writers; it is roughly equivalent to Heidegger's concept of the "forestructure
of understanding," Foucault's and Derrida's notion of M"episteme," Gadamer's
“pre—understénding,' and KEuhn's "paradigm." Achieving an understanding of the
nature and function of language and its philosophical implications will
necessarily be an imperfect undertaking to the degree that it is impossible to
extricate oneself from onme's own situation. An understanding of the nature
and function of language of an age (if it is at all possible) becomes
accessible only in retrospect and from within another conceptual framework.
Limited by the language itself and by predetermined possibilities afforded
from another perspective, such an understanding can only be partial. But
again, isn't the hope of perfect understanding an illusion fostered by the
language itself? It seems that we must always see through the glass darkly,
never face to face.

From this retrospective and other position, we can still profitably
approach the rhetoric-logic problem. It should go without saying that I don't
consider the rhetoric-logic problem, as a historical phenomenon, intrinsically
worthy of investigation. This problem is useful to the extent that it causes
us to reflect upon that which, if anvthing, is the essence of being a man or
woman; that something is language and discourse (the use of language). Until

the brute reality of language forces itself within our reflections, we remain



ignorant of our world and of ourselves. The humanistic ideal of
self-knowledge is impossible. At the more practical and academic level, all
communication and composition are of course dependent upon language, But use
of language does not guarantee that language itself and its possibilites are
confronted. Only with greater awareness of language and its possibilities can
such practical endeavers develop with understanding.

The tension between rhetoric and logic appears to be the result of
different conceptions of the nature and function of language. In the preface
to Derrida's Speech and Phenomena Newton Garver has offered the stimulating
suggestion that rhetoric and logic provide different or, perhaps, completely
independent foundations for language and linguistic meaning{15]. By using
Garver's suggestion as a heuristic device and by slightly altering it, I would
like to offer the hypothesis (1) that different, yet largely tacit conceptions
of the nature of language underride rhetoric and logic, and (2) that the
historic conflict between rhetoric and logic is essentially a disagreement
over these differing views of language.

As a result of achievements in modern linguisties and philosophy of
language, it is possible to articulate different conceptions of language. In
referring to different conceptions of language in early Greek thought (before
the Stoics), we should bear in mind that language is not yet a philosophical
topic. The Greeks, as many have observed, did not even have a word for
"language." Hence, our use of "language" is an anachronism, and the different
conceptions or theories of language we will observe are constructions based on
inference. In this paper, we will refer to the view of language which
underrides logic as the the "logical-representational™ conception; it has its

origin in the early Greek traditions of logic and metaphysies. According to



8
this view of language, language is a re-presentation of reality in such a way
that language and logic reflect the nature of reality. As such, its funection
is to designate and describe features of that world., Such a view of language
becomes firmly embedded in the Western intellectual tradition through Plato
and Aristotle. By contrast, rhetoric is based upon a view of language we will
call "rhetorical-semiotic." Originating in the early rhetorical and Sophistic
traditions of ancient Greece, this conception of language recognizes the
semiotic nature of language (that is, its arbitrary and differential or even
differantial character). Its function as a semiotic or communicative system
is to influence people. It opposes or is simply indifferent to the idea that
language is inherently logical or re-presentational. Whefeas the
logical=-representational view of language is characteristic of Plato and
Aristotle, the rhetorical-semiotic alternative is evident in the reputed
founders of rhetoric and in Gorgilas.

Garver also observes that Western philosophy has traditionally followed
the paths of logic and metaphysics. Thus, the logical-representational view
of language has been the silent linguistic authority for the greatest part of
Western civilization., The inferior position of rhetoric during this time can
be partially blamed on its own unwitting endorsement of this conception of
language which is more appropriate to logic and metaphysics. Since Plato's
and Aristotle's unquestioned defeat of the sophists and rhetoricians of that
time, rhetoric (by accepting that alien concept of language foisted upon it)
has unknowingly caused its own slow death over the centuries., Rhetoric is
experiencing a revival in the second half of the twentieth century because
linguistic possibilities have multiplied. Thanks to the efforts of schelars

such as Saussure, Wittgenstein, Derrida and others, the



logical-representational view is no longer the unquestioned authority of
language and linguistic meaning. More is possible ncw. Moreover, if the
rhetorical tradition is to sustain its current rehabilitation, it must
increase its awareness of linguistic foundations.

I do not wish to prove the last few paragraphs. As I indicated, I am
offering an hypothesis which could help explain the historical conflict
between rhetoric and logic. Along the same line of thought, this hypothesis
could also help account for what James Kinneavy refers to as "the progressive
alienation of rhetoric from the humanities®"[16]. The hypothesis requires more
evidence, however, than is contained in this investigaticn. With this in
mind, I would like to examine the origin and early development of rhetoric and
logic in ancient Greece, the place where the problem began. In a moment, I
will ocutline more explicitly how this task breaks down. For now, it seems

necessary to offer a couple of definitions and qualifications.

1.3 DEEINITIONS QOF LOGIC AND RHEIORIC

Thus far, the words "logic" and "rhetorie" have been used without an attempt
at careful definition, With a context now sketched, it is possible to provide
more precise descriptions of these historically ambiguous terms. By appealing
in each instance to ancient and modern descriptions, we can indicate certain
conceptual boundaries that distinguish these concepts. Of course, such
boundaries become blurred upon close inspection, especially when we lock for
purities like "the essence of logic" or "the essence of rhetoric." Plato's
logic, his dialectic, begins logic on a road which culminates in the twentieth
century in the early Wittgenstein's concept of logic. Plato's dialectic is

basically a method of discovering truths about reality (his Formal world). 1In



10
its highest form as a method of definition, his dialectic displays or reflects
the structure of reality through successive divisions of more general
categories, When properly derived, the structure of a deflnition corresponds
to the structure of reality--which, again is Plato's Formal, transcendent
world.

Jumping forward some twenty-five centuries, we come to Wittgenstein's
description of logic given in the Tractatugs. Wittgenstein suggests there
(5.4ff.,) and in his commentary in the Investigations (sec. 91ff.) that the
whole of logic lies implicit within the concept of the general form of the
proposition[17T]. That is, logic is derived by excogitation upon the "general
propositional form." The general propositional form he tells us elsewhere is
this: "This i= how things are™ (Tractatus, 4.5). Wittgenstein goes on to say
that "the general propositional form is the essence of a proposition,™ and
that "to give the essence of a proposition means to give the essence of all
description, and thus the essence of the world™ (Iractatus, 5.471, 5.4711).
Logie, according to both Plato and the early Wittgenstein and as it is meant
here, goes beyond the field of formal logic concerned meore narrowly with
"certain relations of deducibility or implication which hold among
propositions™[18]. In the broader, philosophical sense, the aim of logic is
truth, a view that is also endorsed by Frege and Quine[19]. As Wittgenstein's
statements reveal, logic is ultimately a metaphysical inquiry because it seeks
to provide descriptions of or exhibit in its structure how things really are.
"Logic™ in this sense always directs attention to the language-ontology
relation.

Rhetoric is described in ancient Greece by Gorglas as "the artificer of

persuasion," (Gorgjias, 453, 455). Gorgias' unpretentious description of
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rhetoric causes Socrates and Plato much consternation because it values
persuasion above the lofty aim of dialectic, truth., In the twentieth century
rhetoric has as many definitions as there are rhetoricians. But two of
rhetoric's most eloquent spokesmen are Chaim Perelman and Richard McKeon, both
of whom exert significant influence on both sides of the Atlantic. Rather
close to Gorgias' definition, Perelman defines rhetoric as the "theory of
persuasive communication.® At another time, he describes it more generally as
constituting "the common structure for all discursive action from one mind to
another™[20]. McKeon goes somewhat beyond Perelman and describes rhetoric as
an "architectonic art" which "relates all things by means of sciences and the
experiences of men;" it has the potential to "reorganize the subject matter
and arts of education and life." Replacing a metaphysics based on the
"supposed natures of things or perceived forms of thought, " rhetoric bases
its "organization and application of the arts and sciences upon what men say
and do"[21].

The contrast between rhetoric and logic is clear. Rhetoric believes that
metaphysical descriptions of reality or thought aré unintelligible; instead,
it embraces the human context in which language is used to engage people.
Rhetoric emerges from language used and embedded in the cﬁntext of human
action. By contrast, logic is the tool of metaphysical philosophy seeking
true knowledge. Whereas rhetoric projects a relation between language and
people, logic projects a relation between language and some external reality.
One emphasizes the social dimension of language while the other emphasizes the

referential.
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1.3.1 A Note on Terminology
The word "logic,™ used as a noun with its many modern connotations, does not
appear until around the second century A,D. There it is introduced by
Alexander of Aphrodisias in his commentaries on Aristotle. From that point
on, "logic" and "dialectic" are used almost interchangeably up through Ramus'
logic and on into the seventeenth century[22]. The practice her?e, then, of
referring to "logic™ is an anachronism. Still, "logie" is the most convenient
term to cover a variety of interrelated logics during ancient Greece; the
dialectic of Zeno, Plato's dialectic, Aristotle's analytics, the Soecratic
elenchus, and other possibilities are all part of the logic of early Greek
philosophy. So long as we understand that "logic®™ is an anachronism for this

time, little harm is done,

1.5  ORGANIZATION OF REPORT
As previously mentioned, I am assuming the hypothesis that rhetoric and logic

are based upon different conceptions of the nature and function of language.
Using this hypothesis, we will examine the origin and early development of
rhetoric and logic in early Greek thought. Divided among several chapters,
this will take us through four stages in the the rhetoric-logic relation, in:
(1) The origin of rhetoric and logie, (2) Gorgias, (3) Plato, and (4)
Aristotle. At each stage I attempt to construct an understanding or theory of
language in relation to appropriate philosophic and rhetorical contexts,

Since the logic of Plato and Aristotle (and hence their concept of language)
pre-empted the intellectual field in ancient Greece and for the greatest part
of the Western philosophical tradition, most of the inquiry is devoted to

their respective philosophies and theories of language. Although my eventual
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aim is to reveal the logical-representational view of language as incoherent,
it is more important to first articulate just what it is that turns out to be
problematic. Finally, since I consider Aristotle the most influential figure
in the logical and metaphysical tradition, I will offer a brief deconstruction
of two crucial and related concepts in his theory of language and ontology.
The survival of rhetoric as a legitimate intellectual tradition, as I see it,
depends upon the possibility of dismantling this view of language that has

been historically hostile to rhetorie,

Notes

[1] W.E.C. Guthrie, A Historv of Greek Philosophv, VI (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981), p. 135.

(2] Elizabeth Asmis, "Rhetoric and Reason in Lucretius,” American Journal of
Philology, 104 (1983), pp. 43-50. Samuel Ijsseling, Rhetoric and
Philosophy in Conflict (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1976), pp. 33-35.
James J. Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Azes (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1974), pp. 9-28.

[3] George Kennedy, Classical Rhetoric and its Christian and Secular Iradition
from Ancient to Modern Iimes (Chapel, Hill: University of North Carclina
Press, 1980), pp. 83, 90-102. William Kneale and Martha Kneale, The
Development of Logic (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962), pp. 178-80.

(4] Rennedy, pp. 82-85.

[5] Kneale and Kneale, p. 225. Kennedy, pp. 189-190, 195.

(6] I.M. Bochenski, A Historv of Formal Logic, trans. Ivo Thomas from 2nd
French edition (1969; rpt. New York: Chelsea Publishing, 1970), pp.
148-152, 251. EKneale and Kneale, pp. 22U-246.

[7] James J. Murphy, pp. 135-355. Richard McKeon, "Rhetoric During the Middle

Ages,™ Speculum, 17 (1942), pp. 1-32.



el

(9]

(10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

14
E.J. Ashworth, Language and Logic in the Post-Medieval Perijod (Dordrecht:
D. Reidei Publishing Company, 1974), pp. 1-22.
Walter Ong, Rhetoric, Romance, and Technology (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1971), p. 83. Walter Ong, Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), pp. 270-292. Catherine
Dunn, "Introduction,™ to The Logike of the Moste Excellent Philosopher E.
Ramus Martyr, trans. by Roland MacIlmaine, (1574, rpt. Northridge,
California: San Fernando Valley State College, 1969), pp. xi-xxii,
Hugh M. Davidson, pp. Audience, Words, and Art (Columbus: Ohioc State
‘University Press, 1965), pp. 57-108. Kneale and Kneale, p. 315-20.
Chaim Perelman and L. Olbrechts-Tyteca The New Rhetoric (1969; rpt. Notre
Dame: MNotre Dame University Press, 1971), pp. 1=5.
George Campbell, The Philosophv of Rhetopric, ed. Lloyd Bitzer (1776; rpt.
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1976), pp. 32-35.
Richard Whately, Elements of Logic, 2nd. edition (1827; rpt. Delmar, New
York: Scholar's Facsimiles and Reprints, 1975), pPp. 245-258. Richard
Whately, Elements of Rhetoric, ed. Douglas Ehninger, Tth ed. (1846; rpt.
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1963), pp. 4-6. John
Stuart Mill, A System of Lozic, 8th edition (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1884), p. 2-25. Alexander Bain, Logic (New York: D. Appleton
and Company, 1886), pp. 1=42, 545, 575. Alexander Bain, English
Composition and Rhetoric (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1884), p.
19.
For recent discussions on nineteenth and twentieth rhetoric, see the
collection of essays in The Rhetorical Tradition and Modern Writing, ed.
James J. Murphy (New York: Modern Language Association of America, 1982).

Charles Morris, "Foundation of the Theory of Signs," Internatjonal



[14]

[15]

[16]

(171

[18]
[19]

[20]

15
Encyclopedia of Unified Science, (1938; rpt. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1955), pp. 91-116.
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigatiopns, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe
(0Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1967), sections, 30, 43, 120, 138, 197, 247,
454, 532, 556, 557; pp. 147, 175-176, 190. (Note: the first part of this
work is, by convention, referred to by section, while the second half is
referred to by page number.)
Newton Garver, "Preface," to Jacque Derrida's Speech and Phenomena,
trans. David B. Allison (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973),
pp. ix-xxi.
James Kinneavy, "Restoring the Humanities: the Return of Rhetoric from
Exile,™ The Rhetorical Iradition and Modern Writing, ed. James J. Murphy
(New York: Modern Language Association of America, 1982), p. 23.
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Iractatus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. D.F. Pears
and B.F. McGuinness (1922; rpt. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1974).
P. F. Strawson, "Introduction,™ Philosophical Logic, ed. P.F. Strawson
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967), pp. 1-8. P.F. Strawsen,
"Logical Form and Logical Constants," in Logical Form, Predication, and
Ontology, ed. K.K. Banerjee (Dehli: Macmillan India Limited, 1983), pp.
1=4,
Strawson, Philosophical Logic, p. 1.
Gottlob Frege, "The Thought," trans. by A.M. and Marcelle Quinton,
reprinted in Strawson's Philosophical Logic above, PP. 17=-38. Willard
Van Orman Quine, "Truth and Logic," in Logic as Philosophy, ed. Peter T,
Manicas (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, 1971), pp. 92.
Chaim Perelman, The Realm of Rhetoric, (Notre Dame: University of Notre

Press, 1983), p. 162. Chaim Perelman, "The New Rhetoric,™ in Ihe



Prospect of Rhetoric, eds, Lloyd Bitzer and Edwin Black (Englewcod
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1971), p. 121.

[21] Richard McEeon, "The Uses of Rhetoric in a Technological Age:
Architectonic Productive Arts,” The Prospect of Rhetoric, eds. Lloyd
Bitzer and Edwin Black (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1971), pp. 45,
53, 57-58.

[22] Roland Hall, "Dialectic,” The Encvclopedia of Philosophy, 1967. Ong,
Ragus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue, pp. 42, 101, 176-182. Kneale

and Kneale, p. 23. Guthrie, VI, p. 135. Ashworth, p. 22.

16



Chapter II

THE ORIGIN OF RHETORIC AND LOGIC

2.1  RHETORIC
The origin of rhetoric as a techne, an art governed by a system of

principles[1], cannot be precisely attributed to any single individual. It
has been variously credited to Corax, Tisias, Empedocles, and even
Pythagoras[2]. What is less arguable, however, is that it first appeared on
the island of Sicily in the fifth century B.C. Why it was a uniquely Sicilian
undertaking is a a more interesting question because the answer will begin to
tell us something about the historically indeterminate nature of rhetoric.

But even at that, an inquiry into fifth century B.C. Sicily is not a matter of
simple archaeological excavation; not only are we removed in time from that
eivilization, the records which have come down to us are a mixture of
mythical-historical parrative[3]. So the answer to our question above will
not presume to be a definitive labelling of people or events. More
significant here is the characterization of the milieu in which rhetoric
established itself in the Western intellectual tradition[4]. By tracing out a
rough topology of rhetoric's historic origin, we hope to bring some of its
nascent character and concerns into relief., Specifically, we want to see:

(1) what the milieu of the fifth century contributed to the birth of retoric;
(2) within that context, what we can further discern about the linguistic
consciousness of that milieu, and; (3) finally, what the essential principles

of that early rhetoric are which qualify it as a techne.

i VT i
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(1) One of the earliest accounts of rhetoric's origin comes from an
anonymous commentator of the fourth or fifth century A.D. According to this
narrative, the time is 467 B.C., the place is Syracuse, and the central figure

is Corax. Our anonymouys narrator tells us[5]:

We must look into the following matters with regard to the third
major point which needs investigating: how rhetoric came to men.
After the already mentioned divine heroces, we are justified in
demonstrating its in-born rational nature. The Syracusans were
accordingly the first men to display it (epideiksanto).

Sicily...was ruled as a tyranny by Gelon and Heiron, very savage
tyrants, who strengthened the force of their tyranny against the
Syracusans to the point where the Syracusans rejected them and
escaped from this cruel slavery. It is said that the tyrants
indulged their savagery to the extent of forbidding the Syracusans
to utter any sound at all, but to signify what was appropriate by
means of their feet, hands, and eyes whenever one of them was in
need. It was in this way, they say, that dance-pantomine
(orchestike) had its beginnings. Because the Syracusans had been
cut off from speech (or language: J10gou), they contrived to explain
their business with gestures (or dance-figures: gschemapnsi).

Because, then, the Syracusans were so harshly and savagely treated
and because they prayed to Zeus the deliverer to free them from this
cruel slavery, Zeus, acting as both savior and deliverer, liberated
the Syracusans from tyranny by destroying the tyrants. Then, since
the citizenry (demos) among the Syracusans feared that they might in
some way fall upon a similar tyrant, they no longer entrusted their
government to a tyrant. The people (demos) themselves wanted to
have absolute control over all things.

And thereupon, democracy came once again to the Syracusans. And
this man Corax came to persuade the crowd and to be heard, just as
he was listened to while in Hieron's service. He observed how the
people had produced an unsteady and disorderly state of affairs, and
he thought that it was speech by which the course of human events
was brought to order. He then contemplated turning the people
toward and away from the proper course of action through speech.
Coming into the assembly, where all the people had gathered
together, he began first to appease the troublesome and turbulent
element among them with obsequious and flattering words, and he
called such things "introductions." After this, he began to soothe
and silence the people and to speak as though telling a story, and
after these things to summarize and call to mind concisely what had
gone before and to bring before their eyes ata glance what had
previously been said. These things he called m{ntroduction,”
"narration,” Margument,” "digression," and "epilogue." By means of
them he contrived to persuade the people just as he used to persuade
one man (i.e., the tyrant).
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Rhetoric emerges in this account in the hiatus between the crises of
tyranny and democracy. By forcing political and linguistic slavery upon the
Syracusans, the tyrant deprives them not only of their land and self-rule but
of their spoken language as well, an attempt to rob them of their identity,
their self-presence. The only allowed means of communication, through gesture
or dance (i.e. signification by human action), is a substitute for their
forbidden phonetic language. At this moment, human action becomes the
signifier of that which has been displaced, the phonetic language; in short,
it becomes the signifier of a signifier[6].

Rhetoric is not yet born, even though a pre-condition has been met. The
overthrow of the tyrant confronts the people with still another crisis, that
of democracy. Since tyranny had separated the people from their land and
language, democracy faces the double task of redistributing power and land and
of reuniting the people with their language, which is no longer chained to the
sign-vehicle of human action. In both cases, the recovery of democracy and
the reacquisition of language cannot be a return to business as usual.
Democracy and the spoken language must accomodate the despotic interruption.
Politieally and linguistically, the effects of tyranny and the non-phonetic
language will be assimilated into the new democracy and the new language.

It i3 the new language, rhetoric, which interests us. Rhetoric is born
in the wake of linguistic displacement, substitution, and re-formation[7]. It
is the offspring of a political and linguistic Janus, looking back towards and
deriving from tyranny, while looking forward to and re-forming democracy.

(2) Within this milieu surrounding rhetoric's birth, we must still
explore the nature of this re-formed linguistic consciousness, and (3) see

what it contributed to this early rhetoric. Essentially, the non-phonetic
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language of gesture (gSchemata) has to be incorporated into the reacquired
phonetic language. The resulting effects of this incorporation give rise to
the principles of this earliest rhetoric so as to make it a ftechne. 1In
particular, Corax's early rhetoric is made up of figures of speech or parts of
discourse and arguments from probability.

The figures or parts of discourse that Corax uses to appease and persuade
the Syracusan people are the result of the incorporation of the non-phonetic,
gestural language into its phonetic form. Both gesture and the figures of
Corax's speech are described as schemata.

More precisely, the schemata of human action, which was the sign-vehicle
of communication under the tyrant, moves under cover in the restored language
in the form of figures of speech (meant in a broad sense of the term).
Non=-phonetic m, transformed into figures of speech, silently show what
is not spoken. Rhetoric becomes a trace of what is not said but silently
shown; it is choreographic discourse[8]. Plato even refers to rhetoric in the
Phaedrus (261a) as an "acting through words"[9]. The message and force of
rhetorical discourse emerges, then, from the binary oppesition of what is and
is not said. By emphasizing the notion of schemata, Corax's rhetoric reveals
a linguistic consciocusness, which, although it conceals schemata immaterially
within the phonetic language, is rooted in the materiality of human action.

(3) Finally, from this awareness of form in the language develops a
particular type of rhetorical argument, argument from probability. Also
referred to as the doctrine of ejkos, this form of argument has endured as the
principal means of rhetorical persuasion[10]. In the rhetorics ascribed to
Corax and his student Tisias, argument from probability forms the main part of

their techne. In his Rhetoric (1402a15=25), Aristotle credits Corax with this
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type of argument and gives the stock example of the court case in which a
smaller man is accused of assaulting a larger man, His defence rests upon the
probability that a smaller man would not have been successful in such an
attack. Similarly, the larger man would have to argue that there were more
than one because of the improbability of a smaller man's successful assault.
Or, if the larger man were accused of assaulting a smaller man, he would argue
that he didn't do it because people would think it likely that he would
assault a smaller man; therefore, he wouldn't and didn't do it[11].

At any rate, it is significant to note here that, according to Aristotle,
argument from probability is described as one form of enthymeme (Rhetoric,
1357a30-40). Morecver, an enthymeme is itself a kind of syllogism, .and
syllogisms are described as gchemata, similar to the way in which figures of
speech are[12]. At one point in his Rhetorigc Aristotle even makes a
comparison between one kind of rhetorical figure of speech, antithesis, and
the syllogism: antithesis has the form of a logical argument but draws
opposing conclusions (1410a20-23); Untersteiner describes it as a "deduction
of opposites™[13]. Plato abhorred this form of argument because it valued the
probable over the true (Phaedrua, 267a). For now, the point I wish to stress
is the importance of the formal or schematic nature of language and its close
tie to rhetoric and human action.

To summarize briefly, rhetoric originates in 2 miljeu of political and
linguistic suppressions and liberations. In the transition from tyranny to
democracy, the incorporation of choreographic signification from tyranny into
the phonetic language and the confrontation of democracy with the practical
task of redistributing land and political power gives birth to the first
systems of rhetoric. Rhetoric is born as a form of human action and persuades

men to concrete courses of action to bring human society into order.
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2.2 LOGIC
Although logic also crops up in fifth century B.C. in the same general
geographic area as rhetoric, in Elea (located in southern Italy), it has a
much less mysterious origin. Zeno of Elea is credited by both Plato and
Aristotle as the inventor of logic[14]. The logic Zeno introduces is a method
of reasoning known as "dialeetic;" a derivation from the verb dialegesthai, it
means to discuss something in a dialogue[15]. Diogenes Laertius offers a
concise description of dialectic in his Lives of Eminent Philosophers:

A dialogue is a discourse consisting of question and answer on some

philosophical or political subject, with due regard to the persons

introduced and the choice of diction. Dialectic is the art of

discourse by which we either refute or establish some proposition by

means of question and answer on the part of the interlocutors (Bk.

3, sec. 46-48).
What is characteristic of Zeno's dialectic in the beginning is not the writing
of dialogues (which is credited first to Alexamenus)[16], but rather the
drawing of premises in an argument from an opponent. Such premises then serve
as the points of departure in a refutation, a form of argument we will examine
more closely. Let us turn now, however, for a lock at the
philosophical=rhetorical context in which dialectic emerges.

Zeno was a contemporary of the inventors of rhetoric; yet he was not
concerned with practical matters of land and power distribution as a
motivation to develop his logical method. Zeno's dialectic emerges distinetly
within the early metaphysical tradition of Presocratic Greece, whose ambitious
philosophical aim was to ascertain the true nature of reality. Within this
diverse framework, Zeno endorses the Eleatic doctrine of Being set forth by
Parmenides, The fundamental theses of this doctrine are:

1. There is one principle, Being; it is material and motionless.
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2. True Being is found not by sense perception, which yields illusion, but
by thought.
3. Thought reveals that there can be no plurality, movement, and
change[17].
From Platc's Parmenides (127,128) we learn that Zeno introduces his
dialectical method in order to support Parmenides conception of Being, over
against its opponents (primarily, the Heraclitans)[18]. Zeno's dialectic is a
negative method which refutes an opponent's position by deducing absurd or
impossible conclusions from its basic suppositions, 'Using this form of
argument, Zeno constructs some forty arguments and paradoxes which directly
undercut an opponent's position and indirectly support his own. Commonly
called a reductio ad absurdum or reductio ad impossible, its general logical
form is this: if P, then Q; but, not Q; therefore, not P. Very similar to
the Socratic elenchus, Socrates and Plato frequently used this form of

argument to expose the foolishness of their dialectical antogaonists[19].

2.3  SUMMARX

In the origin and early development of logic and rhetoric, we can make some
obvious but important comparisons. Both are dialogical in structure, although
one is carried out in the philosopher's arena and the other more likely in a
judieial setting. The argumentative nature of each requires that both derive
initial and acceptable suppositions from an audience or interlocutor. With
dialectic, initial premises come from an opposing philosophical opponent; with
rhetoric, initial suppositions come from an audience which will accept what
seems probable or reasonably true as the basis for argument. Whereas

dialectic works toward a directly negative end by reducing an opposing view to
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absurdity, rhetoric directly pursues a persuasive end by using choreographic
discourse (figures of speech) and arguménta from probability. Dialectic
demands absolute certainty, however. Logic originates in the metaphysics of
Being and seeks to establish knowledge thereof. Its concerns are
otherworldly, and it opposes common sense perceptions by relegating ordinary
experience to illusion. Rhetoric, quite differently, originates out of the
Schemata of human action in the practical affairs of a society, and seeks to
bring order to a culture, becoming itself a schemata of human action.
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Chapter III

GORGIAS

3.1 QVERVIEW OF GORGIAS' RHETORIC AND LOGIC

The next major step in the early development of rhetoric and logic brings us
to Gorgias of Leontini, one who stands in both intellectual traditions. Also
a Sicilian, Gorgias was a contemporary of Tisias and is reported to have
travelled around 427 B.C. with Tisias on a diplomatic mission to Athens.
Along with Corax, Gorgias was a student of Empedocles; and he was a teacher of
Isocrates[1]. Still, Gorglas is probably known to most, not by his
association with the reputed founders of rhetoric nor by his skill in
dialectie, but rather through Plato's depiction of Gorgias in the dialogue
bearing his name, The Gorgias Plato presents, however, is hardly the Gorgias
that emerges from his own three major works[2]: Encomjium on Helen, Defence of
Palamades, and his best-known Qpn MNot Beipng or On Nature. Plato, of course,
offers a redacted Gorgias, set within the context of his own philosophical and
rhetorical concerns, In so doing, though, Plato distorts (even if
unintentionally) Gorgias! view of rhetoric by severing it from Gorgias' own
philosophical perspective. But since we are not here directly concerned with
just how Plato short shrifts Gorgias, suffice it to say that Gorgias, upen
hearing Plato's dialogue about him, remarked, "How well Plato knows how to
satirize®[3].

Since Gorgias was a student of Empedocles, he was no doubt acquainted

with the logic and rhetoric of his day[4]. We are therefore interested in the
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Gorgias who emerges directly from those traditions, not Plato's redacted
version. In our examination of Gorgias' logic and rhetoric, we will look for
their ground in his conception of language and reality; as we will see, these
are ultimately encompassed in his doctrine of logos. We should, I think, be
indebted to Gorgias for his early grasp of the inherent conflict between
rhetoric and logic. Unfortunately, after Gorgias' initial efforts to bring
the problem and its cause into plain view, Plato and Aristotle subsequently
obscure this genuine aporia (an insurmountable difficulty) within their
philosophical systems--presumably to insure their own philosophical visions,
Hence, if we do not begin the study of rhetoric and logic before Plato, we
have little hope of understanding the nature of the problem between these
parallel traditions,

Gorgias' rhetoric and logic find their common ground in his ontology and
epistemology, which are tied to his doctrine of logos. Because his doctrine
of logos is more than a theory of language, involving also his view of the
perceptible world, it has both a perceptual and a linguistic dimension from
which his ontology and epistemology derive[5]. Although we need to sketch
these suggested vectors of Gorglas' philosophy, a direct and deductive
exposition will not be as fruitful as a more circuituous and inductive
approach. This is because in Gorgias (unlike Aristotle, for instance) we do
not find a systematically developed philosophy which straightforwardly
underpins the antistrophic arts of rhetoric and dialectic. Instead, Gorgias'
success in these arts comes across as the ironic achievement of a sceptical
ontology and epistemology. As such, we need a starting point which will allow
us to approach Gorgias somewhat obliquely. Hopefully, when our inductive
circumlocution is complete, we will have observed Gorgias' logic and rhetoric

upon their shared ontological-epistemological ground in his doctrine of logos.
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3.2 LOGIC
Since Gorgias is relatively unknown as a skilled dialectician and since we are
acquainted with that early form of logic, Gorgias' use of dialectic provides a
convenient and interesting point of entry into his thought. Using Zeno's
uumnulmmm,%mnsumuﬂymmmsmﬂmwMulWWMMSW
deducing absurd or impossible conclusions from initial premises. Of course,
such a direct refutation is an indirect way of substantiating one's own
mﬂmwumlﬂnm.InmemmemmnmlwﬂsﬁngunﬂMamu,
Gorgias uses this dialectical or apagogic method as his principal method of
reasoning[6]. He achieves, however, unexpected results. Even though Gorgias
makes use of Zeno's logic, his eventual aim is radically opposed to Zeno's,
simply because he targets all ontological systems and dialectical reascning
itself. In a sense, Gorgias projects dialectic into the dimension of
self-reference. His use of dialectic against ontology in Qp Not-Being or On
Nature attempts to refﬁte all the philosophic conceptions of Being of his
time, including Zeno's own Eleatic ontology and its competitors. Gorgias'
refutation of these early metaphysical systems really aims at the legitimacy
and intelligibility of their common pursuit, namely, the attempt to isolate a
permanent reality behind the shifting phenomena of nature; it makes little
difference to Gorgias whether it is conceived as the One or Many. Turning
Zeno's dialectic upon his own Eleatic preference is especially ironic since it
is Zeno's own invention[7].

However, perhaps more important than Gorgias' dialectical refutation of
Presocratic ontologies is his treatment of the dialectical method itself. By
targeting dialectic upon itself, Gorgias thus demonstrates that the method is

flawed insofar as it presumes to guarantee the absolute truth of any
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philosophical thesis, such as the ones put forth in Parmenides' doctrine of
Being(8]. Gorgias' assault on Presocratic ontology and dialectic is
demonstrated in his treatise QOpn Not-Being or On Nature. Though we cannot
offer a complete commentary on this work, it is important that we sketch the
main lines of his three-part thesis., Only by viewing Gorgias' attack on
metaphysics and dialectic can we begin to locate the underpinnings of his own
thought, grounded as it is in his doctrine of logos. Gorglas achieves both
positive and negative results, negative in that his refutations are such, but
positive in that his own philosophy comes into view. Ironically, however,
both are sceptical achievements[9].

Gorgias' three-part thesis, contained in his treatise Qp Not-Beinz or Opn

Nature, states([10],

First and foremost,...nothing exists; second, that even if it
exists, it is inapprenhensible to man; third, that even if it is
apprehensible, still it is without a doubt incapabable of being
expressed or explained to the next man.
Contained within these three statements are, respectively, an ontology, an
epistemology, and a theory of communication. Reality, thought, and language.
Yet we must be cautiocus in reading these pronouncements. They have an overtly
nihilistic sense (if they are not patently absurd), but we misunderstand
Gorgias if we take them at face value. Beyond his refutative intentions,
wrapped within these theses, lies the essence of his own philosophic
perspective. By starting with his deployment of dialectic against Presocratic
metaphysics, we can begin to unwrap these obscure utterances and locate that
perspective. In what follows, we will explore, in turn, each of these
statements and their relation to his dialectic, rhetoriec, and doctrine of

logos. This will require, additionally, glimpses into Gorgias' Helen, and the

intellectual milieu of that time.
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3.3 EIRST IHESIS, DIALECTIC AND ONTOLOGY
Gorgias dialectically develops the first thesis that ™nothing exists" by
alternately supposing the truth of opposing doctrines of Being, essentially
the Parmenidean and Heraclitan conceptions. First, by recapitulating Zeno's
refutation of his Eleatic antagonists, Gorgias supposes that Not-Being exists
(i.e., the world of change, motion, and plurality); like Zeno, he deduces
absurd or impossible conclusions from its basic premises. However, Gorgias

then turns the tables on Zeno., Assuming the truth of Zeno's claims about

Gorgias again deduces absurd conclusions, As a result, the absurd conclusions
in either case refute both initial suppositions that Not-Being or Being
exists. From these intermediate conclusions, Gorgias correctly deduces,
according to dialectie, that since neither Being nor Not-Being exists, nothing
exists--his first thesis. It is in this dialectical fashion that Gorgias
refutes the competing ontologies of that time. This is, of course, only the
gist not the gristle of the argument. More elaborate treatments are available
elsewhere[11].

From a modern perspective, we are tempted to object that all this
apparent silliness of nothing existing is simply the result of confusion over
the "is"™ of existence with other semantic partitionings of "is,"™ the "is" of
predication for example., Or, more fundamentally, we might want to accuse
these early ontologies of confusing nature with language because they try to
read off an ontology of reality from the grammar of a language. These
confusions are largely the result of the uncritical presupposition that
reality conforms to language or thought (between which no clear distinction is

drawn)[12]. It is a confusion, though, which still abides; and it is this
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confusion which sparks and sustains the tension between rhetoric and logic.
Gorgias is perceptive in this respect. Evidenced in his skeptical use of
dialectic, Gorgias realizes in some sense the antithesis between language and
reality and within language itself.

If we look beyond the patent absurdity of the first thesis, we will
discover that Gorgias targets ontology and dialectic because he perceives a
fault inherent in the foundations of dialectic. Moreover, it is the fault
which provides the conceptual space in which Gorgias' own skeptical,
ontological-epistemological foundations develop--the result of his immersion
in the Pythagorean-Empedoclean milieu of fifth century Sicily[13]. For an
inspection of these foundations, which also provide the key to understanding
Gorgias' ironic use of dialectic, we must look into his Helen. There it
becomes apparent how his doctrine of logos guides his skeptical vision of
reality and knowledge. In the next section we will see more explicitly how
Gorgias' conception of 1Q0gos accepts a fundamental duplicity and ambivalence
in the order of things--nature, human experience, language, and so forth[14].
However, before fully confronting that Gorgian doctrine, let us continue to
trace out its destructive intention toward Presocratic ontology and dialectic.

In the dialectical development of the first thesis described above, some
implications follow. Gorgias demonstrates that neither side of a dialectical
argument may be rationally asserted to the exclusion of the other. A
dialectical argument results, therefore, in contradictory conclusions., This
provides sufficient evidence for Gorgias of a fundamental bifurcation of
reason and reality. The rational logos of dialectic simply unveils the basic
antitheses, ambivalences, and duplicities that are wired-in, so to speak, into

the nature of things. Gorgias' double-edged dialectic is called a dissoi



34
logoi, a two=fold argument, of which he is sometimes credited as the
inventor[15].

Thus employed, Gorgias' dialectic cuts a double swath and attempts to
refute Presocratic philosophies which were one-sided, absolutist, and
reductionist in their attempts to get behind the phenomena of nature and lay
hold of the true reality and knowledge. Such absolutist philosophies
(especially the Eleatic variety), entrenched by dialectic, entailed their own
demise, for in the hands of a skilled and irreverent dialectician such as
Gorgias, dialectical reasoning yields equally valid, yet contradictory results
and thereby cancels out antithetical perspectives[16].

Even more obvious, though, than the simultaneous destruction of competing
ontologies is the conclusion that dialectic effects its own immolation in the
process, Dialectic proves itself impotent as a method of reason sufficient to
ascertain pure and simple truths about reality, which, although eluding
sensory perception, are assumed apprehendable by thought. When Gorgias
arrives at the conclusion that "nothing exists," he declares, "If nothing
exists, then proofs deceive™[17]. Because a dialectical argument refutes
itself by alternately controverting antithetical suppositions, dialectic
cannot secure the aims envisioned by Zeno or by anyone hoping to guarantee the
truth of a philosophical claim[18].

Finally, the meaning of Gorgias' obscure utterance becomes clear. It is
not a literal expression of Gorgias' philosophic perspective at all; instead,
it is the ironic implication of rigorously applied dialectic. The statement
turns out to be a clever parody of Presocratic ontology and logic; Gorgias
doubts their legitimacy and intelligibility. As Untersteiner sums up, Gorgias

sees that{19],
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Man cannot escape the antitheses. His thought discovers only the

opposite poles in all propositions which try to explain reality
philosophically. The reality reached by dialectic expresses only

aporial.
Presocratic ontology and dialectic go wrong, according to Gorgias, because

they fail to understand the impenetrable ambivalence of Jlogos.

3.3.1 Doctrine of Logos, Ontology and Theory of Language

Of course, simply a.ttrib'utins such importance to Gorgias' doctrine of logos
does not explain the Greek conception of logos or Gorgias' particular view of
it. However, to request Platonically a definition of logos itself misses the
mark, perhaps, since it presupposes a theory of language that is being
questioned in the larger context of our investigation into the relations among
rhetoric, logic, and language. The concept of Greek logos has few
well-defined boundaries because we must somehow construct its meaning over a
span of twenty-five centuries and because it had a notoriously polysemic
character during that time[20]. This might lead us to see that it is, after
all, a word——a word just like other words. So, the ancient conception of
logos might prove to be as inscrutable as the nature of language has proven to
be to the modern eye. We can, however, inguire as to how Gorgias uses Jogos
to ground his skeptical philosophy and provide a philosophic context for his
dialectic and rhetoric.

For an understanding of Gorgias' doctrine of logos we must turn to his
Encomium on Helen, a work which is often referred to as an "essay on the
nature and power of logos"[21]. In the Helepn Gorgias reveals the basis for
his ontology and epistemology, which, as we've observed, surface rather

ironically in his treatise Qp Not-Being or On Nature. By the time the Helen
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is written, Gorgias' doctrine of logos is part of an assumed scaffolding upon
which his three-part treatise stands([22]. The doctrine of logos is developed
in the Helen as one of four arguments which defend Helen of Troy's adultery
with Paris and her desertion from her home., Each of the four arguments
sketches relationships between forces of reality and human action, but the
longest and most thorough argument is the one based upon logos. It explains
her conduct, of course, as the result of the influence of Jlogos. She is
therefore exonerated from any blame[23]. What follows is a description of the
nature and power of Gorglas' doctrine of logos.

As we briefly noted in the last section, logos possesses an ambivalent
character, maintaining an antithetical tension between cpposites that cannot
be reduced into simpler components. In accordance with this duplieity, logos
exerts a magical or drug-like power on its audience[24].

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 diseases 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.
According to Romilly, Gorgias is a "theoretician of the magic spell of words,"
but he did not try to perform magic; rather, he attempted to articulate the
nature and power of speech[25]. Logos is both rational and irrational, but
the force it exerts is predominantly irrational, working a kind of violence
upon its hearers[26]. Logos, of course, works rationally also, as in the
rationalistic dialectic of Zeno, but the end of that line of reasoning is a
kind of logical irrationmality. For Gorgias, this is the ipevitable result of

the antithetical, ambivalent nature of Jlogos.
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How does logos achieve its irrational domination over men? The answer
will bring us nearer the core of his ontology and épistemology. Gorgias'
Helen reveals that the spoken logos is empowered through two constituent
processes[27]: persuasion (peitho) and deception (apate). Persuasion and
deception are themselves ambivalent concepts. Constitued by both intellectual
force and demonic power, persuasion imports its division into Jlogos.

Deception is similarly ambivalent, working in logos by falsifying an objective
aspect of reality as it subjectively transforms something into scmething else.
Deception, for Gorgias, does not fabricate simple falsehoods; it is a creative
activity that intends to deceive an audience by creating a point of view, or
its opposite, within a given context. However, such deception can be
justified because it may bring an audience clcser to a truth of human
experience. Greek drama, for example, although a falsification of objective
fact, might just bring a person closer to the truth than a straight reporting
of events[28].

In addition to the persuasive and deceptive aspects of Jlogos, logos is
guided by another principle, kairos. Gleaned from Fythagorean philosophy,
this concept translates as "according to circumstances™[29]. Kairos
encompasses the circumstances of a situation and determines the power of logos
according to those constraints. In accordance with this principle, human
knowledge and human action depend upon a situation; no truth or action is
simple in itself. Only in the context of the situation do actiocns or
utterances obtain truth and meaning. As such, kairos is also an ambivalent
concept, since, in order for speech (logog) to induce a point of view through
deception and persuasion, kairos must consider the indeterminate, relational

character of a situation; and this will always admit various possibilites for
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interpretation and argumentation[30]. In sum, Gorgias' doctrine of logos is a
complex concept, empowered and determined by kairos {according to

circumstances), peitho (persuasion), and apate (decepticn).

Although these principles are essential to the spoken or linguistic
logos, they are not simply linguistic in nature; they originate in the
phenomenal character of the world. This observation directs us toward the
core of Gorgias' Pythagorean-derived philosophy. Concisely formulated, this
philosophy taught that[31],

Nothing is simple and pure, but earth has a portion of fire, and

fire of water and wind...and thus also the beautiful a portion of

the ugly, and the just of the unjust, and other things likewise.
Everything is a mixture of differences. Even though a harmony exists, such as
between magnetic poles, reality is not reducible to a simple and pure material
or principle that operates behind the changing panaroma of nature. Gorgias,
like other Sophists (Protagoras, for instance), opts for an extreme
phenomencnalism, arguing in these words that "Existence is unknown unless it
acquire appearance, and appearance is feeble unless it acquire existencen[32].

This is all to say that Gorgias' ontology also presents a duplicitous
logos in the world that men experience, not only in the world in which men
speak. Men do not govern the logos of the ambivalent, phenomenal world; the
logos of that constantly changing and contradictory world rules men. The
logos of this world is not an immaterial logos. It is a perceptual one. What
sense perception reveals, moreover, is the fundamental ambivalence inherent in
any situation. Knowledge, truth, and action are relative to the situations
that men and women experience. In this way, too, Gorgias reveals in the
fourth argument that Helen is deceived by the beauty of Paris when she deserts

her home[33].
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Hence, from Gorgias' Pythagorean perspective, that reality is essentially
antithetical and indeterminate, emerges the ambivalent linguistic concepts of
kairos, persuasion, and deception. Man experiences the duplicity of logos in
both his perceptual and discursive worlds. These worlds are joined, according
to the principle of kairos, in the circumstances of a situation--always in the
context of human action and experience.

Since we have now uncovered a good portion of Gorgias' ontology which
lies implicit within his first thesis, we can loock more briefly at his
epistemology and theory of communication and rhetoric; these also stem from

his view of an indeterminate and ambivalent reality.

3.4 SECOND THESIS, ERISTEMOLOGY

Gorgias' second thesis, "if anything exists, we can not know it," maintains
that knowledge (of a pure and simple, Parmenidean type) is an impossible goal.
In the Helen first and then in Qp Not-Being or Op Nature, Gorgias claims that
"our perceptions seize not the essence which we seek, but that which is proper
to each”[34]. In other words, if there is Being behind the sensory world that
men experience, he cannot have knowledge of it. The rationalistic logps of
dialectic, which seeks to gain knowledge of such essences by means of thought
alone, results only in gporiai and contradictions. Gorgias argues
additionally in his philosophical treatise that if it is possible to think
things which do not exist (such as flying chariots), it is conversely possible
there are things which cannot be thought, but which nonetheless exist, It is
possible that much of reality eludes man's perceptive faculties and,
therefore, that it is unknowable in the absolute sense sought by Presocratic

philosophy. Knowledge becomes an irrelevant concept as a result of these
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difficulties; man is continually confounded by the ambivalence of the
perceptual and lingustic logos in which he is immersed. Point of view
becomes, then, a more appropriate concept. 1In any case, Gorgias envisions an

epistemological prison from which there is no escape.

3.5 IHIRD IHESIS, IHEORY OF COMMUNICATION AND RHETORIC
Gorgias' third thesis, that "even if anything is knowable, it is not
communicable,” builds onto the two previocus ontological and epistemological
theses. It has its basis in the division between the perceptual and
conceptual logos. Gorgias' stress upon this heterogeneous relationship is a
development from the Empedoclean doctrine that speech is obviously different
from that which speech is about. Therefore, speech does not really reveal
those things it is about; we do not communicate with things but with words.
For example, our perceptual experience of a certain color (red, for instance),
is obviously different from the word ("red") that indicates the color[35].
Gorgias' idea is roughly the same as the Saussurian concept of the
arbitrariness of language. Gorgias clearest statement on the problem is
this(361:

For that by which we reveal is logos, but Jogos is not substances

and existing things. Therefore, we do not reveal existing things to

our neighbors, but logos, which is something other than substances.

Thus, just as the visible would not become audible, and vice versa,
similarly, when external reality is involved, it would not become

our LOZOS.
In addition to the chasm between speech and experience, there is the
difference between speakers[37]. This refers to the fact that speaker and
hearer are not alike in their subjective psychological states (a version of

solipsism), and to the fact that the same idea cannot, logically speaking, be
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in two speakers at the same time. By viewing Gorglas' skeptical theory of
communication in context with his skeptical ontology and epistemology, we see
that true communication is just as impossible as true knowledge of reality.
Communication is impossible not only because knowledge of reality is
impossible, but because of unreconcilable difference among speech, experience,
and speakers.

Having now unwrapped Gorglas' three theses, what is the philosophic
perspective which lies implicit within these? Basically, his doctrine of
logos posits a fundamental duplicity and ambivalence in man's perceptual and
discursive worlds. Perceptually, his senscory capacities attest to an
ever-changing, contradictory world. Intellectually, dialectic reveals
contradictory conclusions. Therefore, it is impossible to attain undiluted
knowledge or communication of reality. Were logos not ambivalent, its power
to persuade and deceive would not be possible because pure and simple truths
would be accessible, As it is, however, logos works irratiomally according to
the circumstances of human situations. Although logos does not secure
knowledge, it can persuade men to certain points of view within the relative
contexts of human experience.

From such a philosophic perspective, Gorgias! rejection of philosophy for
rhetoric is easily understood. Rhetoric is simply a sceptical and ironic
achievement. Whereas rationalistic dialectic in the hands of Presocratic
metaphysicians sought to reduce reality and knowledge thereof to pure and
simple truths, Gorgias' rhetoric accepts, even capitalizes upon, the
fundamental antitheses of knowledge and reality. Instead of producing
equivocal, contradictory results (like dialectic), which stultify argument and

human action, rhetoric avoids the gporiai by seeking to induce points of view
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appropriate to the situations in which problems arise. Enowledge in an
absolute sense becomes irrelevant and is replaced by what men can be persuaded
to believe. Rhetoric is for Gorgias "the artificer of persuasion,” a
definition of rhetoric given by Plato which Gorgias evidently endorses
(Gorgias 453a, 455a).

There is yet another facet of Gorglas' rhetoric which requires attention;
it continues the tradition of rhetoric as the techne begun in Corax's and
Tisias' rhetorics. This aspect of Gorgias' rhetoric, although associated with
Gorgias' philosophic perspective, emphasizes the purely linguistic dimension
of rhetoric[38]. This strictly verbal element is, again, based upon arguments
of probability and rhetorical figures of speech; Gorgias is sometimes credited
as the inventor of the latter[39]. Together, these make Gorgias' rhetoric a
techne. As we observed with the earliest founders of rhetoric, these
linguistic features reveal the schemata at work in language and thus exert a
more than rational influence upon the audience. Gorgias' argument from
probability is not one which intends to approximate objective fact; it creates
what seems likely and appropriate in accordance with the situational character
of human reality.

Gorglas' use and development of the rhetorical figures of speech were
largely adapted from the poetic traditon. They included, for example,
antithesis, isokolia, parisoseis, and other more obscure figures[40].

Gorgias' development of the rhetorical figures contributed to his elevated
style. Rhetorical figures could, according to Gorgias, exert a mgical
influence, an enchantment upon the listener([41]. Similar to Corax's rhetoric,
Gorgias' stresses the materiality of language as a means to influence an

audience. The rhetorical figures provide that materiality in their various
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Schemata, and could thus help achieve the rhetor's persuasive aim. It is

Gorgias' emphasis upon the elevated style that both Plato and Aristotle found

repugnant. The third book of Aristotle's Rhetoric is largely an attack upon

Gorgias' elevated style[42]. In sum, the technical aspects of Gorgias'

rhetoric (figures of speech, argument from probability) have a philosophical

basis in so far as they secure persuasion in accordance with the ambivalence

of experience and argument; but, they have linguistic base in so far as they

induce persuasion through the movement and form of speech (language) itself.
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Chapter IV

PLATO

4.1 OQVERVIEW OF PLATO'S RHETORIC AND LOGIC
Qur next step brings us to Plato, who, quite obviously, has exerted a profound

influence upon the traditions of both rhetoric and logic. Curiously, though,
Plato cannot be considered a rhetorician or a logician per se. We can, of
course, discern numerocus logical and rhetorical principles within his
dialogues, and from that construct a number of his views. But he did not
compose strictly logical or rhetorical treatises, say, as did his student
Aristotle. Although Plato was not a rhetorician, his rhetoric about rhetoriec
has proven itself very persuasive over the centuries. Largely because of
Plato, philosophy has traditiomally ignored rhetoric[1]. By the same token,
however, Plato's philosophy has spurred the development of logic. To
reiterate the hypothesis along which this paper is developing, the failure of
rhetoric and the success of logic {in this instance with Plato) are due to the
implieit, yet predominant logical-representational view of language. Even
though Plato does not invent this view of the nature and function of language
(tacitly assuming it as his Presocratic predecessors had) he consolidates its
power through his success over the sophists[2]. Thus, after Plato and even
more after Aristotle, this unquestioned view of language becomes tacitly
ingrained within the conceptual framework of Western philosophical thinking.
Similar to our treatment of Gorgias in the last chapter, this chapter

will examine various features and relations in Plato's philosophy. In
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accordance with the principal aim of the larger work, the development of
individual sections on rhetoric, logic, and ontology-epistemology is directed
towards the eventual construction in the last section of a theory of language

for Plato,

4.2  RHETORIC

Plato's views on rhetoric are contained mostly in the Gorgias and Phaedrus.
His Menexus alsc provides a parody on rhetoric[{3]. Plato's treatment of
rhetoric in both of these works is decidedly negative[4]. His severest
objection to rhetoric in the Gorgias is ethical. Using Gorgias' definition of
rhetoric as "the artificer of persuasion," Plato argues that rhetoric achieves
its persuasion through flattery (453a-456a). According to Plato, rhetoric
panders to the baser tastes of ignorant audiences and cannot, therefore, aim
or will at what is good, honorable, or just. Moreover, Plato's analogy
between cooking and rhetoric attempts to demonstrate that rhetoric is not an
art (techpe), as claimed by its practitiomers and teachers. Rhetoric, unlike
dialectic, is not based on universal principles; instead, it is a knack like
cooking. Rhetoric stands to justice in the same way that cooking stands to
health culture. While medicine and exercise lead to true health, cooking
merely panders to the taste (U62a-U466a, 501a). The implication is that
dialectic, not rhetoric, leads to justice (527a, 504a-505a).

Plato criticizes rhetoric on different grounds in the Phaedrus. Whereas
his main objection to rhetoric is ethical in the Gorgzias, it is
epistemological in the Phaedrus. The Phaedrus provides its additional
eriticism of rhetoric apparently in response to Isocrates' Azajnst the

Sophists, a vindication of the ethical aims of rhetoric which Plato had (in
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the Gorgias) previously criticized. In keeping with his later philosophy,
Plato's charge against rhetoric is that it is not grounded upon real
knowledge. Instead, the rhetorics of that time (Tisias' and Gorgias'
specifically), were grounded, he correctly claims, upon probability--what
seems likely but may not be so at all[5]. Persausive goals, the aim of
arguments from probability and opinion, were valued more than goals of
knowledge and truth (Phaedrus, 261-263, 267, 273).

For rhetoric to become a true art, which Plato seems to admit is
possible, he requires that the rhetorician first know the truth in regard to
subject matter and to men's souls (Phaedrus, 277). But the process of
arriving at truth and knowledge is through dialectic. In the Phaedrus
(267-277), dialectic is Plato's "method of division and collection," sometimes
referred to as diaresis, a method of definition. Hence, the true rhetorician
must first be a dialectician., At the end of the dialogue Plato gives the name
sphilosopher™ to one who can both ascertain truth (a dialectical skill) and
defend and prove it to others, a rhetorical skill (278). To sum up, although
Plato admits the posibility of a philosophical rhetoric grounded first in
dialectic, his qualifications divorce rhetoric from its philosophical basis as
set forth by its founders and by Gorgias. Plato's philosophical rhetoric is
really a censure of rhetoric as it stood in his day. Given Plato's
qualifications, rhetcric would not be rhetoric; it would simply be dialectic

in disguise.
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4.3 LOGIC
As we pass from Plato's perception of rhetoric to his perception of dialectic,
we find a great contrast. Dialectic assumes an exalted status in Plato,
providing the foundation of and means to knowledge. Its exalted state,
however, is only recognized by Plato and his faithful followers; Aristotle is
not, for instance, among those who esteem Platonic dialectie[6]. Plato
inherits his dialectic of question and answer from Socrates. Also described
as the Socratic elenchus, Socrates' dialogical dialectic is credited with
raising common deliberation to a philosophical level[7]. Along this line,
Aristotle credits Socrates in the Metaphvsics (1078b 26=-29) for introducing
inductive argumentation and universal definition into philosophic
discussion[8]. The Socratic-Platonic dialectic makes two principal advances
upon the Eleatic dialectic of Zeno. First, it introduces flesh-and-blood
interlocutors into dialectic. Second, and more importantly, it develops into
a method of positive proof, thus surpassing the negative Eleatic logic and
even the early Socratic elenchus as means of refutation. To be sure, however,
dialectic retains its refutative function, but Plato does much more to
establish it as a method for constructing positive proofs for whatever
philosophic issue is under scrutiny. In Plato's Iheaetetus, for example,
Socrates first refutes inadequate definitions of knowledge; but then he
proceeds to attempt a positive construction of what knowledge itself is. What
the Eleatic dialectic and the Socratic-Platonic dialectic have in common is
the critical spirit in which a philosophical adversary could be shown the
unsoundness of his supposed knowldege and led, ideally, to true knowledge(9].

But dialectic itself, to phrase it Platonically, proves as elusive a

concept as the definitions it seeks to pin down. Dialectic is, quite
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naturally, an evolving concept within Plato's philosophy and means, therefore,
different things at different points in his development. That doesn't give
us, however, a sense that there is a Platonic essence for dialectic. As
Robinson observes, Plato's dialectic "has the strong tendency to mean 'the
ideal method,' whatever that may be"[10]. It is possible, of course, to
discern various senses over the range of Plato's dialogues. To give some
precision to this Platonic logic, three general senses are identified below.

The first, already noted above, is dialectic as dialogue, the asking and
answering of questions in flesh-and-blood encounters., It is described, for
example, in the Cratvlus (390c), Republic (531d-e), and Gorzias (461e-462a);
and, once inscribed (as in the Platonic dialogues), it even constitutes a
genre, A second version of dialectic is identified as a "dialectic of ideas,”
a sense upon which Hegelian dialectic is grounded. Exemplified in Plato's
Philebus, Parmenides, and Sophist, this kind of dialectic, according to Hegel,
involves reason purified of its human and rhetorical context([11]. Finally,
dialectic is presented in the Sophist (218d-221c), Philebug (16d), and
Phaedrus (265d-266b) as a "method of division and collection"[12]. Also
referred to as diaresis, a Greek transliteration meaning "division," this form
of dialectic is Plato's classificatory method of definition[13].

Regardless of how the senses or forms of Plato's dialectic are classified
and more important than any particular version is what they have in
common[14]. Platonic dialectie, as part of Plato's Socratic legacy, is a
search for the essence (gusia) of things. According to Robinson, "The great
theory of dialectic is the theory of the method of discovering essencem[15].
Plato continues Socrates' line of ethical inquiry concerning virtue and so

forth, but he expands the search to look for metpahysical essences of both
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abstract and concrete objects. That is, Plato moves from the Soecratic search
for a normal conceptual understanding of objects and ideas, linked always to
particular instances, to a transcendent realm of subsistent Ideas or Forms
(eidos). These provide, for Plato, the essences of both abstract and concrete
entities. For example, in the Mepno (an earlier dialogue), Plato searches for
definitions for temperance, courage, color, and bees; and these are regquests
for normal Socratic definitions which explain the object or idea to be
defined. However, in contrast to this normal request for definition, Plato's
search for a definition of Beauty in the Svmposium and even his attempts at
definition for iron and ailver in the Phaedrus are quests for metaphysical
essences[16]. Unfortunately, the more these essences elude Plato, as he fails
to formulate adequate defintions, the more he is convinced of their
existence[17]. At any rate, the end result of dialectic (in whatever sense it
is construed), intends to unequivocally circumscribe the essence of objects in
this world or in another, transcendent cne, A definition of the kind sought
by both Plato and Socrates is not simply a verbal description of a verbal
concept; it intends to reveal the fundamental reality of the object, which,
for Plato, is an Idea([18]. Simply stated, a definition would forge an
unbreakable link between language and reality.

For Plato, dialectic is undoubtedly the way to attain true knowledge of
reality. But dialectic is not only a means to secure true knowledge; as we
will see, it is itself grounded in true reality[19]. This is of course in
contrast to rhetoric, built as it is upon probabilistic knowledge and
likenesses of reality. Just how Plato's dialectic is grounded upon and leads
to true knowledge of what is, is problematic. For this, we need a closer loock

at Plato's ontology and epistemoclogy.
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4.4  ONTOLOGY AND EPISTEMOLOGY
Plato's ontology emerges clearly from the Presocratic quest to determine the
nature of reality, an endeavor briefly addressed in the last chapter.
However, Plato makes a considerable advance upon earlier ontoclogies because he
achieves a comprehensive synthesis by reconciling opposing schools of thought,
primarily, the Parmenidean, Heraclitan, and Sophistic. Following a Heraeclitan
line of thought, Plato believes that objects in the world, according to their
nature, are in a state of flux. Similarly, he agrees with the Sophists that
man's perception of the material world is relative to the corresponding
changes of its sensible and transitory objects. Plato does not relegate the
sensible world and man's perception of it to illusion; he is unlike Parmenides
in this respect[20]. Like Parmenides, however, he believes that the changing
aspects of the material world and man's corresponding impressions are not the
highest or truest reality. In contrast, then, to both Heraclitan and
Sophistic perspectives, Plato envisions a reality which is immutable,
absolute, and universal; yet, it is knowable. For Plato, the world of
concrete objects, the phenomenal world, towards which man's sensory faculties
are directed, are simply lower in the ontological and, hence, epistemological
hierarchy. Unlike all of these earlier philosophies, Plato progresses from an
immanent, materialist conception of reality to the conception of a
transcendant and immaterial world possessing subsistent, objective essences.
It is this transcendent reality, the world of Forms or Ideas (gidosg), which is
apprehendable by dialectical reasoning[21].

The above is a little misleading. Plato's theory of Ideas does not

describe a reality that is completely other from the phenomena; world that men

experience. Rather, the changing reality of perceptual and mental experience
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has an objective referent in a corresponding reality that is of a higher
order[22].

Plato's ontology cannot be overestimated as the key to his entire
philosphical program. Only from the viewpoint of his Formal world do his
other views on dialectiec, rhetorié, knowledge, truth, discourse, and language
find their significance. His cntology makes everything else possible and
accessible because everything is grounded (quite literally for Plate) in
relation to the world of Forms. The phenomenal world and man's perceptual and
mental experience are viewed as derivatives of that ideal reality.

A moment ago, I referred to Plato's conception of the hierarchical
structure of reality, established clearly in the Republic (509d-511e) as
beginning in the phenomenal world and culminating in the noumenal world of
Ideas. But even within the world of Forms, the hierarchy continues with lower
and higher Forms, all of which proceed from the Form of the Good or One. The
phenomenal world is an imitation (mimesis) of the Formal, and is described in
the Timeaus as fashioned by Plato's Demiurge according to the world of
Forms(23].

Given that outline of Plato's ontology, it is easy to see that his theory
of knowledge is hierarchically structured as well, patterning itself upon an
ontology which provides the objects of knowledge for his epistemology. This
hierarchical correspondence is sketched in the same passage in the Republic
(noted above). Beginning with a lower grade knmowledge attained by sensory
perception, the highest knowledge culminates in the apprehension of the Forms
and their varicus relations with one another., Simply stated, levels of
knowledge correspond to levels of reality. The highest level of knowledge is

Doesis and its ontological objects are the archai, the Formal archetypes[24].
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Again, I would like to stress that only with Plato's ontology in mind, as
a kind of original reality which engenders copies of itself, can we fully
begin to understand the import of Plato's views on dialectic, rhetoric,
discourse, and language. They, too, are derivatives of the Formal world,
similar to the way in which the phencmenal world is derivative. Both are
imitations, however imperfect they measure against the ideal of Ideas. What
we are asked to do by Plato is, admittedly, out of keeping with ordinary
experience. Instead of focusing attention upon the relationship between
everyday discourse and its ostensive reference to objects, people and
situations, Plato asks us to shift our focus to the relationship between
language and a world of transcendent Ideas., This establishes the word-meaning
relationship for Plato.

The philosopher apprehends the world of Forms and their combinations
through dialectic, which can transcend the corresponding imitative world of
sensory phenomena., Although dialectic begins for Plato as an epistemic
heuristic, a method of discovering truth and knowledge, it soon becomes
coextensive with philosophy itself; and, if not identical with Plato's
ontology, dialectic is at least parallel to it. In a sense, Plato's
epistemology collapses into his ontology. In the Sophist and Statesman, for
example, the dialectician, "without the help of any sensible object," begins
and ends his inquiry in the realm of the Forms[25]. The dialectical method
itself proceeds according to diaresis; as such, we have a clear combination of
the second and third senses of dialectic introduced at the beginning of this
section.

Of course, mcdern philosophers and linguists such as Wittgenstein or

Benveniste would be very critical of the equation between method and object.
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They would object, correctly I think, that the revelation of the essential
form.or the object reveals nothing more than the structure of the medium or
method. Plato believes, however, that dialectic is ontologically grounded in
the Formal realm and its function, therefore, is to trace out connections
among the Forms[26].

The nature and function of dialectic corresponds nicely to its three
senses., It is both an analytical method and a reflection of the Formal
cbjects the method seeks, According to the three senses of dialectic
(dialogue, dialectic of ideas, and diaresis), the first and third senses
constitute the mirroring process, while the second is the ontological object
and ground of dialectic.

The idea of the medium of language, exhibited in dialectic, as a
reflection or imitation of the Formal world is also expressed in Plato's
notion of discourse. Of course, I am being somewhat vague when I refer to the
medium of language here, since we have not yet discussed Plato's theory of
language. I must temporarily beg your intuitions. At any rate, in the
Sophist (259e) Plato asserts that meaningful discourse is only possible
through a certain combination (gumploke) of Forms[27]. Forms which are
compatibly combined are true, and those which are not combined or incompatibly
combined are either false or altogether meaningless. For example, the
statement ™motion is rest" is false because the Forms of Motion and Rest are
incompatible (Sophist, 249-269). However, the assertion that "man is an
animal™ is true because the Forms are compatibly blended. Additionally, a
simple conjunction of words such as "lion, stag, horse" is meaningless because
there is no combination of Forms. For the same reason, neither is the

sequence "walks, sleeps, runs™ (Sophist, 262b){28]. Plato goes on to point
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out that, as a minimum requirement for meaningful sentences, the combinaticn
(sugploke) requires a name (gopoma) and a verb (rhema) (Sophist, 262b)[29].

Plato arrives also in the Sophjst, more clearly at an anwer to the
question he had posed and explored in the Iheaetetus, "what is knowledge?"
Though Plato does not commit himself to a specific definiton, such as true
opinion, he describes it as the apprehension of the Forms and their
interconnections; this apprehension is achieved by his method of division and
collection. Interpreted for a godern, we would say that knowledge is the
comprehension of a class concept as established by a definition in the
traditional "species = genus + differentia” formula. For Plato, this form of
dialectic actually reflects the hierarchical nature of the world of Ideas[30].

From a general perspective, then, Plato's conceptions of dialectic,
discourse, truth, and knowledge are founded upon a relation between the
immanent world of human experience and the transcendent realm of the Forms.
But we can be more precise than that. Plato's ontology consists of at least
two worlds (and perhaps three) which stand in an original-derivative
relationship; the derived imitates the original as an imperfect reproduction.
To divide the world of phenomena from the world of language remains a problem
at this point. Both have an immanent existence, yet they are not easily
reconciled to another. We will return to this problem in the next section on
Plato's theory of language. In any case, truth and knowledge for Plato emerge
from the binmary correspondence of dialectic and discourse with the world of
Ideas. That probably sounds a little strange to us since we are accustomed to

thinking of our discourse in reference to this world, not some transcendent

reality.



59

Especially when considering Plato's philosophy, we should not lose sight
of that fact because some important consequences follow for Plato's views on
language . Essentially, discourse seems to reside at a higher level in the
ontological hierarchy than does the phenomenal realm. It stands somewhere
between the noumenal world of the Forms and the phencmenal world of sensory
experience. This means that language is really a better imitation of the
Formal reality than the material world is; thus, we are duped by our senses
more than by words. Therefore, we may have more than two worlds to confront
in Plato' ontology. For the moment, however, let us return to the notion of
correspondence introduced above.

Concerning the correspondence of discourse and dialectic with the world
of Ideas, there is a minor problem; its solution will help us understand
Plato's theory of language. From the correspondence relation emerges,
acording to Plato, meaning, truth, and knowledge. We are tempted to ask
wherein lies the correspondence--between thought (some kind of mental event)
and the world of Forms, or instead, between spoken and written discourse and
the Formal realm? A reasonable response would be to imagine a hierarchy that
begins in the Formal world, descends through thought, and finally reaches
discourse. This mocdel provides two levels of correspondence, one immediate
and one intermediate. From the Formal world to thought, there is an immediate
correspondence, And from thought to discourse, the relationship is immediate.
However, the relationship is intermediate between discourse and the world of
Forms; thought, naturally, mediates between the two. This description of the
correspondence relation certainly appears Platonic: the original, a
reflection, and a reflection of a reflection. However, it is more the result
of an anachronistic conception of Plato's ontological, epistemclogical, and

linguistic hierarchy. Here's why.
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This erronecus hierarchical conception rests upon a distinction between
thinking and speaking, a distinction that Plato does not make. From the
Theaetetus (189e-190a) we learn that, for Plato, thinking is nothing more than
internalized speech. There is no essential difference between the two([31].
But that should not really surprise us, if we bear in mind Flato's concept of
dialectic as dialogue, whose requirement for interlocutors emphasizes the
exterior, spoken exchange[32]. The conversational component cannot be
divorced from dialectic and thought. For Plato, both of these are grounded in
the spoken. Therefore, we cannot have a hierarchy of the type suggested
above, a common misconception of Plato's levels of reality.

Part of the problem arises, I think, because we are used to thinking of
things called "concepts" or "ideas" which are believed to be mental entities
different from both language and the phenomenal world. An "idea" (the term I
prefer to use here) is typically described as a mental image of sensory
impressions of the phenomenal world. The notion of a mental image in this
sense is introduced early in the philosophical tradition in Aristotle's Qn
Interpretation. And, continuing this tradition in the seventeenth century,
John Locke describes the idea as a mental image in his Essay Concerning Human
Understanding. A "concept™ or "idea” in this more modern sense is not clearly
articulated until after Aristotle in the Latin commentaries on Aristotle's Qn
Interpretation. This is all to say that Plato does not consider such
psychological events to be of much importance[33]. But even though Plato does
not go in for ideas in the way that some moderns are apt to i=s not to say that
he denies the reality of mental events. He simply equates them with
internalized speech. Why isn't Plato interested in such psychological

realities? Because he was continuing the tradition of Socrates who started
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asking, "What is X?"; and Socrates' search for definitions is motivated by his
desire to know the thing, not some mental event. Both Plato and Socrates are
interested in the actual, real referent (whatever that might be); they are not
concerned with the mental event, or for that matter, the word--both of which
they presume to be transparent to the referent[34].

According to Aristotle, Socrates sought universal definitions which would
reveal the essence of the thing under scrutiny. Even though nowadays some
might want to say that a definition defines a word and its use, or even that
it denotes an idea (mental image), for Socrates and Plato a definition reveals
the actual thing. For Socrates, the definition always remains linked to
specific instances of the thing being defined. Plato, however, divorces the
definition from its ostensive reference to an object or situation, and he
gives the definition another primary referent, an Idea in the world of Ideas
(not to be confused with "idea," the mental image). Plato "separates
universals,” according to Aristotle, and creates a realm of imaginary, eternal
things. In other words, Plato hypostatized ideas or words so as to become
Ideas[35]. Simplistically, Plato makes this move because he sees that objects
in the world constantly change but that definitions don't; hence, defintions
must really refer to something besides what their ostensive reference is about
in the ordinary world. In Plato's ontological scheme, then, definitions refer
to Ideas; and definitions and Ideas don't change. The point of this brief
digression about psychological events in relation to Plato's ontology is
twofold. First, it helps to overcome an obstacle that must be confronted in
Plato's ontolgical hierarchy, namely, what to do about mental events. Second,
and more importantly for the task at hand, it will allow a more insightful
discussion of Plato's ontology in relation to his theory of language, to which

we should now turn.
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4.5 THEORI OF LANGUAGE
Many of Plato's views on language have already been touched upon in the
preceding section, Still, we need a more explicit sketch of his conception of
the nature and function of language. In general, Plato's theory of language
lies embedded within two concentric conceptual frameworks of early Greek
'thought. The larger framework involves two competing views of reality and
knowledge; these polarize into the two antithetical concepts, pomos and
physis. The nomos conception, supported by appeals to sense perception, human
custom, and law; presents reality and knowledge as mutable and relative; in
short, it stresses the notion of convention, At the other extreme lies
physis, which construes reality and knowledge as immutable and absolute; in
short, it emphasizes nature or the natural[36].

This nomos-physis duality expresses itself in the smaller conceptual
framework as a paradigm which grounds the nature and uses of language. I am
using the word "language®™ here rather loosely, of course, because the concept
of language gua language is not yet a philosophical topic. The ancient Greeks
do not even have a word for "language©"[37]. In any case, within the
linguistic paradigm of that time, providing a tacit conceptual structure,
words maintain either a conventional or natural relationship with their
referents. Before we look at this difference, let us first see what these
divergent linguistic views have in common within the paradigm they share.
Essentially, either conception of language assumes that words are names of
things; this is true at the level of the individual word and at the level of
the sentence. All words get their meanings from the sorts of things they
name. Words are viewed as labels which stick to pieces of reality.

Figuratively, they are perceived to pin down the world in much the same way
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that nails might pin down pieces of wood. This supposed naming connection
which words maintain with the world reveals a certain view or deacriptic;n of
reality. This view of language is the result of the Greek perception that the
world is a collection of objects or things presumed to be knowable by a kind
of raw and immediate acquaintance. This view of the world stands in contrast
to a more modern perspective which interprets the world as a totality of facts
or states of affairs (articulated by Wittgenstein), the result of viewing
knowledge of reality relatiomally as an effect of the mediating character of
language[38].

As a result of this naming preconception, Parmenides rejects language as
a reliable guide to apprehend reality. Because he believes that what reascn
apprehends is immutable and permanent and because the sensible world is just
the opposite, Parmenides rejects both sensory perception and language. Of
course, he does not inquire into language itself; this would have been foreign
to him, and perhaps it is not even a possibility for him. In the end,
language becomes for Parmenides, as it does for the early Wittgenstein, a
ladder to be crawled up and then tossed aside[39].

Heraclitus also thinks that language is misleading, although he 1s not so
radical as Parmenides. Words are misleading for Heraclitus because he sees
that what a word means is often not what the thing means. For example, the
word for bow, bia, means life; but the use or the meaning of the bow is death.
Additionally, since a thing may have more than one name, he does not believe
that a word completely discloses the meaning of its referent. However,
Heraclitus does believe in the possibility of "significant language use"
because he thinks there is a way in language of using the words correctly so

that the full meaning of the referent is evident. Both Heraclitus and



64
Parmenides agree that language is deceptive and does not adequately represent
the meaning of its referents. Fﬁr Parmenides, language creates a fictitious
ontology. For Heraclitus, language only paints a partial picture of reality,
that is, unless it is carefully used[40].

The thinking changes again with Plato, although it still remains within
the linguistic paradigm of naming, Similar to Heraclitus, Plato sees that
things in the world have several names and that what words can mean is often
different from what things mean. But unlike Heraclitus, it isn't the name
which deceives so much as the kinds of things which words supposedly name,
objects in the phenomenal world. Plato believes that the phenomenal world of
sensory experience does not fully answer to what meaningful discourse is
about. But instead of doing away with words or phenomenal experience (as
Parmenides had), Plato creates the realm of ideas--what is scmetimes construed
as a Third World[41]. According to this ontology and theory of language,
language would have its primary reference to the Formal world, and would only
secondarily and imperfectly have reference to the world of phencmenal
experience. In a moment I will sketch a diagram of Plato's ontology and
epistemology in relation to his theory of language and signification; it will,
hopefully, shed scme light on the varicus relations among elements of Plato's
philosophy.

Plato's Cratvius, the oldest surviving treatise on language, yields
additonal insight into Plato's conception of the nature and function of
language[%2]. The general subject of the work centers around "the correctness
of names." The question is whether names have a natural or inherent fitness
to their referents, or, whether names are merely conventional signs for their
referents[43]. It is the controversy between phvsis and pomos at the

linguistic level--the "natural" versus the "conventional" view of language.
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In the dialogue, one of the interlccutors, Cratylus, presents the natural
view. He argues that to each thing belongs an inherently proper and natural
name, for foreigners and Greeks alike; or else, words mean nothing. In
contrast, Hermogenes claims that the correctness of a name is determined by
traditional agreement among people; hence, the relation between name and thing
is conventional. In terms of the kind of signification involved, the question
is whether a name is an image (eiko) of its referent, grounded in a natural,
real correspondence--or--whether a name is an arbitrary sign (semeiop) with
only a conventional correspondence to its object[i44]. |

Presented by Socrates, Plato adopts a mediating position in the
controversy, but he inclines more toward the natural conception of language.
Difficulties beset the arguments of both Cratylus and Hermogenes, but Socrates
cannot accept the arbitrary and conventional view of language because it would
lead ultimately to sophistic relativism. Reasoning that the function of a
pame is to distinguish the nature of the thing it refers to, Socrates believes
that the word must somehow be naturally and necessarily connected to it[45].
The novel part of Plato's mediating position is to shift the focus away from
names as images of the phenomenal world to names as images, however imperfect,
of the true things which reside in the Formal world (Cratylus, 422-423, 428,
432, 439), Although ultimately an unsatisfactory response to the problem, it
overcomes obvious objections to the crude natural view held by Cratylus.
Variously characterized as an eikon, homoiom, and mimeme, "language has the
function <for Plato> of separating out the essential natures of things"[146].
By limiting the natural fitness of names to immutable essences in the world of

Forms[47], Plato skirts the controversy and places it in another dimension.
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In addition to the imagistic nature of names, Plato assumes that the
function of names is to distinguish and teach the essence of real things
Cratvlus (387b-388b). Along this line of thought, he describes words as
instruments (organon) which have the function of describing reality, i.e., the
world of Ideas. Even though names are themsevles imperfect images of the true
things in that world, they can be used to lead men to knowledge of that
reality--presumably through dialectic[48]. Thus, two important metaphors
emerge, in the Cratvlus: language as an image (an iconic representation of
reality) and language as a tool which can be used to describe and give man
access to an objective realm[49].

Having now finished the sketch of Plato's theory of language with his
general philosophic program in mind, I think it would be helpful to simply
draw some pictures of my interpretation of Plato's theory of language and
signification in relation to his ontology and epistemology. In order to
portray these concepts I will use two different models, The first draws its
conceptual inspiration from modal statement logie, Saul Kripke's concept of
accessibility, and Popper's notion of three worlds[50]. The second model,
strictly a model of linguistic signification, draws upon the well-known Ogden
and Richard's model of signification. Although I do not presume that either
of these models strictly follow Kripke, Popper, or Richards, they do provide
different and useful conceptualizations of Plato's philosophic and linguistic
concepts.

Using the Kripkean model for which I have constructed a Popperian
three-world ontology, we can read off Plato's epistemology and theory of
language. From modal statement logic I have borrowed the concept of a

possible world; it allows for the conception of other worlds different, but
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imaginable from some original or actual world. Kripke's concept of
accessibility, which we have adapted for our purposes here, describes three
types of relations or properties that may exist between these worlds, These
properties are: reflexivity, symmetry, and transitivity. Each relation holds
between any dyad of worlds, but the number of worlds possible in a given
configuration can range, thecretically, from one to infinity. Three worlds

are given in the configuration below.
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Using a mixed discourse drawn from Plato and our other philesophic
benefactors, here's how I read the diagram for Plato's ontology, epistemology,
and theory of language. From the original world (F), it is possible to
imagine two worlds, the world of phenomena (P) and the world of language (L);
both of these are manufactured as imitations of (F). (F) has access to both
(P) and (L). And, of course, (F) has access to itself by virtue of
reflexivity. Now, the world of phenomena (P) only has access to itself by
reflexivity. Neither (F) nor (L) is accessible from (P); that is to say, in
Plato's words, that man does not comprehend the Forms or language through
phenomenal experience.

However, the world of language (L) does have access into the Forms
through the function of dialectic and names. Roughly speaking, therefore, (L)
and (F) are symmetric. The symmetry possible between language and the Forms
is what gives language a higher ontological status (than phenomena) in Plato's
philosophic hierarchy. The phenomenal world (P), we have seen, does not have
access to (F). And, as does every possible world, (L) has access to itself by
reflexivity. Finally, (L) not only has access to itself and to (F), it has
access to (P) by virtue of its access to (F). That is, (L) is related to (P)
by transitivity; however, it is not a strict, mathematical type ef
transitivity, and the dotted line is an indication of its quasi nature, At
this time I don't know of a better way to describe the relation; it does not
seem, however, that the concept is blurred beyond recognition. What it
intends to show, in accord with my understanding of Plato's theory of
language, is that language only has an indirect connection to the phenomenal
realm. In this way, Plato can explain both the apparent reference of language

to the phenomenal world, and, at the same time, its difference from that
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world. To sum up briefly, the three circles and two solid arrows portray
Plato's basic ontology, while the solid and slashed arrows from (L) to (F) and
(P) indicate his epistemology and theory of language.

Although the above model seems conceptually rich in harnessing the many
currents in Plato's philosophy, it may appear too opaque or usufructuarian to
some., Therefore, what follows is a more traditional linguistic model of
signification. The following is a construction of Plato's theory of
signification in comparison with the Ogden and Richard's model of linguistic
signification[51]. Plato's theory is on the left, Ogden and Richards' is on

the right.

Forms/ Thought
Referent Hefargnc/;

— | — —— — —— —

Name/ Reference/ Symbol Referent
Symbol Phenomena
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With Plato, the word or name refers primarily to the Forms (the referent) by a
patural and necessary connection. With Richards, the word or symbol refers
primarily to thought, what he calls "reference"; the symbol and reference are
causally related, For Plato, the word refers secondarily to the phenomenal
world, what I am calling "reference," by virtue of its indirect relation back
through the Forms. For Richards, the symbol refers secondarily to the
referent by virtue of its indirect relation back through thought (reference).
Richards describes this as an "imputed™ relation. In both of these depictions
Plato and Richards are correctly asserting the obvious distinction between
language and phenomena. Also, for both Plato and Richards, the primary
reference (the top point of the triangles) has a direct, natural or causal
relation both to the word or symbol and to the indirect reference (the right
points of the triangles) of the word or symbol. The difference between the
two theories of signification is the change in the actual referent, the
ontological object signified. Richards, of course, is not committed to
transcendent referents, and if Plato could be convinced that he has
hypostatized ideas or language S0 as to become Forms, Richards and Plato would
forget their differences in this model.

We have now finished a somewhat labyrinthine discussion of Plato's
rhetoric, dialectic, and theory of language in the context of his larger
philosophic system. We should pause for a moment and reflect upon its
significance for the original rhetorie, logic, and language problem. To
reiterate, the basic tension between rhetoric and logic is that they interpret
man and his world according to different conceptual frameworks which derive
from differing assumptions about the nature and function of language. Such

assumptions may be tacitly or consciously held, but it is impossible not to
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have them. To have a language means that one has assumptions about its nature
and use. And such assumptions about language yield preconceptions through
which man approaches his world and his language; perhaps his language is his
world.

At any rate, in Plato we can see a good part of the intellectual
foundation laid for the preﬁiously described logical-representational view of
language. While it has been an impetus for the development of logic, it has
been an obstacle for rhetoric, Plato's theory of language, in accord with his
ontology and epistemclogy, describes langnaée as a mimetic medium which gets
its meaning from the kind of objects it imitates and labels. Hence, the
metaphor of language as an iconic representation (gike) with its correlative
referential view of meaning. That sums up the "representational®™ part of this
view of language. The other half, the "logical"™ part, reveals the function
that language has. The metaphor of language as an instrument or tool
(organon) gets at this idea, As an extension of the iconic nature of
language, the function of language for Plato (whether in definitional
dialectic, in ordipary discourse, or in individual names) is to ascertain true
knowledge, to describe the highest reality. Plato's theory of language and
his lofty goal for dialectic presuppose that language is naturally and
essentially linked to its transcendent referent.

Thus far, the essence of the logical-representational view of language
appears to be twofold. First, it assumes there are definite ontological
objects which can be clearly represented and described in language; second,
and conversely, it assumes that linguistic structures can of themselves
unambiguously reveal definite ontological objects. Both aspects assume that

language and ontology run parallel in some sort of mimetic or isomorphic
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correspondence[52]. The cause or motivation for this view of language I don't
really know. I would suggest that it derives in some way from the
Indo-European root of the verb "to be"[53]. Or, it may be that Plato and
other early Greek metaphysicians naively manufactured worlds by forcing out
the implications from the predominant naming paradigm; that is, if words are
names of things, there must be things to be named. Since language doesn't
very well pin down the phenomenal world, Plato imagines another world it could
pin down; hence, his ontology. Add dialectic and we have his epistemology
too.

My purpose now and for the greater part of this inquiry into early Greek
thought is not to make a cavalier attempt to undermine this conception of
language; intsead, it is to set up its conceptual scaffolding, however
unsturdy it might prove in the end. Before we can launch an assault upon a
commonly accepted premise of the intellectual tradition in power, we are
obliged to understand and render a clear perception of the problem. For
critiecisms of Plato, suffice it to say that Plato's reflections on language
are not on language as language itself; they are on language in its relation
to something else. That is, he focuses on language's referential capacity.

As such, Plato lacks a degree of rigor in his explorations. The being of
language has not yet forced itself into Plato's perceptions, Language remains
transparent. He does not see language when he reflects upon language; he sees
through or beyond language. Additionally, by describing language as an image
of reality and a tool of description, he obscures a cluster of gquestions
concerning other possibilities for language use, e.g., language as
communication. There is more to language than its pretense to label and

describe realities outside of language. Language means in many ways that have
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nothing to do with pinning down pieces of reality, if it can do that very
well,
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Chapter V

ARISTOTLE

5.1 OVERVIEW OF ARISTOTLE'S RHETORIC AND LOGIC
Even though Plato was neither a logician nor a rhetorician, his student

Aristotle was both, systematizing both rhetoric and logic in philosophical
treatises[1]. Aristotle evidently composed four rhetorical works, but the
only survivor is his Rhetoric, a relatively late composition[2]. 1In
comparison to an earlier rhetorical work, the Gryllus, whose treatment of
rhetoric was negative, the Rhetoric is positive and constructive. Aristotle's
earlier judgments presumably echo Platonic criticisms of rhetoric[3].
Receiving a much fuller development, however, and occupying a special status
among his writings, Aristotle's logic is located primarily in the collection
of writings known as the Qpgagon, a first century compilation by Andronicus of
Rhodes; additiomally, portions of the Metaphvsics, Rhetoric, and Poetics offer
some points of logical interest[4]. Aristotle makes his major logical
discoveries in the Qrganon. The Opn Interpretation presents the four forms of
general statement, which, in turn prepare the way for the Prior Analytics and
the doctrine of the syllogism[5]. We are not so much interested here with
Aristotle's formal logic; that has been extensively dealt with in the
twentieth century along two prineipal lines of interpretation--first as an
axiomatic science and, most recently, as a natural deduction sytem[6]. Our
interest in Aristotle's logic lies, instead, in its relation to his more

general philosophic program, specifically its connections with his rhetoric,

- T8 =
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metaphysics, and theory of language. This can all be heaped under the general
label of "philosophical logic.”™

In spite of certain discontinuities, Aristotle's works on rhetoric and
logic have guided the development of each tradition since their
composition[7]. Despite interruptions, Aristotle's rhetoric has been credited
as the "fountainhead of all later rhetorical theory,"™ subsuming even the
rhetorics of Cicero and Quintillian[8]. Even less disputable is Aristotle's
influence upon logical theory. His almost faultless creation of formal logic
set the stage so that "the whole history of logic has developed along lines
traced out in advance by Aristotle's thought"[9]. Not until the twentieth
century develpment of mathematical logic by Frege, Russell, Whitehead, and
others was Aristotle's logic surpassed in scope and rigor. Kant proclaims in
the eighteenth century, for instance, that logic had not progressed in 2,000
years one step beyond Arisctle and thus appeared to be complete[10].

If we acknowledge Aristotle's influence upon the development of rhetoric
and logic as such, we are continually obliged as a culture to review,
understand, and interpret the nature of that influence. In the investigation
here of Aristotle's rhetoric, logic, and theory of language, we will review
many of his contributions. Following separate chapters which address
Aristotle's rhetoric and logic, we will construct a substantial portion of his
theory of language so as to reveal his logical-representational view of
language. Although the final objective will be a deconstruction of this
concept of language and its metaphysical correlate, we must first gain a
perspective on what still holds our linguistic outlock captive; hence, a good

deal of construction before deconstruction.
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5.2  RHETORIC

5.2.1 Rhetoric as a Techne
Rhetoric obviously existed before Aristotle, but he claims that earlier
rhetoricians and his own contemporaries misunderstood the nature of
rhetoric-=a claim, ironically, we are lodging against Aristotle. At any rate,
he states emphatically in the Rhetoric,
The current framers of the current treatises on rhetoric have
constructed but a small portion of that art. The modes of
persuasion are the only true constituents of the art; everything
else is accessory. These writers...deal mainly with non-essentials.
The arousing of prejudice, pity, anger, and similar emotions has
nothing with essential facts,...The only question with which these
writers here deal is how to put the judge into a given frame of
mind. About the proper modes of persuasion they have nothing to
tell us. (1354a1-b25)
While comparing the established art of rhetoric with his new logic, Aristotle
objects to Gorglas' and his predecessors' rhetorics on the grounds that they
teach products without the corresponding art (Sophistical Refutations,
183b16=184a10). He compares their rhetorical pedagogy to giving a man a pair
of shoes to relieve the pain in his feet without teaching him the art of
making shoes., In other words, rhetorics before Aristotle were of a handbook
variety which offered practical advice for winning arguments but lacked
philosophical grounding. The history of rhetoric has with Aristotle's
Rhetoric it first "methodological examination of the nature of rhetorical
disecourse"[11].
Aristotle's criticisms of other rhetorics and his own system of rhetoric
are no doubt responses to Platonic objections made against rhetoric in the
Gorgias and Phaedrus. By presenting rhetoric as a techne, Aristotle attempts

to counter Plato's ealier ethical and epistemological criticisms{12].
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Aristotle's systematization of rhetoric into three modes of persuasion (logos,
patheos, and ethos) qualifies rhetoric as an art that approaches Platonie
standards, Aristotle makes it plain in the first book of the Rhetoric that
rhetoric is connected to both dialectic and ethics (1354a1, 1356a25).
Aristotle is not only responding to Plato's specific complaints against
rhetoric; he appears to have incorporated Plato's requirement that a
philosophical rhetoric be grounded in dialectic. This i=s not the case,
however., The superficial resemblance vanishes once the wide divergence
between Aristotelian and Platonic dialectic emerges. While Plato's dialectic
presumes to attain certain knowledge, Aristotle's dialectic deals only with
probable and contingent matters (Iopics, Book I, chapters, 1, 10-11; Rhetoric,
Book 2, chapter 2), Rhetoric is, nonetheless, an art for Aristotle because,
The subject can be handled systematically;...it is possible to
inquire into the reason why some speakers succeed through practice
and others spontanecusly; and every one will at once agree that such
an inquiry is the function of an art. (Rhetoric, 1354a8, 1356 9=11)
Before proceeding to Aristotle's main contributions tec rhetorie, I would
like to detour a moment and ask whether it matters that Aristotle was honest
about his interest in rhetoric. Rhetoric was, after all, a secondary pursuit
of Aristotle's; other sources indicate that Aristotle's interest in rhetoric
was motivated by his jealousy and resentment toward the success of Isocrates
and his school[13]. Some might agree that it is true but also say that it is
not relevant to an understanding of the Rhetoric itself. I don't know. But
if the dark unsaid side of discourse and language is essential to linguistic
meaning, it should matter. The stuff that isn't there but that is there, the
differences within the language and the differance of the text, makes a lot of

difference in interpreting Aristotle's Rhetoric. It renders his text (and all
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others as well) problematic from the outset. If we follow suggestions from
Nietzsche and Foucault, philosophical discourses which overtly exude a will to
truth and knowledge are really disguises for a more basic will to power{14].

Whatever Aristotle’s motivations, he no doubt attempts to give a
philosophical basis to rhetoric and make it a respectable fechne. In the
fourth chapter of the first book, he repeats his earlier characterization of
rhetoric as a "combination of the science of logic and of the ethical branch
of polities™ (Rhetoriec, 1359b10). He is careful, however, to distinguish
rhetoric (and dialectic) from the sciences--physics and mathematics for
instance., Continuing in the same passage, Aristotle adds in his description
that,

It is partly like dialectic and partly like sophistical reasoning.

But the more we try to make either dialectic or rhetoric not what

they really are, practical faculties, but sciences, the more we

shall inadvertently be destroying their true nature. (1359b10-15)
Whereas sciences concern "definite subjects," rhetoric and dialectic, as
nfaculties of providing arguments,"” concern matters that "eall for
discussion," as "regular subjects of debate," which, because of their
contingent nature, "present us with alternative possibilities®™ (1356a30-35,
1356b=-1357a5). Aristotle is careful, thus, to limit rhetoric to its proper
domain,

The main part of Aristotle's rhetoric is the system of proofs he
classifies under the headings of lomos, pathos, and gthos. As we have
indicated, each of these modes of persuasion exerts a different force upon an
audience[15]. Evident in this system of proofs, Aristotle recognizes logical
and non-logical aspects of discourse so as to defime the nature of rhetorical

discourse. Of these three types of proof, Aristotle's elaboration of logos,
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rational and logical argumentation, endures as his most original contribution
to rhetorical theory[16]. It is the greatest contribution because rhetoric is
for the first time in its history grounded in logical theory. Aristotle's
logical theory not only provides the kermel of his rhetoric, but alsc of his
dialectic and scientific method. His logical theory, in fact, provides the
means whereby rhetoric, dialectic, and the sciences may be properly
differentiated from one another. Based on Aristotle's explicit descriptions
of the various kinds of logical proof and their corresponding degrees of
knowledge, rhetoric, dialectic, and the sciences operate in separate but
interrelated domains[17]. Such a conceptualization of rhetoric (and of
dialectic and science) was not possible until Aristotle because logic existed
in a rudimentary form, restricted to the refutative and dialogical forms
examined earlier. There is no doubt that Aristotle initiated an intellectual
revolution with his logical theory. He is well aware of this fact himself,
and writes with a hint of pride at the conclusion of his first logical work on
the syllogism,

Moreover on the subject of Rhetoric there exists much that has been
said long ago, whereas on the subject of reasoning we had nothing
else of an earlier date to speak of at all, but were kept at work
for a long time in experimental researches. If, then, 1t seems to
you after inspection that, such being the situation as it existed at
the start, our investigation is in a satisfactory condition compard
with the other inquiries that have been developed by tradition,
there must remain for all of you, or for our students, the task of
extending us your pardon for the shortcomings of the inquiry, and

for the discoveries thereof your warm thanks., (Sophistical
Refutations, 184a9-184b8, an epilogue to the Iopics)
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5.2.2 Logical Proof and Rhetoric
What about the relation of Aristotle's logical theory to his rhetoric? In its
most general sense, Aristotle's logic consists of two contrasting kinds of
proof: deduction (gyllogismos) and induction (epagoge). Both logics are
present in various stages of development throughout the Topics, Prior
Analvtics, Posterior Analvtics, and Rhetoric. Although this dual
classification is necessary to distinguish different forms of reasoning and
argumentation, it is not sufficient to succintly differentiate rhetorical,
dialectical, and scientific reasoning from one a.nother; Within this broad
classification, then, Aristotle further subdivides deduction and induction.
However, since we would become needlessly trapped within a quandary of
commentary by attempting to precisely delimit each deductive and inductive
variation, we will only give an outline of rhetorical deduction and induction
within the larger logical framework.

Concerning rhetorical deduction, Aristotle preseants one variety of
syllogism, the "enthymeme." Introduced in the very first chapter of the
Rhetoric, Aristotle describes it as the "substance of rhetorical persuasion”
(1354a13-15). Next, he introduces Rhetorical induction, which is identified
with the "example™ (1356b3-5). Claiming iﬁ the second chapter that these two
completely constitute persuasion by logical proof, Aristotle states,

Everyone who effects persuasion through proof does in fact use
either enthymemes or example; there is no other way. And since
every one who proves anything at all is bound to use either
syllogism or inductions (and this is clear to us from the

Apalvtics), it must follow that enthymemes are syllogisms and
examples are inductions. (1356b5-10)
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5.2.2.1 The Enthymeme and the Dialectical Syllogism
A closer inspection of the enthymeme discloses that it is really a subdivision
of the dialectical syllogism. The dialectical syllogism is a form of
reasoning which contains premises derived from "cpinions that are generally
accepted” and which concern contingent matters, those of ethics and politics
for instance (Topics, 100a30-31). Painstakingly explored in the Jopigs, the
construction of a dialectical syllogism is the goal towards which individual
topics or commonplaces are directed. That is, the topics provide a heuristic
means through which credible and convincing arguments can be articulated so as
to secure assent from one's dialectical antagonist during argument[18]. This
function of the topics is prior to and more important than the traditional
conception of topics as ways of amplifying or inventing additional information
on a subject. Unlike Plato's dialectic which presumes to ascertain certain
knowledge, Aristotle's dialectic is based upon opinion and probability, and it
pursues a much more modest goal. Aristotle reserves the goal of true
knowledge for another, more rigorous form of reasoning-—for demonstration
(apodeixis), the apodictical syllogism[19]. Demonstration treats definite
subjects, and has premises which are "true" and "primary" (Iopics, 100a25-30).
Aristotle devotes the Pogsterior Analvtics to a full elaboration of
demonstrative reasoning. Describing the kind of premises used in
demonstration and the kind of knowledge derived from it, Aristotle explains,
We suppose curselves to possess unqualified scientific knowledge of
a thing, as opposed to knowing it in the accidental way in which the
sophist knows, when we think that we know the cause on which the
fact depends....By demonstration I mean a syllogism productive of
scientific knowledge, a syllogism, that is, the grasp of which is go
ipsc such knowledge. Assuming then that my thesis as to the nature
of scientific knowing is correct, the premises of demonstrated

knowledge must be true, primary, immediate, better known than and
prior to the conclusion, which is further related to them as effect

to cause. (Posterior Apalvtics, T1b8-23)



86

Encompassing both the dialectical and the apodictical syllogism is
Aristotle's more general and abstract theory of the syllogism, set forth in
his Prior Analyties. Although there is a controversy over whether the Prior
Apalytics is historically prior to the Posterior Analytics, the latter does
presuppose the former in the abstract, logical sense[20]. In this respect,
Aristotle notes in the Prior Analvtics that "Syllogism should be discussed
before demonstration, because syllogism is more general: the demonstration is
a sort of syllogism, but not every syllogism is a demonstration" (25b28-31).
The same is true of the dialectical syllogism and the enthymeme as well.
Defined similarly in the Topics (100a25-27) and Prior Analvitics (24b18-20) as
a "discourse in which, certain things being stated, something other than what
is stated follows of necessity from their being so,"™ the concept of the
syllogism makes the concepts of demonstrative, dialectical, and rhetorical
reasoning possible.

Before moving on to Aristotle's logic of induction, it should be apparent
no attempt has been made to distinguish the enthymeme from the dialectical
syllogism. I do not mean to imply they are identical, however. In the
introductory chapters of the Rhetoric and the Posterior Apalvtics, Aristotle
indicates there is some sort of difference. What exactly it is, is difficult
to say. The difference is of some interest, but not here; it has already been
treated in detail elsewhere[21]. I doubt, however, whether too much should be
made of the differences between dialectical and enthymemic reasoning. Chaim
Perelman's "New Rhetoric," for instance, which bases itself upon the
Aristotelian distinction between rhetorical and amalytical (demonstrative)
reasoning, makes no distinction between the two. Perelman appeals

indifferently to the Rhetoric, Iopics, and Sophistical Refutations in order to
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explain his Aristotelian notion of practical reasoning. The crucial

difference between rhetoric and dialectic, for Perelman, is audience[22].

5.2.2.2 Induction and Example
Aristotle's second form of logical proof, induction, divides into two
intertwining strands as it is described in the Iopics, Analytics, and
Rhetoric. The strand of induction to which Aristotle attaches meore importance
has its forerunner in Plato's Statesman (277e}[23]. It is a method through
which universal truths and non-demonstrable premises are obtained.
Fundamental to scientific demonstration are its primary premises. Beyond
demonstration themselves, these premises must carry their own conviction of
truth; they must be self-evidently true. Aristotle describes these premises
as "true, primary, and immediate" and "non-demonstrable®™ (Posterior Analvtics,
71b20-30; Topics, 100a25-100b21, 158b1=5). Without such primary premises
demonstration could never get off the ground, as it would involve either
circular or infinitely regressive reasoning (Posterior Amalvtics, 72b5-35).
In general, Aristotle describes such non-demonstrable truths as the archai of
knowledge; these include not only specific premises of demonstration but more
general principles upon which reasoning itself rests--for example, the law of
non-contradiction[24]. These foundational premises and principles are
logically prime, so to speak; without these, demonstration and deduction would
be impossible (Posterior Apalvtics, 76a30-35, 99b20-22)[25].

The clear indication is that such logically prime premises and prineciples
derive ultimately from induction, described as the apprehension of the
universal in the particular (Ippics, 105a10-20; Posterior Apalytics,

81ali0-b10, 100b3-5). Aristotle’'s well=known account of how these
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non=demonstrably true premises and principles, the archai, are apprehended is
set forth is the concluding chapter of the Posterior Amalytics, 99b-100b15).
He describes the passage from the particular to the universal as a four-stage
psychological process{26]. Essentially, it is an abstraction cycle which
originates in immediate sense perception, passes on to the construction of
memory, gives rise to more general concepts of experience, and finally
culminates in the conscious apprehension of the universal--which remains,
nonethless still rooted in particular sense experience. The apprehension is
achieved specifically by intuition, pous, man's highest intellectual and
inductive faculty[27]. In sum, such a process provides the axiomatic
foundations of demonstration and knowledge. It also becomes clear that this
form of induction is allied both with Aristotle's logic and epistemclogy. 1In
the field of logic, it explains that not all statements in a system can be
proved; in other words, there must be axioms in every system. In the
epistemological realm, it holds that scientific knowledge ultimately rests on
premises that are self-evident, necessary, and apprehendable by a
psychological faculty[28].

The second form of induction, the one of lesser importance to Aristotle
but of greater importance to modern logicians, is a method of verification for
general assertions; that is, induction is an enmumeration of particular
instances that reveal no exceptions to a general claim[29]. Aristotle
similarly defines induction in the Posterior Apalytics as "the evidence of
groups of particulars which offer no exception," to the Muniversal"”
(92a37-39). In its earliest and most primitive form, induction is described
in the Topics as one way to secure or to refute assertions under

discussion[30]:
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It is by means of an induction of individuals that are alike that
one claims to bring the universal in evidence" (108b10=11);...on the
other hand, against the universal one should try to bring negative
instances;...if, then, a man refuses to grant the universal when
supported by many instances...he obviously shows ill temper

Aristotle makes a creative attempt in the Prior Apmalvtics to bring this
form of induction under the authority of the syllogism[31]. Describihg this
variation of the syllogism as "syllogism by induction” Aristotle elaborates
upon the inductive syllogism by stating, "the syllogism which springs out of
induction, consists in establishing syllogistically a relation between one
extreme and the middle by means of the other, e.g., if B is the middle term
between A and C, it consists in proving through C that A belongs to B"
(68b15-18). That is, the major term belongs to the middle by means of the
third. In the particular example given (68b18=37), Aristotle attempts to find
a connection between long life (the major term) and bilelessness (the middle
term) by means of particular instances of bileless animals (the third term).
By an ennumeration of animals that have long lives and no bile (supposedly,
men, horses, and mules), Aristotle would like to establish the middle,
"bileless animals have long lives." Such is the second, syllogistic sense of
induction treated in the Prior Analvtics.

Induction is, therefore, a bifurcated concept[32]. There are not really
two distinet methods of induction; both strands display a form of reasoning
that moves from the particular to the universal Posterior Analvtics, 71a6-3,
81b3; Topics, 105a10-15, 156a4-6). Although intertwined, one strand of
induction is a method of verification, and is therefore subordinate to the
syllogism itself because it is used to either support or refute one of its
premisses. The other kind of induction occupies a prestigious position

because it provides the ground for Aristotle's psychological epistemology. It
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is responsible for discovering the axioﬁatic foundations for demonstration and
reasoning in general.

As we might expect, both strands of induction find expression in
Aristotle's treatments of "example" in the first two books of the Rhetoric.
The prestigious sense of induction appears in the first book and is coordinate
in status with the enthymeme in securing rhetorical persuasion (1356b1-14).
The other form of induction surfaces in the second book, and is one way among
others that lend support to enthymemic reasoning (1402b13-16). Although
Aristotle makes no explicit distinection in the Rhetoric between these two
forms of induction, he is apparently building onto logical paradigms described
elsewhere[33].

To sum up the preceding discussions on deduction and induction in
relation to rhetoric, we find that Aristotle presents induction and deduction
as contrasting movements of reason: "Thus demonstration proceeds from
universals and induction from particulars™ Posterjor Apalvtics, biali0=-bi;
Topics, 100a25 and 105a10-15). Despite their contrasts, he links them in two
ways. In the Prior Apnalvtics he attempts to assimilate the weaker sense of
induction to the syllogism. Secondly, the stronger kind of induction becomes
the ultimate psychological-epistemological ground for demonstration and
deduction. Hence, as contrasting and complementary movements of reason,
deduction and induction in their various forms circumscribe the entire region
of Aristotle's logical theory. Finally, though we have not traced out the
precise nature of the enthymeme or example, it should be clear that the main

part of Aristotle's rhetorical theory is generated from logical theory.
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5.2.3 Non-logical Proof and Rhetoric
In addition to Aristotle's transformation of rhetoric through his logic, his
fechpe contains two other forms of proof, pathos and gthos. Though it is
arguable whether or how ethical and emotional persuasive appeals can be
integrated into the logical forms of the enthymeme and example[34], more
importantly, they focus attention upon the non-logical features of discourse.
With Gorgias, for instance, we have already observed how language itself is
perceived to exert non-rational, non-logical forces upon people, not unlike
the influence of drugs or magic. Under these categories of non-logical proof
Aristotle has to some extent incorporated the residual elements of rhetorics
before his. As was noted earlier, his major complaint against other rhetorics
focuses on their exclusive emphasis upon emotional appeals (Rhetoric,
1356a13=-14, 1354a15-19). Concerning the status of gthos before Aristotle,
there is unfortunately little information available except that given by
Aristotle in his Rhetoric (1356a10-12)[35]. From one perspective, then,
Aristotle's rhetoric makes its greatest contribution by bringing opposed
logical and non-logical movements of proof into equilibrium. Aristotle's
merit is due both to his logical transformation of rhetoric and his synthesis
of widely divergent concepts. At their extremes, one conceptual movement
inclines toward reason, truth, and knowledge, while the other leans toward
appearances, violence, and power{36]. Rhetoric is a pirouette between.
Ultimately, Aristotle gives logic the upper hand. This is especially evident
in the way that he arranges his treatments of logos and pathos. By
sandwiching them in between his elaborations of lggos (which open and close
his tripartite techpe in the first two books), he keeps the non-logical modes

of proof under the surveillance of logic[37].
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5.3 EIHICAL AMBIVALENCE IN THE REETORIC _
In spite of Aristotle's brilliant logical transformation, elegant
classification, and synthesis of divergent concepts, his Rhetoric manifests a
disturbing ambivalence[38]. It becomes apparent in the uncertain intersection
of the concepts of truth, appearance, and persuasion from which Aristotle
attempts to draw conceptual lines that would define a coherent plane for
rhetoric, The ambivalence in Aristotle's rhetoric is a problem he inherits
from his philosophical and rhetorical predecessors. In Plato, for inmstance,
the conflict is between the means and ends of rhetoric and those of
dialectic-=the conflict between truth and appearance, Aristotle's rhetoric
masks the opposition but does not resclve it. The problem with which
Aristotle is faced and from which his ambivalence results can be stated in the
form of a dilemma: is the end of rhetoric to secure adherence to truth, or,
is rhetoric to simply secure persuasion? Those are the two horns of the
dilemma. Aristotle answers yes and no to both questions, thus providing
evidence of a certain ambivalence. Here is what we find in the Rhetoric.

In the opening chapter Aristotle claims that rhetoric is useful primarily
to convince men of the truth because true and just things nmaturally prevail
over their opposites and because men have a natural instinet for the truth
(1355a15=-40). Rhetoric is especially useful to convince uninstructed
audiences, but he adds that "we must not make people believe what is wrong."
As Aristotle begins the second chapter, however, persuasion begins to displace
the truth-securing function of rhetoric. Aristotle's definition of rhetoric
in the second chapter as "the faculty of observing in any given case the
available means of persuasion," is not essentially different from Gorgias'

definition, "the artificer of persuasion"[39]. Undiluted by truth, the
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persuasive goal remains the same, As we saw with Gorgilas, this definition
earns Plato's harsh rebuke because of its unethical and epistemological
implications, valuing appearance over truth.

As the gap between persuasion and appearance continues to narrow,
rhetoric's distance from truth continues to increase. Aristotle elaborates
upon his definition of rhetoric with his three-part artistic system of proofs,
ethos, pathos, and logos. Describing persuasion based on the personal
character of the speaker first, we learn that,

Persuasion is achieved by the speaker's personal character when the
speech is so spoken as to make us think him credible...This kind of

persuasion, like the others, should be achieved by what the speaker
says, not by what people think of his character before he begins to

speak. (Rhetoric, 1356a4-10).
In the specific context of political oratory in the second book, Aristotle
reiterates similarly that "he must make his own character lock right..."
(1377b22-28). Simply with words, the orator must fashion an ethical character
for himself because "we believe good men more fully and more readily than
others" (1356a6-7). The implication is that the true character of the orator
and politician is inconsequential to persuasion itself and, hence, to
rhetoric.

Next, Aristotle explains persuasion based on emotional appeal. From the
second chapter of the first book, again, Aristotle states, "Secondly
persuasion may come through the hearers, when the speech stirs their emotions"
(1356a12=15). This requires that the speaker understand human emotions,
knowing not simply their names and descriptions but also their causes and ways
in which they are excited (1356a20-25). With this knowledge the orator can

"put his hearers who are to decide, into the right frame of mind"
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(1377b22-28). Aristotle also advocates, for instance, that the orator
"declare a thing to be universally true when it is not"™ in order to work up
"feelings of horror and indignation in our hearers" when it it is most
appropriate (1395a7-8). Continuing in the same passage, he adds that "even
hackneyed and commonplace maxims are to be used, if they suit one's purpose:
just because they are commonplace, every one seems to agree with them, and
therefore they are taken for the truth" (1395a9-12).

Finally, Aristotle introduces logical appeal as a basis for achieving
persuasion: "Thirdly, persuasion is effected through the speech itself when
we have proved a truth or an apparent truth by means of the persuasive
arguments suitable to the case in question” (1356a8-21). We have already
considered the major portion logical proof and its connection to rhetorical
discourse through the enthymeme and example. What we didn't note in that
discussion are the deceptive ends, the persuasive goals which the logical
appeal can secure., Along this line, we find Aristotle in the latter part of
the second book of the Rhetoric offering some logical, yet rather unethical
prescriptions. He explains in the section on the "spuriocus enthymeme”
(1401a1=-1402a30) that it is possible to secure one's persuasive aim by merely
giving "the impression of establishing scme fresh conclusion® from antecedent
premises (1401a27). Of course, the enthymeme is, in its normal state, a
syllogism based on probabilities, and is often deficient in logical form.
That is not quite the point here, Aristotle is suggesting that the mere
appearance of a syllogistic argument can of itself be persuasive. Aristotle
qualifies this advice by appending the caveat that this form of apparent
reasoning "has a place in no art except rhetoric and eristic" (1402a27).

Thus, with all the emphasis upon fashioning deception from each facet of his
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Lechne, Aristotle is well on his way toward an amoral, if not immoral
rhetoricf{i0].

The passage which most explicitly displays the Rhetorijc's ethical
ambivalence comes in the fourth chapter of the first book. We have commented
on this passage once already, but it suggests another possibility here, 1In
Aristotle's efforts to delimit the proper domain of rhetoric by comparing it
with its practical and speculative neighbors, he deseribes a2 rhetoric whose
main characteristics are its ambivalence and duplicity:

For it does not belong to the art of rhetoric, but to a more
instructive art and a more real branch of knowledge; and as it is,
rhetoric has been given a far wider subject-matter than strictly
belongs to it, The truth is, as indeed we have said already, that
rhetoric is a combination of the science of logic and of the ethical
branch of politics; and it is partly like dialectic, partly like
sophistical reasoning. But the more we try to make either dialectic
or rhetoric not, what they really are, practical faculties, but
sciences, the more we shall be passing into the region of the
sciences dealing with definite subjects rather than simply with
words and forms of reasoning. (1359b5-17)
In other words, while creating an alliance with logic and polities, he
simultanecusly undercuts rhetoric by reducing it to a sophistical play of
words and deceptive forms of reasoning. From a Flatonic and the normal
Aristotelian viewpoint, Aristotle does not describe a responsible and ethical
rhetoric. Its assceiation with sophistry is damaging because truth is an
indifferent concern of the sophist, whose art Aristotle describes as "the
semblance of wisdom without the reali¢y...the sophist is one who makes money
from an apparent but unreal wisdom...." (Sophistieal Refutations, 165a220-25).
Aristotle impales himself, in this manner, on both horns of our originally

stated dilemma,
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5.3.1 Ambivalence, Lansuage, and Power
One plausible explanation for Aristotle's ambivalent response has been of fered
from the realm of ethics. This explanation treats the noted ambivalence of
the Rhetoric as the result of an unsystematically developed and inconsistently
maintained theory of value[#1]. That a certain ambivalence and duplicity is
present is hardly disputable. That it is the result of an insufficiently
developed theory of value is not so obvious, however, Among other things,
neither was Aristotle especially inept at ethical theory, being the author of
both the Eudemian Ethics and Nicomachean Ethics. Without further dispute over
this ethical hypothesis, I would like to suggest a very different possibility
that could account for the noted ambivalence.

In keeping with the hypothesis guiding the overall investigation, it
seems that the visible ethical ambivalence is really the result of a more
profound ambivalence, one which arises from an incongruity between differing
conceptual schemas that are formed by tacit assumptions held about the nature
and function of language. This claim is not obvicus either, and demands more
explanation in connection with the specific problem at hand. Up to this
point, we have caught Aristotle articulating a duplicitious, ambivalent
response to the dilemma confronting r-het.orlic and its relation to truth and
persuasion. Aristotle says rhetoric's aim should be to convince men of the
truth, and he says that it is rhetoric's aim to pursue persuasion at all
costs. In simple terms, that captures the detectable ambivalence and places
Aristotle's rhetoric in the company of other amoral or immoral varieties
(alongside Gorgias' for example). Since these are ethical judgments obtaired
by a close reading of Aristotle's text, it may well be that the problem is

generated from an inadequate ethical theory. However, it may be (and I think
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it is) that the dilemma so-stated and the ethical hypothesis target only a
superficial ambivalence. There is a more profound or fundamental ambivalence,
and we are deflected from it by this surface irregularity. We have to change
our way of looking at things.

Another way to solve the problem, to escape the dilemma, is not by
alternately swinging from one horn to another as-Aristotle does; instead, it
is possible to go through the horns and thereby reject the grounds upon which
the dilemma is formed. This option is not open for Aristotle, for he would
forfeit his rhetoric in doing so. That is not our concern; we hﬁe other
possibilities. Most importantly, we should not let the apparent axiological
blemish distract us. The easily noted ethical ambivalence is legitimate only
within a certain conceptual framework. Within another schema, the problem
would not arise or would be irrelevant (or unintelligible) because it would
lack the requisite conceptual space in which to develop. This observable
ambivalence deceptively deflects (even if unintentiomally) our attention away
from a more profound problem. The deflection is a highly strategic move in a
very old and revered "language game," one which continues to hold our
linguistic consciousness captivel[42].

This profounder ambivalence originates not so muéh within a completely
other conceptual schema as it does at the boundary in a gap between
juxtaposed, yet incongrous conceptual frameworks. The ambivalence begins to
crop up when one framework tries to analyze and translate the other into its
own grammar, falsely presuming that the other is compatible with such a
transformation; but, if not compatible, it forces the transaction. The
problems we first detect stem from the method of analysis, the intrusion of

the one's conceptuzal tools into the other's conceptual space. The more
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profound problem is their simple difference. Even though the one may achieve
its transformation and domination of the other, the difference remains, albeit
suppressed, To get at the more fundamental problem requires that we press
deeper into those superficial gaps.

Aristotle's transformation of rhetoric by means of his logic is the case
in question here., These are the two, incongrous and juxtaposed conceptual
schemas. Aristotle has quite obviously reconceptualized rhetoric as a form of
his logic. In so doing, and this is the key, the persuasive aim of rhetoric
is constrained by a combination of possible logical forms with possible
degrees of truth. The marriage of logic to truth is implicit in the full
concept of Aristotle's logical theory, and is evident in his descripticn of
both the enthymeme of rhetoric and the apodictical syllogism of science.

While their logical forms are given by syllogistic variations, the premises of
each are characterized by degrees of truth. The premises of an enthymeme are
based upon probable or apparent truths, whereas those of demcnstration require
necessary truths (Bhetorig, 1355a10-15, 1357ai4-57b). A similar line of
reasoning would hold for induction as well. Hence, the logical form and truth
value of a discourse exert the principal forces in rhetorical persuasion.
Aristotle makes the boundaries of rhetorical discourse conform to the
carefully bounded field of logic. Within that field of logiec, we should
imagine further a polarized axis drawn between truth and falsity. The
persuasiveness of a discourse is determined within this well-defined,
sphere-like region by the position of the discourse relative to the true-false
axis, In other words, rhetorical discourse effects its persuasive aim solely
within the realm provided by the full notion of logic (logical form and degree

of truth).
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Morecver, discourse within this logical field is assumed to have an
ethical character; as we have seen with Aristotle, a rhetoric may be moral,
immoral, or even amcral. Such ethical judgments are meted out, however, on
the basis of the truth value of the discourse. If the discourse is true to
the facts, then moral; if false, then immoral; if both, ambivalent and perhaps
amoral. Such i= the case with Aristotle’s apparent ethical ambivalence.

Where he advocates truth, his rhetoric is moral; where he advocates
appearances over facts, immoral. Saying both at the same time gives his
rhetoric an overall sense of ambivalence and amorality. The point to see here
is to what extent the concepts of logic and truth pervade Aristotle's
rhetoric; more than that, they continue to invade our judgments about his
rhetoric.

The transformation sketched above, by which rhetorie is coerced into an
alliance with logic, falls in line with Michel Foucault's characterization of
Western thought (from Plato onwards) as a "will to truth"{43]. 1In his
"Discourse on Language® Foucault advances the thesis that the production of
discourse in every society is controlled by exterior and interior constraints.
Exterior constraints are imposed from without by various societal and
institutional mechanisms of support and prohibition. Interior constraints
work from within discourse itself, as it provides its own control by varicus
rules of classification, ordering, and distribution. Construed as such,
discourse emerges from a complex of power relations which form and certify
acceptable discourses and also necessarily exclude others. The most
characteristic symptom of this power-incited will to truth (which underlies a
more visible "will to knowledge®) is its preoccupation with the concept of

"true discourse," the notion that what is gaid takes precedence over what
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discourse is and what it does. That is, true discourse, intent upon dividing
discourses into the true or the false, restricts the significance of language
to its propositional content; it supercedes or usurps both the fact of
discourse (its brute materiality) and the performance. In short, the content
of discourse overshadows the event of discourse[i4].

Foucault identifies in the rift between Hesiod and Flato a moment when
discourse shifted from a forthright discourse of power to a deceptive
discourse of truth. The former reveled in the event of discourse as practiced
by the poets and sophists, while the latter isolated the content of what was
sajd, "its meaning, its form, its object and its relation to what it referred
to". The "highest truths"™ of discourse ceased to be "linked to the exercise
of power™ as a result of the separation of discourse into the true and false.
The visible, but deceptive will to knowledge and will to truth displaced the
open exercise of a sophistic discourse of power[i45]. The sophistic discourse
with its stress upon the simple materiality and performance of language and
discourse, as we all know, lost out to Plato's discourse of truth; it lost out
largely because it wouldn't conceal its motivation in power. The discourse of
truth won, but not without creating a predicament for itself. As Foucault
observes[46],

True discourse, liberated by the nature of its form from desire and
power, is incapable of recognizing the will to truth which pervades
it; and the will to truth, having imposed itself upon us for so
izng, is such that the truth it seeks to reveal cannot fail to mask
This is to say that the will to truth must cloud its motivation in a more
basic will to power. True discourse must, by its very nature, disavow its

source in a lust for power, for it would forfeit its authority to govern the
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produetion-of acceptable forms of discourse, if exposed. It creates and
maintains its authority by deception. The commitment of true discourse to
truth and knowledge is a mask which deflects our attention, distracts us from
its problematic origin in a desire for power. Still, diserepancies begin to
crop up; incongruities and ambivalences leak from the lines of sacred texts.
And maybe we begin to see that the discourse of logic and truth is not an -
adequate mask to clcak the fundamentally rhetcrical nature of all discourse
and language.

Aristotle's transformation of rhetoric into a version of logic continues
the takeover, the usurpation, begun even before Flato in the metaphysics and
logics of Parmenides and Zeno. The refashioning of rhetorical discourse into
acceptable logical forms with well-defined truth values is a dissumulative
move made against an alien discourse by the discourse in power (or coming into
power). Aristotle's logic effectively disarms his rhetoric. Even the
emotional and ethical aspects of Aristotle’s rhetorical techne are integrated
into the logical forms provided by the enthymeme and the example. And, as
non-logical modes of persuasion, they are kept under surveillance by the
opening and closing logical discourses that establish the perimeter of
Aristotle's rhetoric[47].

Whether or not power is the irreducible factor into which discourse
resolves itself is not the most important issue here. What it helps to bring
out, however, is the reality of other discourses that happen to be outside of
the region circumscribed by logic and truth. Somewhat ironically, even in the
above description I am forced to talk about other discourses in reference to
logical and true discourse, Aristotle was aware of other kinds of discourse,

but he consciously excludes them from careful consideration. To exemplify how
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Aristotle systematically excludes other forms of discourse, I have borrowed a
passage from James Hutton's commentary on Aristotle's Poetics which indicates
how Aristotle dismisses the study of different "forms of expression®™ (prayers,
commands, questioms, e.g.). Hutton states[48],
The forms of expression or types of sentences (first distinguished
by Protagoras in the fifth century) are dismissed by Aristotle in QOn
Interpretation (4, 17a5-8), a logical work, as belonging to poeties
or rhetoric; here in the Poetigcs they are handed on to the art of
elocution or dramatic delivery, since they involve intonation. In
the Rhetoric (3.1. 1403b25), we are told that the art of dramatic
delivery had been systematized by Glaucon of Telos and others.
Although Aristotle tends to elide and confuse the uses of language with voice
management, it becomes clear that he does not consider other forms of
discourse worthy of much attention; and he begrudgingly writes the third book
of the Rhetoric concerned, as it is, with style.
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Chapter VI

LOGIC AND ONTOLOGY IN ARISTOTLE

6.1 IHE LOGIC-ONTOLOGY RELATION IN ARISTOTLE

When we refer_to Aristotle's "logic" today, we are using a word which covers a
variety of related philosophical topics in Aristotle. The term 'logic' as
with 'rhetoric' represents a blurred concept and tradition with which many
meanings are associated. Aristotle himself did not use the noun 'logie, ' but
his 'analytics,' 'syllogism,' and 'dialectic' indicate what we normally mean
by 'logic'(1]. <note: when referring specifically to a word in this chapter,
I will adopt the convention of placing the word in single quote marks. Normal
quotation marks will be used for emphasis and for quotes.> Aristotle's logic
is concerned not only with formal consistency but also with the truth of its
arguments and the kind of knowledge attained by the different forms of
reasoning. And questions of truth and knowledge immediately catapult broader
philosophical issues before us. Thus, despite the fact that the use of
'logic' rarely meets everyone's expectations, its many meanings are usually
all traceable to the Qrgapop or another of Aristotle's related works[2].

In general, Aristotelian logic ranges from weighty metaphysical and
epistemological issues to the abstract concerns of deductive inference and
formal systems. Aristotle's logic can no doubt be purified of its more
philoscphic elements. (after the example he sets himself in the Prior
Analvtics) and located as one part of predicate logic on the heterogeneous

grid of modern formal logic. Aristotle's deductive logic may or may not
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presuppose a more fundamental propositional logic, depending on what line of
interpretation one follows[3]. Since strictly formalistic interpretations,
such as Lukasievicz', can reproduce the same logical results as Aristotle's,
one might argue that Aristotle's own approach to logic be ignored. Another
might argue, then, ;hat we run the risk of misunderstanding the distinctive
Aristotelian quality of his work. Does it matter beyond these strictly
logical or historical concerns?

There is more to it, I think, than the question suggests, more than
achieving good logic and more than protecting Aristotle'’s good name and
philosophy. If we sever Aristotle's logic from its larger philosophic
context, we run the greatest risk of obscuring significant assumptions which
frame the conceptual space that allows his logic and philosophy to develop and
exert the profound influence they have. These assumptions are part of
Aristotle's Platonic legacy, and they account for the clear success over the
centuries of Plato and Aristotle over the Sophists and Stoics[4]. Since we
are still in the grip of those assumptions, those preconceptions by which we
approach the world, it will be useful to examine Aristotle's logic in relation
to a broader philosophic perspective. Whether we can or should release
ourselves from this conceptual hold, I don't presume to know; however, we
should investigate that conceptual space which makes his logic and metaphysics
possible. We should bear in mind that the strategy we are using, namely, the
examination of that which makes something possible, is one tool of
deconstructive analysis--that which makes something possible is also that
which makes something else possible. It is also a philsophical tool used by
Kant in the Critique of Pure Reason, where he attempts in the section on the
mTranscendental Analytic® to determine the necessary conditions for the

possibility of experience(5].
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However, to gain access to that conceptual space and discover those

assumptions about language which form this space and make Aristotle's logic

and philosophy possible requires that we have an appropriate starting point

and plan of investigation. Therefore, in this and the following chapters,

there will be altogether four main stages to this inquiry:

1-

In the first stage, we choose our starting point in the critical link
joining Aristotle's logic and metaphysiecs; this is his doctrine of
categories.

With the categories providing access to that conceptual space, we will
examine the development of this doctrine and its influence upon his
logic and metaphysics; this will carry us through a painstaking
consideration of the correlative concept of linguistic and and
non-linguistic predication. This task is accomplished in the present
chapter.

In the next four chapters, after an overview of our philosophical and
linguistic, critical apparatus, we will examine Aristotle's theory of
language as the basis for the development of his logic and metaphysics.
Specically, this will include an exposition and analysis of the
interrelation of his views on linguistic signification, linguistic
predication, and ontology. This discussion intends to show how
Aristotle's understanding of linguistic signification influences his
perception of predication and metaphysics.

At the same time that we construct this overt line of development among
Aristotle's views on signification, predication, and ontoleogy, it will
become apparent there is also a covert progression affecting these same

concepts. The covert progression, naturally, tells a different story.
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Thus, in the final stage and chapter in our deconstruction of
Aristotle's theory of language and correlative metaphysics, we will see
that his failure to fully comprehend linguistic predication yields an

incoherent theory of language and metaphysics of substance.

6.2 IHE LINK BETWEEN LOGIC AND METAPHYSICS

Within the larger philosophic frame of Aristotle's logic, one of the
interesting issues concerns the relation between his logic and ontology (or
metaphysics). As with Plato, the relation between logic and ontology is
undeniably important for Aristotle[6]. But whereas Plato's dialectic is in
its highest form coextensive with the realm of Ideas, Aristotle's logic is not
so absorbed by his ontology. His logic appears at first glance to stand at
some distance from his metaphysics. Aristotle is not always sure how logic
and metaphysics are related. For instance, in one of the earlier books of the
Metaphvsics, Aristotle observes that one of the aporiai confronting the
possibility of a science of substances is the relation between that science
and "demonstrative principles" (logic). He ponders, "If the science of
substances is distinet from that dealing with demonstrative principles, which
of them is by nature more authoritative and prior?" RBook 3, 996b25-30). He
is perplexed by the logic-ontology relation, an ontology that is not, at this
point, fully formed[7].

His confident response to the problem in the fourth book, a later
composition, is threefold: (1) that one should have had "training in
analytics" before inquiring into the science of being, because (2) the
principles of a general science of being are beyond demonstration (1006a5-10);

moreover, (3) the principles of this science provide the philosopher the means
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to "examine the principles of the syllogism"™ (1005b5-10). Having laid in the
fourth book the foundations for his science of being gua being, Aristotle
decides that although logic is preparatory to the study of ontology, ontology
provides the ultimate critique of logic. Metaphysics is thus prior to and
more authoritative than logic. And logic, for Aristotle, is by no means
coextensive with metaphysics, as it was with Plato.

Although Aristotle distinguishes logic and ontology from one another,
they are significiantly linked; both are grounded in his doctrine of
categories. This doctrine is a cornerstone of Aristotle's philosophy,
appearing most prominently in the first work of the Qrgapon under the title of
Categories and surfacing throughout the Aristotelian corpus as either a
developing or an assumed doctrine[8]. In brief, the doctrine of the
categories provides a conceptual framework that intends to exhaustively
classify an extra-linguistic, extra-mental reality.

Of the four kinds of ontological and linguistic being <rendered from here
on as being and 'being', respectively> presented in the sixth book of the
Metaphvsics (aceidental, true, categorial, and actual/potential), Aristotle
selects categorial being in the seventh book as the type of being his
metaphysical science is concerned with., Previewed in the sixth book, the
ambitious purpose of his inquiry is to "investigate the science of being as
being, both what being is and what belongs to it gua being" (1026a30-35).
Aristotle informs us that the answer to the question "What is being?" is the
same as the question, "What is substance?" (1028b1-5). From the list of
categories, then, Aristotle selects the first category of substance as the
prestigious focus of his metaphysies. The remaining nine categories remain

subordinate and dependent upon this first category; at least this much remains
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intact from his earlier version of the categories[9]. Of course, little has
been said about substance and its relation to the other categories, but we
must now link the categories to Aristotle's logiec.

Of the three interlocking elements of traditiomal logic--the term; the
proposition or premiss, composed of terms; and the syllogism, composed of
premises-~-the term is most fully treated in the Categories. However, it is
not referred to as a horgs, that is, as a 'term'[10]. The equivalent of
'term’ in the Categories is "things said without any combination"; we are
told, moreover, that each of these signify one or another of the ten
categories (substance, quantity, quality, whereness, whenness, position,
affecting, being-affected, having, and doing--1b25ff.) In other words,
certain linguistic units designate certain categories. Aristotle has at least
certain nouns and verbs in mind in his description, for some of his examples
are "man," "white," "runs," and "wins," Although certain words are used to
designate the various categories, the classification itself is not of language
but of reality; it is an ontological classification. Aristotle makes the
correlation between terms and categories complete in the Ppior Apalytics when

he explains,

That the first term belongs to the middle, and the middle to the
extreme, must not be understood in the sense that they can always be
predicated of one another or that the first term will be predicated
of the middle in the same way as the middle is predicated of the
last term...The expressions "this belongs to that"™ and "this holds
true of that" must be understood in as many ways as there are
different categories. (48a40-48b2 and 49a6-8)

Additiomally, Corcoran's interpretation of Aristotle's syllogistic as a
natural deduction system describes the "set of non-logical constants® as

equivalent to Aristotle's "categorical terms" which represent designata in all
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ten categories{11]. Thus, the terms of a proposition or premiss are derived
from those linguistic units which signify one or another of the categories; as
such, the terms of Aristotle's logic are given an ontological basis.
Furthermore, the relation between the terms of a proposition (and within the
syllogism itself) is a function of their prior relation in the categorial,
ontological scheme of things--however arguable the pmature of and relations
among the categories may be. Finally, in at least two passages in the
Metaphvsics, Aristotle claims that "what a thing is" or "substance” is the
starting point of syllogisms (1078b20-25 and 103430-35). In the second
passage he also makes a definite connection between logic and ontology,
claiming, "Thus, as in syllogisms, the beginning of all is substance. For
syllogisms proceed from the whatness of things and so do these generations”
(1034a30=35), We take it as fundametal, then, that Aristotle's doctrine of
categories plays an essential role in both his logic and metaphsies; and it is

this categorial bond which requires further examination.

6.3 IHE POSSIBILITY OF THE CATEGORIES
With Aristotle's theory of the categories now established as the critical link

joining his logic and metaphsyics, we can take the next step and look into
that conceptual space shared by his logic and metaphysics, The purpose of our
exploration is to determine those conditions (specifically in a theory of
language) which make Aristotle's scheme of categories possible, and, hence,

his versions of logic and metaphysies.

There have been efforts in the past to explain and re-derive the
categories by using various linguistic arguments. Trendelenburg in the

nineteenth century claimed that the categories were derived from grammatical
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relations. In the twéntieth century Benveniste has made the case that the
categories of Aristotle simply "reflect the class structure of a particular
language®™; hence, all statements about thought and reality express only
"naivetes and tautologies"[12]. The approach here is also linguistic, but it
is not an attempt to reduce or reproduce Aristotle's categories into
linguistic categories. Linguistic observations are of course necessary, as
they were for Aristotle's own construction, but only so far as they help
explain the possibility of the categories.

We want to see whether Aristotle's concept of signification, which brings
with it a cluster of assumptions about language and reality, frames that
conceptual space and makes possible his doctrine of categories, logic and
metaphysies. It seems that this obscured framework, which supports the
development of his categories, crops up first in Aristotle's concept of
predication and ultimately in his theory of signification. Therefore, we must
in this and the following chapters derive Aristotle's concepts of predication
and of signification so as to construct a theory of language which forms the

possibity of it all.

6.3.1 Qualifications

That we have i:o derive and comnstruct such linguistic concepts for Aristotle
may seem unusual. This is what I mean. We are somewhat accustomed nowadays,
at least since the advent of modern linguistics with Saussure, to viewing
language as an object appropriate for structural and scientific analysis.
Since Nietzsche and Heidegger in philosophy, we have also learned that the
being of language encloses our own existence and cannot, therefore, be taken

for granted. In Aristotelian terms, language is an appropriate genus for a
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science in our times, in much the same way that physics, mathematics, and
metaphysics were for Aristotle. He does not approach language as we might
wish him to in the way, for example, that he considers the problem of being
qua being. There is no language gua language for Aristotle, which would have
to be in his language, I suppose, logos gua logZos.

He does, of course, direct his attention to language and discourse.
Aristotle's works are full of linguistic observations because he uses language
as a tool for philosophical analysis in such a way that he resolves
philosophical problems by introducing linguistic distinctions. For example,
he draws attention to the ambiguity of words (a2 word such as 'being,' for
example) both to detect fallacies in argument and to bring support to his own
philosophical doctrines. In the specific example here of 'being,' Aristotle
is trying to shed light on the diverse nature of being or reality[13] (Iopics,
106a1-5, 107a3-8, 169a22-169b3, 170b20-25, 103b20-40, and 166b37-167a3)}.
Still, language does not become a philosophical topic for Aristotle as it did
first with the Stoics and has inescapably become for us[14]. Aristotle's
linguistic reflections are always in relation to scmething else, shifting from
logic to rhetoric to metaphysics to poetics. Each of these endeavors pursues
different ends, and although language analysis supports his aims, it remains
subordinate. Like Plato before him, Aristotle's views on language lack a
degree of rigor and in that he has not reflected upon his analytical tool[15].

In view of this caveat we can proceed.
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6.3.2 Ihe Languaze-Reality Relation in the Categordes
The Categories is a book about language and reality. Its purpose is to
clarify problems concerning language and ontology, separately and in relation
to one another. The net effect of making linguistic observations is still to
disclose what is at stake ontologically. Following the introductory chapter's
discussion of homonymy, synonymy, and paronymy, chapter two sets up a
language-reality duality. Linguistically, "of things that are sajid," some are
"without combination™ ("man," "runs,” e.g.), while others "involve
combipation"™ ("man runs", e.g.). Roughly speaking, the distinction is between
individual words and compleﬁe sentences[16]. By contrast, non-linguistically,
"of things there are," Aristotle lists: (1) things "said of" a subject; (2)
things "present in" a subject; (3) things both "said of" and/or "present in® a
subject; (4) and things neither "said of™ nor "present in" a subject, namely,
the subject.

Although Aristotle's terminology here signals the linguistic direction we
are heading, it is misleading for the English speaker. Aristotle's use of
"things" and "subjects™ is meant to designate ontological entities, and he is
describing an ontological relation in the phrases "said of"™ and "present in.,"
He is not, as some have suggested, contrasting ontological with linguistie
relations in the phrases "present in" and "said of"; both signify ontological
relations[17].

The significance of this ontological breakdown is that it allows each of
the ten categories, introduced in chapter four and following, to be
apportioned into one of the subdivisions "of things there are." For example,
the definition of "primary substance” in chapter five as "that which is

neither said of a subject nor present in a subject" clearly places it in the
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fourth subdivision. Similarly, secondary substance fits the first
subdivision. The exact nature of these ontological subdivisions becomes
problematic upon closer inspection, however. For instance, what does it mean
to say that "man," a secondary substance, can be predicated of the individual,
Socrates, but that it is not present in him? But this is what Aristotle
suggests is what Aristotle suggests (3a7ff)[18]. Still, the classification in
the second chapter sheds light on the list of categories,

Be that as it may, the link-up of "things said"™ with "things there are”
comes in chapter four when Aristotle asserts, "of things said without any
combination each signifies either a substance or quantity or a qualification
or <another of the categories>." He points out also that combinations of
uncombined linguistic units produce affirmations that are either true or
false. An affirmation is not true or false of itself, however, but by its
correspondence to fact. He explains in chapter five, "For it is because the
actual thing exists or dces not that the statement is said to be true or
false™ (4a22ff.).

Concerning the character of the categories themselves, developed in
chapters five through fifteen, I will simply summarize the main-stream
interpretation[19]. As we noted previously, the scheme of categories provides
an ontological classification of an extra-linguistiec, extra-mental reality.
More specifically, the categories as envisaged by Aristotle were to provide a
complete and exhaustive classification of what is given in sense experience;
that is, the categories "constitute those classes of items to each of whiech
any sensible particular--substantial or otherwise--must be related"[20].
Although sense experience provides the ground upon which the categories are
constituted, the rule of classification which would distinguish individual

categories from one another is not so apparent.
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In addition to the stratification of reality into categories, Aristotle
is alsc interested in relating these real strata to language. He is clear
about the language-ontology relation in one important respect: certain
linguistic units, "things said without any combination,” signify one or
another of the categories., That is, they designate items in the categories
which are referable to particular sense experience. Some parts of language
play a vital, designative role for Aristotle[21]. Aristotle thus forges a
clear link between language and reality at this, as he sees it, fundamental
level of language.
For linguistic units beyond the simple designative level, "things said in
combination”™ (the affirmation), Aristotle gives us another perspective on the
intersection between language and reality. In his description of the concepts
of truth and falsity, Aristotle declares that a combination of
categorially-designative, linguistic units is required along with the
affirmation's correspondence to reality. Chapter twelve clearly presents
correspondence as the criterion for truth and falsity:
For there being a man reciprocates as to implication of existence
with the true statement about it: if there is a man, the statement
whereby we say that there is a man is true, and reciprocally,--since
if the statement whereby we say that there is a man is true, there
is a man. And whereas the true statement is in no way the cause of
the actual thing's existence, the actual thing does seem 1in some way
the cause of the statement's being true; it is because the actual
thing exists or does not that the statement is called true or false.
(14boff)

Thus, if true statements correspond with reality, and true statements are

combinations of categorially-designative linguistic units, then there are

combinations in reality in the interrelation of real, categorial elements[22].
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6.3.3 HNon-linguistic Predication in the Categories
Having now finished the introductory discussion of Aristotle's theory of
categories and their gemeral significance to the language-reality relation, we
can begin to construct a concept of non-linguistic predication for Aristotle.
To forecast, the claim is that intercategorial relations are predicative; this
is especially trﬁe of the relation between substance and each of the other
categories. Primary substance in the first category, as "that which is
neither said of nor present in a subject,™ is described as separable and
independent from the other categories; this is because it is the primary
ontological subject. The other nine categories, either "said of"™ or "present
in" a subject, are described as inseparable and dependent upon primary
substance for their real expression. We should continue to bear in mind,
however, that although there are independent and dependent categories Jjoined
in some kind of relation, the ten categories are exclusive of one another
since each is constituted by a different kind of sense experience. A
particular person (Socrates, for instance) is a primary substance and is the
primary ontological subject of which the other dependent categories are either
"said of" (e.g., man or animal as the species and genera, which are secondary
substances) or "present in" (e.g., white, six-feet tall, which are quality and
quantity, respectively). Thus, we have two broad classes of items in the
categories, independent and dependent individuals, the latter made possible by
the former. A physical object is a combination or congeries of these two
classes of individuals, comprised of an individual primary substance and
individuals from the other categories[23].

Such configurations among the categories, clearly between primary

substance and the others, are predicative. Here we can begin to exploit the
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linguistic associations of predication in order to explain the ontological
relation envisioned by Aristotle. The ontological connection between "thing"
and "subject" in the descriptions in chapter two of the Categories of things
which are either said of or present in a subject has its counterpart in
Aristotle's description of "statement-making sentences®™ in the Qn
Interpretation. Such sentences are said to either affirm or deny "something
of something" (chapters 4-6, Opn Interpretation). This description, as such,
describes predication in the linguistic sense. Its ontological counterpart in
the Categories is given in both the "said of" and "present in" relations, and
holds between "things which are" and their "subjects." Dependent categories
correspond to the first "something" (in the phrase "something of something"),
while primary substance as the only independent category corresponds to the
second "something." Although dependent categories may occupy the subject
position in statements (we say, for example, that "white is a color”®), the
ultimate and only ontological subject is primary substance.

Therefore, not only Aristotle's terminology ("said of") but his
description of the relations among categories reveal his commitment to a
predicative view of reality. The variety of combinations which may obtain
among the categories, aécording to what is given in sense experience, is
reflected in the subject-predicate structure of sentences. And linguistic
structure is the way it is because of ontological, categorial structure.
Finally, the meaning and truth of a statement is determined by its designation
of and correspondence with ontological structure, categorial reality.

MeumﬂofwﬁRﬂﬂn&ﬂiammewﬂyaqummhumuws
1ist and discussion of categories, and thus of our account of non-linguistic

predication, is an explicit treatment of either ontological or linguistic
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'being.' Ontological being would count as something like the absolute
category--the whole pie and pan, not just a piece of it. Linguistic 'being!
is simply the copulative 'is'; it obviocusly joins the subject and predicate.
We should expect some discussion about these two kinds of "being," if
Aristotle were simply reading off an ontology and a grammar from a naive
analysis of statements having fhe form of subject-copula-predicate, a
construction that is as common in Greek as it is in English[24].

In other works in the Qpganon Aristotle does offer some insight into his
views on ontological and linguistic ‘being,’® anﬁ these are instructive.
During the time Aristotle composed most of the QOrganon, he evidently did not
accept any kind of ontological being distinet from the many kinds of being
given in the categories. He did recognize, however, two kinds of ontolgical
being; in the Posterior Analvtics Aristotle refers to one sense of being as
munqualified being," while he refers to another as "qualified being"
(90a1-13). The first kind of being is simply the fact that something exists,
the moon for instance, In modern parlance we would would call this
existential being. The second kind of being, qualified being, refers to
whether a thing is thi= or that; something has an attribute or does not have
an attribute, an eclipsed moon for éxample. We would call this type of being
attributive or predicative being. These are not consistent distinetions with
Aristotle, however[25]. In either semse of ontological being, though, it has
no existence over and above that given in the catego}ies. In other words, the
categories provide, for Aristotle, the highest ontological genera of
reality[26]. Aristotle emphasizes this in the Posterior Apalytics saying that
"being is not a genus” (92b12-14) and that "the kinds of being are different,

and some attributes attach to quanta and some to qualia only"™ (88b1-3). 1In
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fact, the diversity of being as given in the categories underlies Aristotle’s
rejection of a single genus of things and his endorsement of separate and
different sciences[27].

Of course, Aristotle was aware of the philosophic notion of an absclute,
existential kind of being since he inherits a long history of speculation
about the nature of reality. Both the Parmenidean and Platonic traditions
were of this type, the One of Parmenides and the Form of the Good of Plato;
from either of these, the whole of reality is supposed to somehow emanate from
or participate in it. Aristotle believed, however, that such conceptions were
misguided and caused, to a large extent, from confusions over language. Such
confusions arising from an inadequate understanding of language resulted in
ludicrous claims about the nature of reality., As a result, much of
Aristotle's early work sought to allay the linguistic-ontological
middleheadedness of his day. Many of the confusions which arose from the
language were the result of univocal interpretations imposed on equivoecal or

ambiguous expressions. Aristotle describes one such fallacy in his epilogue

to the Topics:

Those that depend on whether an expression is used absolutely or in
a certain respect and not strictly, occur whenever an expression
used in a particular sense is taken as though it were used
absolutely, e.g., in the argument "If what is not is the object of
an opinion, then what is not is:" for it is not the same thing "to
be x" and "to be" absolutely. (Sophistical Refutations,
166b37=-16Ta3)

As such, Aristotle is making the point that much early speculation about
reality was futile because it was handicapped by gross misunderstandings of

the meanings of words,
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We can understand now why discussions of ontological and linguistic being
are absent from the Catesgories. The categories are ontological being, and
because of these mutually exclusive varieties of being, linguistic 'being' has
no central meaning of its own. Ontological being has no existence of its own
apart from the categories; they provide the highest ontological partitioning
of the world. Owen emphasizes that, for Aristotle's early conception of
ontological being, "to be" means "to be something or other®™; this is the
limited, predicative kind of being, not the absolute, existential variety[28].
Patterning itself after ontological being, linguistic 'being' is thus
fundamentally equivocal. Aristotle, it seems, maintains this position on the
diverse nature of ontological being and the equivocal nature of linguistic
'being' up through the third book of the Metaphvsics, before he founds his

general science of being in the fourth[29].

6.3.4 Linguistic Predication

Aristotle's concept of Linguistic predication is formed around his
non-linguistic, categorial scheme. Aristotle does, however, offer some
strictly linguistic observations in the course of the development of his
categories; we have already noted some of these. In deriving a concept of
linguistic predication for Aristotle, it is necessary at this time to
ecircumscribe a general region so that it includes any element relevant to
sentences in the form of subject-copula-predicate. This will include a
variety of observations that cover both strict and not-so-strict linguistic
properties of the sentence. Such comments will range, say, from the strictly
linguistic function of the copula to the truth value of the sentence, a

linguistic/extra=-linguistic collaboration.
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Linguistic Predication in the Categories

The Categories discloses the following linguistic perceptions of Aristotle:

1.

Aristotle's description of "homonymous" and "synonymous" things (not
words) 1in the first chapter allows us to infer a distinction between
equivocal and unequivocal names[30].

In chapters two and four Aristotle distinguishes between words in

combination and individual, uncombined words;

. Certain uncombined words s3ignify one or another of the categories

(chapter 4) and, as such, link language and reality in fulfilling a
designative role[31].

Aristotle assumes that meaningful sentences, as affirmations, are in
the subject-predicate form[32].

In general, uncombined words may appear in either subject or predicate
position, although in some cases, uncombined words are restricted to
one position only. This depends upon the category signified[33].
Affirmations are true as the result of their correspondence with

extra-linguistic facts (4a22ff. and 14b9ff.).

Although we might reasonably expect a discussion of the copula, Aristotle

only treats those linguistic units which directly signify one or another of

the categories. As noted in the last section, Aristotle omits discussions on

a general, encompassing kind of ontological being (Being) and on linguistic

'being.' There is, then, a direct correlation Detween Aristotle's description

of the relations which obtain between primary substance and the other

categories gpnd his description of the relations and properties of uncombined

and combined linguistic units. Such an overlaying of language on ontology is

evident in following passage from the Categories:
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It is clear from what has been said that if something is said of a
subject both its name and its defintion <ontological definition> are
necessarily predicated of the subject. For example, man is said of
a subject, the individual man, and the name is of course
predicated.,.and also the definition of man will be predicated of
the individual...Thus both the name and the definition will be
predicated of the subject. (2a19ff.)

But this is not sufficient. The Categorjes, mainly a work about the

categories of reality, does not give us enough information on Aristotle's

linguistie views[34].

6.3.4.2 Linguistic Predication and Qn Interpretation

Aristotle's On Ipnterpretation is noted primarily in the history of logic for
its presentation of the "four forms of general statement"; these statements
form the four corners of the traditiomal square of opposition and underride
Aristotle's treatment in the Prior Apalvtics of syllogistic premises(35]. But
the first several chapters of this little work provide not only the apparent
basis for his discussion of logical relations among statements, it also gives
us a greater understanding of Aristotle's linguistic views. In this respect
it is complementary to the Categories.

Aristotle again distinguishes between combined and uncombined "names, "
which are described as "significant spoken sounds."” He then divides the
general class of "names," which encompasses all uncombined words, into "names"
{or nouns) and "verbs." Each of these kinds of words has meaning in isolation
in that "the speaker arrests his thought and the hearer pauses®™ (16b19ff.).
By themselves, neither names nor verbs signify truth or falsity; only names
and verbs in combination do this (chapters 2, 3).

Combinations yield "sentences," which are defined as "significant spoken

sounds some part of which is significant in separation--as an expressiocn, not
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as an affirmation® (16b27ff.). Unlike the Categories, Aristotle now
recognizes that not all sentences can be characterized as either true or
false, even though all sentences signify something by arresting the thought of
the speaker and hearer (16b19ff.). Aristotle mentions prayer as an example of
a sentence that is significant but that is neither true nor false (16b33ff.).
However, Aristotle is interested in those sentences which do have a truth
value; Aristotle calls these "statement-making" sentences, and these include
naffirmations™ and "negations." He defines a statement-making sentence as a
sentence which affirms or denies "something of something" (17a8-17a37).

But more than a linguistic description is at stake. When Aristotle
clarifies what he means by "opposite statements," he explains that they
"affirm and deny the same thing of the same thing--not homonymously..."
(17a35-36). Keyed by his phrase ™ot homonymously," (which is about relations
between things, not words, for Aristotle), we know that he is appealing to an
ontological sense of "the same thing of the same thing"[{36]. Aristotle
focuses, then, on the class of sentences that are declarative predications;
their predicative structure is abstracted in the phrase "something of
something."

Aristotle also makes an important observation about the third element of
predicative sentences, the copula. Similar to the Catesories, Aristotle
maintains his two-valued split of the sentence into subject and predicate.

But he explains why the copula is insignificant in the Qp Interpretation. He
explains first that the copula "is"™ or "is not"™ signifies truth or falsity
when it is added to uncombined names (16ag9ff.). "To be” or "not to be,™ he
explains in the third chapter, signifies only some combination. Alone, it

signifies "no actual thing"; "by itself, it is nothing" (16b9ff.). Aristotle
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is evidently interested in only £hose linguistic units which designate one or
another of the categories. That is, in fact, Aristotle's prineipal criterion
for linguistic meaning. He indicates that the copula, in its combinatory
function, "cannot be thought of without the components."”™ The meaning of the
copula is determined by the relation between the components it joins together,
and these, of course, refer to the categories[37]. Thus, from another
perspective, we see how the diversity of reality (of ontological being) marka
its diversity upon language in the multivocality of linguistic 'being.'

Fipally, Aristotle looks at those linguistic units which quantify
("every," "no," and "some") statements and thus give statements a universal or
particular character as either affirmations or negations (17a38-18-8). Again,
his basis for doing so builds onto the ontological foundations provided in the
categories., He claims in chapter seven, for instance,

Of actual things some are universal, others particular (I call
universal that which is by its nature predicated of a number of
things, and particular that which is not; man, for instance, is
universal, Callias particular). So it must sometimes be of a
universal that one states that something holds or does not,
sometimes of & particular, (17a38ff)

In this manner, thea, Aristotle builds up to his presentation of the four
forms of general statement and their relations as contraries and
contradictories. The important point to emerge from the opening chapters of
the On Interpretation is the close relation between the linguistic
observations in this work and the non-linguistic observations in the
Categories. The predominant concept of the category of substance and its
possible medifications by the other categories cause Aristotle to emphasize

one class of sentences to the exelusion of others, declarative predications.

Aristotle's reliance upon sentences in the basic subject=predicate form has
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been criticized in the history of logic as giving "an oversimplified view of
the nature of the basic proposition, and has been a hindrance to development
of the logic of relations and of multiple general propositions." And, his
exclusive focus upon the declarative sentence has created the false impression
"that there cannot be logical relations between other types of

utterances®{38].

6.3.4.3 Linguistic Predication and the Predicables
In addition to Aristotle's stricter logical treatment of "statements"™ in the
0pn Interpretation, he offers in the Jopjes (probably his earliest logical
work) four different kinds of propositions. Commonly referred to as his
"theory of predicables," these propositions are classified on the basis of the
relationship between subject and predicate[39]. According to this
classification, a predicate stands in one of four relations to the subject and
is classified either as: (1) a definition, (2) a genus, (3) a property, or
(4) an accident{40]. The first three are essentially related to the subject
and therefore do not exclude one another, but the fourth has only an
accidental relation to the subject and is not related to the first three
(chapters 5-8), Such a breakdown is useful in the Iopigs as a forensic aid to
identify kinds of proposition, because in the context of dialectical
discussion, argument proceeds only after the setting forth of some proposition
or problem,

But Aristotle's classification of propositicons and predicates is more
significant, at the moment, because of its connection with the doctrine of
categories. After introducing the predicable in chapters five through eight,

Aristotle brings the predicables under the scope of the categories, claiming
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that the predicates of these propositions belong to one of the ten categories:
"For the accident and genus and property and definition of anything will
always be in one of these categories"™ (103b20-25). According to the theory of
predicables, for example, the predicate in the proposition, "Black is a
color," is the genus of the subject; however, according to the categorial
scheme, color belongs to the category of quality. A4s such, the theory of
predicables is a cross-categorial classification of predicates whose original
significance stems from their designation of one or another of the categories.
Although Aristotle's division of propositions and predicates into four kinds
is a linguistic analysis, the relation of subject to predicate describes an
onotological relation, as does the category designated denote an ontological

entity.

6.3.80.4 Linguistic Predication in the Analytics

Finally, Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Apalytics add to and reinforce his
notion of linguistic predication. As Corcoran has observed, Aristotle's
Apnalytics presuppose a "theory of form and meaning of propositions" and a
"doctrine of opposition® as offered in the Categories (chapter 5) and Qn
Interpretation (chapter T)[41]. If we take Aristotle at his word in the
opening sentence of the Prior Apalvtics, the subject of his inquiry is
demonstration (24a10). As a result, the Prior Apalytics stands as the
"inderlying logic" for his treatise on demonstrative science in the Posterior
Apalvtics. An underlying logic is simply the Pabstract system presupposed by
a science,” and is roughly akin to the distinetion between botany and
flowers{42]. Aristotle explains the gist of this distinetion in the fourth

chapter, saying, "Syllogism should be discussed before demonstration, because
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syllogism is the more general: the demonstration is a sort of syllogism, but
not every syllogism is demonstration" (25b27-30).

Since demonstration is the subject of Aristotle's logic, he is concerned
with both the formal consistency and truth of an argument[43] (Prior
Apalviics, 24a27-31, 24b18-25). The truth or soundness of an argument is
determined, apart from entailment among propositions, by the truth of its
premises; and this brings into play problems of ontology and epistemology.
Though less obvious in this treatise touted as the first in formal logic, -
there are still indications that Aristotle's concept of linguistic predication
in the Apnalytics remains tied to a prior notion of non-linguistic predication,
of ontology. -

Of the three elements necessary to Aristotle's doctrine of the
syllogism--premises, terms, and the syllogistical figure itself--we are
interested in his defintition of the premiss (especially of the demonstrative
premiss) and of the term, A demonstrative premiss is defined as a,

sentence affirming or denying on thing of another. This is either,

universal, particular, indefinite...a syllogistic premiss without

qualification will be an affirmation or denial of something

concerning something else;...it will be demonstrative, if it is true

and obtained through the first principles of its science.

(24a15=30)
This definition of the premiss corresponds to his definition of the
_statement-making sentence in Qn Interpretation. Note especizlly the match-up
between the predicative "something concerning something" above and "something
of something® in On Interpretation. Secondly, Aristotle defines a term as
"that into which the premiss is resolved, that is, both the predicate and that
of which it is predicated, 'being' being added and 'not being' removed or vice
versa" (23b15-20). Here, as in Op Interpretation, all three constituents of

predication emerge, subject-copula-predicate.
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Finally, Aristotle's definition of the universal affirmative, as that in
which "one term is predicated of all of another, whenever no instance of the
subject can be found of which the other term cannot be asserted: to be
predicated of none must be understood in the same way" (24b27-30), sets his
explanation of the universal affirmative in terms of the singular. It reveals
not only his commitment to the normal subject-predicate form of a proposition
but carries embedded in it the ontological notion of primary substance, the
particular individual, as the ultimate subject of predication. The universal
is dependent upon the particular[ii]. This is very similar to a statement in
the Categories: "for were it <man> predicated of none of the individual men
it would not be predicated of man at all...So if primary substances did not
exist it would be impossible for any of the other things to exist" (2a34=2bT).
This statement, however, specifies ontological predication, and so, would
appear to underlie his definition of the universal affirmative in the Erior
Apalvtics. Moreover, the phrase "this belongs to that,™ Aristotle explains,
"must be understood in as many ways as there are categories" (Brior Apalvytics,
49a6-7); it thus provides further evidence that Aristotle is intent upon
mapping a correspondence between categorial, non-linguistic predication and

linguistic-logical predication.

6.3.4.5 Summary of Aristotle's Concept of Predication

Aristotle's dual concepts of non-linguistic and linguistic predication
intricately intertwine as if spiraling, mirroring strands of one another,
Although it would be overstating Aristotle's position to say that language
mirrors reality in the sense it did for Plato, it is correct to say that

Aristotle believes significant structures of language reflect and designate



132
the essential structures of reality. Names and verbs of statement-making
sentences and terms of premises indicate categorial entities.

Statement-making sentences and premises which assert "something of something"
do so as the result of ontological relations specified by "things said of or
present in substance.” And the truth and falsity of such statements are
determined by the correspondence between linguistic and non-linguistic
predications. The emphasis on the basic two-valued subject-predicate form of
statement-making sentences reflects the two-tiered categorial scheme. The
ultimate subject of ontological predication and thus of linguistic predication
is primary substance, the particular independent individual. The other nine
categories and secondary substance are dependent upon primary substance for
their expression. Linguistic predication models itself after the
configuration provided by non-linguistic predication.

It seems as though Aristotle short shrifts the copula, the third
component of predication. He either ignores it, as in the Categories, or
reduces it to insignificance (quite literally), as in the Apalvytics and Qn
Interpretatiop. But Aristotle had good reasons for doing so. Believing that
earlier philosophers had been duped by the verb "to be" by attributing to it
an absolutely univocal, existential meaning (which caused them to absurdly
speculate about the nature of reality), Aristotle drew attention to the
ambiguous and equivocal character of language. He wasn't, however, examining
language as language. His argument was based on his own ontology, namely that
the equivocal nature of language was the result of the fundamentally diverse
character of reality. That is, his doctrine of categories, which explains the
variety of the sensory world, also accounts for the shifting nature of

language. As a result, ontological being and linguistic 'being' of themselves
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occupy no special position; their protean character changes value according to
categorial variations., However, this is all during the time Aristotle wrote
most of his Qrgapon, before he wrote his own version of metaphysics introduced

in the fourth book of the Metaphvsics.

6.4 METAPHYSICAL BEING AND PREDICATION IN THE METAPHISICS

In the fourth book of the Metaphvsics Aristotle begins to make some claims
concerning ontological and linguistic being very different from those which
precede in the first three books of that work and different from claims made
in earlier works of the Qrgapop. Contrary to his earlier position (that there
is no genus of being) stated plainly in the Posterior Apalvtics {92b14) and
even in the Eudemian Ethics (1217b25-35), he confidently asserts in the fourth
book of the Metaphvsics that there is a science of being gqua being[45].

Unlike the special sciences which cut off some part of being and investigate
the attributes of that part (1003a22-32), the subject of metaphysics is being
in general; its purpose is the investigation of causes and principles of
"nature in virtue of itself" (1003a26-28).

Coordinate with the claim that there is a science of being, Aristotle
reverses his stance on linguistic ;being.' Aristotle explains that "the term
'being' is used in many senses, yet not equivocally, but all of these are
related to something which is one and a single nature® (1003a33-35).
Aristotle's description of a primary sense of 'being' is commonly referred to
as the "focal meaning" of being[if].

These apparent reversals signal a new departure for Aristotle, indicating
his "discovery of metaphysies"[47]. Previously, Aristotle's doctrine of

categories with its emphasis upon the diverse and equivocal nature of
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ontological and linguistic being had accounted for his “rejection of a single
genus of beings and the separation of different sciences"[48]. Aristotle does
not simply junk the categories, however; he reconceptualizes them in the
Metaphvsics, not in another work (as we would like) on the categories. As a
result of the ontological and linguistic ghifts with respect to being and
'being, ' we should expect to find a shift in Aristotle's concept of
predication. We have, therefore, two principal areas of investigation in
Aristotle's Metaphvsics: (1) First, we need to examine thg specific changes
in Aristotle's concepts of ontological and linguistic being and predicatiocn.
(2) This requires us, secondly, to determine his reasons for making such

radical changes.

6.4.1 Being and Substance

We've already introduced the most dramatic changes in the Metaphvsics, namely
that there is a general science of being and a focal meaning of linguistic
'being.' But Aristotle is only able to make such moves because he envisages 2
fundamental, ontological being--one which is "primary in every sense: in
formula, in knowledge, and in time® (1028a30-35). Signified by 'being,' this
primary kind of being is the same as "whatness" or, as Aristotle now insists,
"substance.® Exuding an apparent sense of accomplishment, Aristotle claims
that, in fact, the inquiries and perplexities concerning the nature of being
"in early times and now and always," is really tantamount to an inquiry into
the nature of substance. That is, an answer to the question "What is
substance?" will answer the question "What is being?" (1028b1-15). Such
strong and unqualified assertions patently diverge from his previous

reservations about both ontological and linguistic being.
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Aristotle has not simply discounted the varieties of "being" by
ludicrously offering univocal accounts of either linguistic or non-linguistic
being; instead, he has assimilated and unified these diverse and equivocal
senses into one primary sense, in substance: ".,..each of the others exist
because substances exist...for in the formula of each of the other categories
the formula of a substance must be present" (1028a30-40). True, the other
categories were dependent upon primary substance in the Categorijes, but they
retained a degree of separateness from substance. It might help to conceive
of the categories as parasitic attachments. However, in the fourth book of
the Metaphvsics they become absorbed or transmuted into the nature of
substance, completely inseparable. Consequently, the focal meaning of 'being'
ultimately reduces statements about non-substances into statements about
substance, Non-substances have no matter and form of their own; they are only
logical shadows of substance[49]. In this reconceptualization of the
categories and of being we are beginning to witness Aristotle's own
hypostatization of the many beings into the one Being.

In order for Aristotle to legitimately claim his science of being and the
focal.meaning of 'being,' he must reconstruct his categories; he does this by
reconceptualizing substance. Whatever substance is, it must meet two
eriteria[50]: (1) it must be the ultimate subject of predication, not
predicated of anything else, and (2) it must be a separately existing
individual: "...substance...@eans the ultimate subjeet which is not
predicated of something else, and also that which is a this and is separable
vee® (1017b22-26; other similar explanations at 1029a8-9, 1038b15, 1020a27-28,
1070b30). The criteria have not changed much since the Categories, but the

winning candidate has. In the Categories the particular sensible individual,
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some particular horse or man, €.g., 18 regarded as primary substance. In the
Metaphysics, however, the almost invariable response to the-question "What is
substance, in its full and primary sense?" turns out to be "form," and this is
equated with "essence"™ (1032aa5-7, 1032b1-2).

But, as Rorty has observed, this response is not very informative. The
real problem in the Metaphvsics is to discover what essence or form is[51].
Part of the problem, for example, concerns universals., Universals are clearly
excluded as substances in chapters 13, 14, and 16 of the seventh book (Book Z)
but it appears that form is just such a universal. For instance, 'man'
clearly designates a substance for Aristotle throughout the Metaphysics, but
it seems that 'man' and that which it designates belong to more than one
particular individual; but this happens to be Aristotle's definition of a
universal (1038b10=12). There is a dilemma[52]. In general, however, as Ross
explains, "the general tendency of <books> Z and A is to carry Aristotle away
from his earlier doctrine that the sensible individual is primary substance,
to one which identifies primary substance with pure form and with that
alone"[53]. What Aristotle has moved away from is more certain than what he
has arrived at, however. Since I think Ross' interpretation of substance as
"pure form" somewhat overstates the case, we are still in need of further

clarification of substance or essence in the Metaphvsics.

6.4.1.1 Substance, Essence and Definition

In addition to the equation of substance with essence, Aristotle sets up in
several passages rough equivalences between substance and definition and
between essence and definition. Since Aristotle explains essence and thus

substance in terme of his notion of definition, the key to interpreting his
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concept of substance turns on his explanation of definition. The following

four steps give us access through definition to his concept of substance:

1.

Definitions and essences are primarily of substances--"What is evident
is the fact that definitions and essences, in the primary and
unqualified sense, are of substances"™ (1030b5-6).

A definition exhibits the formula of an essence--"It is clear, then,
that a definition is a formula of an essence, and that there are
essences either of substances alone or of substances in the highest
sense and primarily in the full semse" (1031a13-15). This passage is
consistent with Aristotle's view that there are different kinds of
substances and that, by implication, there are different kinds of
definitions. That should not bother us. Important here is his stress
upon the primary sense of defintion, definition of primary and
unqualified substance.

A formula has parts--"Since a definition is a formula, and every
formula has parts, and since a formula is related to the thing in a
similar way as part of the formula to the corresponding part of the
thing...let us discuss this and inquire about the parts of the
substance of the thing" (1034b20-25, 1035al).

Finally, there are two principal parts to a definition, then genus and
the differentia--"now there is nothing else in a definition but what is
called the first genus and the differentiae...as in "two-footed
animal,' for example, in which 'animal' is the genus and 'two-footed'

the differentia®™ (1037b29-1038a5).

If we accept the argument that essence and substance are captured in the

relation between the genus and differentia, we have made the most important
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step in understanding Aristotle's concept of substance. Still problematic is
the nature of the genus and of the differentia, and the kind of relation they
have with one another. The general interpretation here follows along lines
drawn out by Rorty, Anscombe, and Geach. Based on two passages in particular,
Rorty identifies the genus with "proximate matter™ (1045b17-24 and
1038a5-9)[54]. In other words, the genus stands as the material cause of
substance; Anscombe and Geach describe it as "the stuff out of which it
{substance> has come," distinct from the "stuff of which it is made"[55]. The
material cause is by itself, however, simply a batch of undifferentiated
material and does not therefore count as a substance, since it is not both a
"this and separable" (a necessary condition for something to be a substance).
The "stuff" of substance might be, for example, the clay of a statue, the
bronze of a sphere, or the flesh and bone of a man (1034a1-1036a26).

As we might expect, the differentia is to be identified with the formal
cause. The formal cause is defined as "what makes what a thing is made of
into that thing"(56]. Aristotle explicitly connects the formal cause with the
substance of a thing: "thus, we are seeking the cause (and this is the form)
through which the matter is a thing..." (1041b6-8). In at least two passages,
Aristotle also identifies this cause with the differentia:

If then a genus does not exist unqualifiedly apart from its species,
or if it exists but does =o as matter (for the "voice" is a genus
and is matter but the differentiae make the species or letters out
of it), it is evident that a definition is a formula composed of the
differentiae. (1038a5-10; also 1042b33=1043a3-7)
In sum, the relation between genus and differentia of a definition reflects
the relation between the material and formal causes, and together they make a

thing what it is[57]. They constitute the essence of substance.
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Even more interesting than the explanation of substance in terms of the
constituents of definition is the kind of relation which characterizes their
combination so as to define substance. It is evident from the surface
structure of a definition that substance is a composition of two different
components--the formal and material causes, which are displayed in the
differentia and genus. The apparent duality of substance presents Aristotle a
problem of which he is well aware:
We have stated, then, that there is some difficulty with regard to
definitions, and why this is so...for the difficulty raised there
has a bearing upon our discussion of substance. The difficulty
which I am referring to is this: why is it that a thing, whose
formula we call 'a definition' is one? For example, let a
'two-footed animal' be the formula of a man, Why then is this one
and not many, such as animal and two-footed? (1036b23-24,
1037b12=-14)
Aristotle wants to believe that the elements of a definition describe a
unity--"for a definition is one formula and a formula of a substance, so that
this formula must be of something which is one (for, in our manner of
speaking, a substance is something which is one and indicates a this)"
(1037b25-30). The unity of definition (of genus and differentia) is
explained, Rorty maintains, in terms of potentiality and actuality[S8]. From
Aristotle he cites, "But as we have stated, the last matter and the form are
one and the same; the one exists potentially, the other as acutality...for
each thing is a kind of unity, and potentiality and acutality taken together
exist somehow as one" (1045b18-22).
The type of unity which obtains between the genus and differentia,
Aristotle implies, is like the unity which obtains between a substance and its

essence. He states, "From these arguments it is clear that each thing and its

essence are one and the same,...Moreover, not only a thing and its essence are
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one, but also the formula of each is the same" (1031b19-20, 1031b34-1032al).
There are two different kinds of unity described here; the first encloses the
ngspecies" and "genus-differentia" together in the complete definition of an
essence, while the second unity contains just the genus and differentia.
There is a unity within a ﬁnity. For example, 'man' and 'two-footed animal'
in a definition designate the same substance; but 'two-footed animal' also
forms a unity in the combination of genus and differentia. Paraphrasing
Aristotle, Rorty states that it may look as if we are talking about two
different things, but they are really just one thing[59].

If such unities did not exist, Aristotle believes that things would be
different from their essences. And if things are different from their
essences, an unfortunate infinite regress would result. Because essences
could not be located without positing other essences, substance would be
impossible to fix; and this would undermine the possibility of substance
(1031b28-35). Throughout Aristotle's discussions of definition and essence
Aristotle is persistent in his attempt to definitely circumscribe the nature
of substance; he intends to discover and display the bedrock of reality.

I do not want to question whether the unity of form and matter, of
differentia and genus, or of actuality and potentiality, are genuine unities.
We can allow Aristotle his claim that they "taken together exist somehow as
one." The character of this unity is more interesting. Rorty interprets this
unity as an "actualization, which is not, like predication, a dyadic relation
between two things but a pseudo-relation between one thing and one
non-thing"[60].

At this point I diverge from Rorty's interpretation. The relation

between genus and differentia is clearly a dyadic relation; moreover, it is a
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predicative relation. We should first observe that the unity which inheres
between genus and differentia is different from the kind of unity which
equates substance with its essence, The latter relation is one of identity;
'man' and 'rational animal,' for instance, denote the same entity. The
genus-differentia combination identifies the species, and vice-versa. The
unity of the genus and differentia, however, is not an identical relation;
‘pational' and 'animal' denote very different concepts and objects. They form
a unity only in copulation. Copulation, after all, does normally result in
some kind of non-identical unity. This non-identical, copulative relation is
predication. The relation between genus and differentia must describe an
essential predication, however, as opposed to accidental predication.
'Rational animal' is such an essential predication, whereas 'white man' is
not. Still, even for there to be accidental predication, as in 'white man,'
an essential predication underlies it and makes the accidental predication
possible. The net effect of this interpretation of substance is to describe
substance itself as a predicative structure; that is, substance has an
intra-predicative structure.

Another good reason for viewing Aristotle's concept of substance as 2
predicative structure, constituted by the relation between form and mattef,
stems from our characterization in the previous section of predication as
describing a "something of something."™ In the relation between genus and
differentia, the same concept is expressed: scme form of some
matter--spherical of bronze, rational of animal, syllables of letters. Genus
and differentia cannot form a completely simple unity in an identity relation
as occurs between the species and genus-differentia of a definition; as we

also observed in the last section, the genus cannot be predicated of or
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participate in the differentia. This is because, in the relation between
genus and differentia, there must always be some specific difference. This
difference, however, does not exclude unity; rather, the differences make
their copulation (genus and differentia) and unified combination possible.

Such an interpretation has an added merit in that it sheds scme light on
a few curious passages in which substance is said to be a predicate of matter.
These are unusual because substance, according to Aristotle's criteria, is not
supposed to be predicated of anything else; it is to be the ultimate subject
of predication. Here is one passage in which this incongruity appears:
But if a predicate is not of this sort but is a form or a this the

ultimate underlying subject is matter and a material substance.
(1049a34-1034b1)

Additionally:

For there is something of which each of these i= a predicate, whose
being is other than that of each of the predicates; for all the
others are predicates of a substance, while a substance is a
predicate of matter. (1029a23-24; alsc 1043a3-T7, 1029a20-25).
Apparently, when substance is conceived in terms of the relation between form
and matter in the structure provided by the genus and differentia, form
becomes something like the ultimate predicate of matter, while, at the same
time, matter is the ultimate subject of predication. On this account,
substance, as an intra-predicative structure, is simultaneocusly the ultimate
subject of predication and the ultimate predicate. All other subjects and
predicates are derivative, and have their source in the basic,
intra-predicative character of substance. And this conclusion converges with

Aristotle's initial proclamation that everything else exists because

substances exist (Book 4, chapter 1 and Book 7, chapter, 1).
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6.4.,1,2 Summary
In the move from the Qrganopn to the Metaphvsics some kind of telescopic
collapse has cccurred., The diversified, distended structure of non=-linguistic
being and linguistic 'being' in the Qrzapnon is drawn up into the one category
of substance and into the concept of focal, linguistic meaning in the
Metaphvsies. The various linguistic and non-linguistic predicative structures
of the categories are compressed into the central, intra-predicative structure
of substance in the Metaphvsics. Such a re-fashioning of the categories and
of substance still allows for the apparent diversity of reality and the
ambiguous, equivocal nature of languagae; but it does so through a reduction
to a unified and fundamental source in reality and language, in substance. 1In
what I take to be Aristotle's own hypostatization of features of reality and
of language, he seems to be moving simultaneously both away from and towards
Plato's ontology.

Finally, to anwser our first inquiry into the Metaphvsics, we can
confidently assert that Aristotle's shift with respect to ontological and
linguistic being is made possible by his reconceptualization of substance,
Consequently, Aristotle's essentializing or hypostatizing of substance
envelops in every sense his concept of being and predication. For all
practical purposes, concepts of being, predication, and substance are
different ways of talking about the same thing. Such a close correspondence
among these allows us, for instance, to view the well-known four senses of
being of Book 6 (accidental, true, categorial, actual/potential) in a
centrifugal relation to the primary being of substance. Since the essential
structure of substance is predicative, we would expect these derivative kinds
of being to be predicative in nature also. But we must leave that possibility

for now and conduct ocur second inquiry into the Metaphvsics.
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6.4.2 Ihe Rationale for a Metaphvaics of Substance

Aristotle's rationale for such a reconstruction of his concept of substance
consists of two interrelated arguments, one which stands as the immediate
agency through which he justifies his ontology of substance, and another which
stands as the final purpose for which his ontology of substance is
justification. The first clusters around his principle of non-contradiction,

while the second attends to the requirements of significant speech.

6.4.2.1 The Principle of Non-Contradiction (PNC)
Introduced in the fourth book of the Metaphvsics as part of Aristotle's newly
discovered science of being, PNC is explicitly linked to his treatments of
substance and definition[61]. The explanation of PNC points to forms of
reasoning and knowledge which are beyond either the demonstrative or intuitive
possibilities set forth in the Qrzanon. Aristotle evidently believes he has
discovered a new kind of knowledge with his new science of substance, the
knowledge of the principles and causes of being gua being. But his
metaphysical science is productive of this new kind of knowledge only because
of its new form of reasoning{62]. Exemplified in his elaboration of PNC, the
new form of reasoning is linguistic and, coupled with PNC, 1s the immediate
agency through which Aristotle justifies his concept and science of being.
The principle of non-contradiction is this:
The same thing cannot at the same time both belong and not belong to
the same object and in the same respect;...Indeed this this the most
certain of all principles. (1005b18-23)
For this principle to be true, however, Aristotle specifies the precondition

that linguistic expressions must "signify one thing": "First, then, this is
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clearly true, that each of the expressions 'to be' and 'not to be' has a
definite meaning; so that not everything can be both so and not so"
(1006a29-30). Aristotle chooses his favorite example, 'man,' and defines its
ontological signification as a two-footed animal. The phrase 'has a definite
meaning' describes an ontological, not a linguistic property. Aristotle
explains 'man' and its ontological correlate of two-footed animal in this way:
"...if 'a man' means X, then, if something is a man, to be a man would be to
be X" (1006a31-34), We know that Aristotle is not simply making linguistic
distinctions about the use and meanings of words because he clearly states
that "the problem is not whether the same thing can at the same time be a man
and not be a man in name, but whether it can be so in fact" (1006b20-22).
And, as Anscombe stresses, Aristotle is speaking primarily of substances and
terms that signify substances[63]. In connection with this, Aristotle

explains that

What this ('essence of man') signified was one thing, and this was
the substance...But to signify the substance of something is to
signify that its essence is not something else. (1007a25-27)

Given, then, the single signification of 'man' as a two=footed animal,
Aristotle forms a linguistic definition of 'man' as 'two-footed animal.'
Symbolically expressed 'A'='px', where 'A' is the defined term and 'px' are
the defining terms; 'A' is the combination of 'being-p' and 'peing-x.' Now,
1A' is a substance-term which gignifies one thing, if and only if, given that
A is anything, its being A is the same as being px[64]. When PNC is applied
to definition and single, definite signification, we have the following

results: if we are given that 'A'='px' (that 'man' is a 'two-footed animal')

and that being A is being px (being a man is being a two-footed animal), then
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PNC informs us that, if it is true to call something 'A', then it is
necessarily true to say that it is also px. Therefore, it cannot not be px.
Therefore, it cannot be true to say that it is not A. In Aristotle's own
words, "Hence, it is not possible at the same time to truly say of a thing
that it is a man and that it is not a man®™ (1006b28). The upshot here and the
important result of Aristotle's argument is that PNC holds both of substance
and of discourse which signifies and defines substance; PNC is not simply a
property of linguistic terms and defintions[65]. It intends to make the
language-reality relation inseparable.

Aristotle goes on to claim that those who deny PNC must megliminate
substances and essences...<and> say that all things are attributes”
(1007a22-25). Consequently, if only attributes are signified, there would be
an infinite regress, since there would be no "first subject of which something
would be attributively a predicate.” Aristotle is saying that attributes must
have substances in much the same way that attributive predicates must have
subjects in language.

To bring the first part of this inquiry to a close, we have seen that
Aristotle's argument for the non-contradiction of substance and of discourse
about substance proceeds from a linguistic-logical analysis in which he fixes
the definition of a substance-word and subsequently churns out certain
implications by applying the logical principle of non-contradiction. That the
principle applies to ontological subjects and their definitions assumes,
first, substance and, secondly, that an ontological definition with a definite
signification will behave in the same way a linguistic defintion and
signifying term do under the scrutiny of PNC. Thus, it is with this kind of

linguistic-logical analysis exemplified in Aristotle's tinkerings with
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definition and PNC that provides him with a new form of argument through which
he can describe and justify the the character and primacy of substance and his

new science of being.

6.,4.2.2 Substance and Meaningful Discourse

Finally, Aistotle's ultimate purpose, the reason for which his ontology of
substance is paramount, emerges. Were we to ask Aristotle about his
metaphysics, specifically about why his concept of substance is important and
is presented and argued for in the way it is, his first response would be
simple and direct. He would inform us that our question itself is made
possible by the concept of substance, and that is why it is important. This
is to say that Aristotle considers his ontology of substance and its first
axiom of PNC necessary for meaningful thought and discourse. Without
substances and PNC, thought and speech are undermined because they have no
solid footing[66]. Aristotle's metaphysics is motivated by what he conaiders
the essential criteria of significant speech.

The gist of his reasoning in the opening chapters of the fourth bock
states that if we have significant speech as formulated in subjects and
predicates and in definitions that fix definite linguistic meanings, there
must be substances which also have definite natures in which attributes
inhere; moreover, these are prior to speech (1007a22-1007b19). Two passages
should help clarify this line of reasoning. Concerning definitions and words
which "signify one thing":

For not to signify one thing is to signify nothing, and if names
have no meanings, then discussion with one another, and indeed with
oneself, is eliminated; for it is not possible for anyone to
conceive of anything if he does not conceive of one thing, and if it

is possible, he could then posit one name for this one thing.
(1006b8-13)
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About the principle of non-contradiction, Aristotle adds,

Again, if anyone believes that something is so, or that it is not
so, does he believe falsely, but he who believes both does so truly:
If the latter believes truly, what does it mean to say that such is
the nature of things? If he does not believe truly, but he believes
more truly than he who believes that something is so, or that is not
so, then things in some sense do possess something; and would be
true to say that this is so, but it is not at the same time true to
say that it is not so. But if one says that all speak alike falsely
and truly, then such a man can neither speak nor mean anything; for
heaywﬂtmtwmismaMnmsoutMSmeum.Ithu
no belief of anything but is equally thinking and not thinking, how
would he differ from a plant? (1008b2-12)

Aristotle's form of reasoning has its analogue in Kant's transcendental
argument[67]. Its abstract form is this: if X is necessary for Y, and we have
Y, then we have X. In other words, we have significant speech in Y, and if X
(Aristotle's ontology of substance etc.) is necessary for Y, then we must have
X. Of course, establishing the necessity between X and Y is problematic, but
Aristotle's accounts of substance, definition, and PNC are his major efforts
to establish that necessity. Aristotle seeks to build a bridge between
language and ontology. In sum, Aristotle's newly found science of being
attempts to provide a justification for meaningful thought and language; but,
conversely too, meaningful thought and language provide a justification for
his science of being. Both aspects assume, however, that the form of language
corresponds to the form of reality, that, as Porphyry and Acquinas observed
long ago, Aristotle believes that the way men speak is the way things are(68].
And we add to that, for Aristotle, that it has to be that way.
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Chapter VII
ARISTOTLE'S THEORY OF LANGUAGE

In the next three chapters of our investigation, we will carefully explore
how, for Aristotle, the way men speak is the way things are. In the final
chapter we will examine some fundamental problems in his thecry of language
and his corresponding metaphysics. Previocusly, we demonstrated how and to
what extent Aristotle's concept of predication, initiated in his doctrine of
categories, formed his predicative logic and ontology. We must now advance
one step further and determine whether a concept of signification is
fundamental to Aristotle's concept of predication (in both its linguistic and
ontological acceptations). A theory of signification and meaning is
especially relevant to our endeavor because it construects a matrix of
relations among language, thought, and reality, which might otherwise remain
obscured as unexamined assumptions. But finding a continuity between
linguistic signification and predication presents the difficult problem of
relating individual linguistic units to the unified whole; essentially, it
involves a move from the word to the sentence. Although we might have to
accept ultimately some sort of discontinuity, some points of intersection will
surface here.

Specifically in this chapter we are continuing our deconstructive
analysis of those conceptual forces which frame, in addition to the space in
which Aristotle's logic and metaphysics develop, the first firmly grounded

"logical-representational™ theory of language. As the result of language's
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designative and substitutive nature, the function of language is to deacribe
the world, that is, to produce true knowledge in statement-making sentences;
this statement briefly summarizes the nature and function of the
logical-representational conception of language in Aristotle. Thus, following
preliminary discussions of the sign, signification, meaning, and predication
(in order to describe the theoretical perspective of the overall
investigation) we will construct a theory of signification/meaning for
Aristotle in relation to his concept of predication. These form together his
logical-representational view of language and guide his evolving scheme of
categories and resultant ontology, logic, and even rhetoric. Finally, once
the construction is complete we will initiate a specific deconstruction of two
features of Aristotle's ontology and theory of language--~his concept of

substance and his referential view of linguistic meaning.

7.1 IHE SIGN

Although a deceptively simple unit, as simple as a word, the linguistic sign
is a complex entity. It is complex because an analysis of the concept of the
sign reveals a theory of linguistic signification and meaning within the
conceptual infrastructure of the sign. The conceptual infrastructure of the
sign consists of the signs's conceptual elements and prelations among those
elements. So as not to be misleading, we don't mean the phonological elements
and properties that give the sign its material character. Rather, we are
probing into the conceptual character of the sign after the manner of
Saussure, who examined the linguisitic sign and discovered its split
conceptual nature[1]. In short, we want to look into the process of

signification and meaning in language. The constituting elements and
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relations account for the functioning, the value and reference, of the
sign--within the linguistic system of which it is a part and in its
referential tie to some extra-linguistic reality.

An analysis of the sign into its conceptual elements produces a
complementing combination of signifying and signified elements; with Saussure,
these elements are referred to as signifiers and signifieds. Benveniste
describes this combination as the consubstantiality of the sign{2]. Such
combinations of signifying and signified elements range variously from dyadic
to even quadric arrangements of the sign's elements. Saussure's analysis of
the linguistic sign into the signifier and signified, an acoustic image and a
concept, offers perhaps the best-known dyadic or binary arrangement of the
sign's constituents[3]. The sign's constituents are, for Saussure,
psychological entities. More contemporary binary descriptions of the sign
atrip away the psychological baggage. Derrida, most notably, in his
deconstruction of Saussure supplements and substitutes for, the linguistic
model of speaking, with that of writing as the principle of signification and
meaning in language[l]. When writing, i.e.,