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ABST RACT

The topic of this t hesis i s the concept [ '; a rtistic

~ (imitat i on ) as treated b y Aristotle a nd Hegel .

Ar istotle ' s~ has been viewed a s t he pa ':'ad i gma t ic

s t a t eme nt of t he no tion o f m ime~d s a s the basis o f art , and

pa rticularly . tha t o f t ragedy . I n co ntrast , t he e nti r e

i nclina t ion o f tho He g e l i a n aestheti c is ha ld t o b e su c h a s

to p l ace it f a r ( rom any s ympath y wi t h t.he mimetic school .

Hege l 's idea lis m, wi th i t s c redo t ha t the materi a l r ce re is

on l y i ntell igibl e a s an embod iment of what is sp i r i t ua l, and

hence, t ha t a rt mus t be a second c r ea tor of t he wo r ld i n

o rder tha t mi n d ca n be ccnectcusay present in a rt . is bound

to rejec t any notion o f~ which require:; an adhe r o n c e

to a s e rvl l : ' ·'!c ha n i c a l an d s ta tic r e product i on o f nature .

It i s my i ntention to de f e nd t he Aristotelian theory of

~ from the Hegel ian charge t hat due t o its non ­

c reative a nd pu re ly na tu r a l istic orientation , imita t i on

s tands a s an i nadeq ua t e basis f or t he p roduction of true

a r t .

That Heg e l leans t owa r d a n a l mo s t un de v iating adher en c e

to t he insu lar view tha t mi!!L~ is l i t t l e more than

i l lus ion istic mimicry , a nd a s s uch , s u r e anathe ma t o hi s

v iew o f the essent ia l na tur e of art , c an be read i ly eccn ,

Crit ical passages in t he Philosophy of Mind ( .EM) a nd the
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Berlin Aesthe tics: Lectures On Fine Ar t (LfA) , are

indicative of a defin ite d Lsm l sea j, of bo th inferior and

positive aspects: of the mimetic t heory of repr es en t a t i on . I

intend to examine the validity of Hegel 's reduction of

~ to tha t which is unacceptable to the domain of

worthy art , a nd to attempt to demonstrate how an d why

cha r-actez-Ls t Lc s proper to Ar i s t ote lian mimet ic theory need

not be, one ...nd a jL, rejected by Hege l .

In Cllapter One, I focus on the Aristotelian s tatement

of i mita t i on in the Poetics , a nd I co ncentrate on t he idea

of the tragedian as an inventive maker of plots, aile who is

co ncerned with fostering the recognition of universals .

Chapter Two presents an examination of the notion of

imitiltion as t he basis of literary art . Iiere I pr e s e n t the

reader with some idea of the divergent v iews and

connotations t hat ha v e evolved L. imitation t he or y . In

Chapter Three, T examine Hege l 's philosophy of ~. the

role consigned to nature i n contrast to the self-conscious ,

and t he evolution of art as i ns i g h t i n to t he Abso lute . A

cri tique of Hegel 's textual treatment of imitation is the

primary SUbject of my fourth chapter .

In both Chapters Four and Five, I point to t he na r r o w

mindedncss of t he view of m.im..eJii§. as copy or mimicry .

~ can be art istic activity that is creative a nd

sy nthetic. Finally, the fif th chapter considers the

possibility o f any common ground between the Aristotelian
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an d Hege lian ideas of~ and I a r g ue tha t Heg el errs in

h i s a na lysis and that he is blind to va r ious e lements and

aest hetic characteristics of whi ch imitation is composed .
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CHAPTER ONE

ARI ST OTLEtS VISION OF MIMESI S

An Intr od uc ti on t o Mimet i c The or y

The no t io n o f art ist ic mi me s i s ( i mita t ion) was we ll

e stab lished pr i or to the da te of Ar i stotle ' s t r ea t ise on the

art of poetry (c . 330 B.C .) . The Aris t o telian r e p l y to t.ha

Pl a t onic rejection of~ in Book X o f the &'-m!!U.Lq i s .1

s ys t ematic response to an interpretation of a the ory of art

to wh~ :;:h allus i on s had been made by s uch early Gre e k writers

a s Homer (8 t h c e ntur y B. C. ) , xenophon (c. 430- 350 B. C. ) , t he

h i s t ori a n and a uthor of Memorab ilia ("Recollect ions of

Socrates" ), and the Ol d Comedy playwright , Ar i s topha no s (c .

450 -3 65 B. C.) . ' :.mong the most c i t ed , an d perhaps the most

un i n t e nt i ona lly mi sleading, statements of mimesis i5 t he

s omewhat later a c count of p liny t he Elder (2 3-79 A.D . ) , in

whose Natura l History i s presented a n account of the a r tist

xeuxfs r s product ion o f a dece pt i ve tabl eau t o riva l r eal i ty .

Another c ont e mpo ra r y artist, Parrhasius, is sa id to have

painted d rapery so seemingly real that a patron attempted t o



t urn i t ba ck s o a s t o v iew the art work h 'o: anti c i pated

beneath . ' From ant iquity onwa r d , ac c ounts abound of mi mes is

as the produ ct ion of co unt e r fe i t likene s s e s, the format i on of

images designed t o took like something e l s e which they a re

no t, ttl '::! mak in g of on l y phentiaea s o r p i ctures, not things.

Perhaps mo re so tha n an y ot he r the o ry o f a rt i stic

r e pr esentation , mime s is ha s endured a wide ra ng e of

interp r e ta t i on by bo th i ts pr opo nen ts an d i t!" de tra ctor s . The

l a tter have ofte n rega r ded mimetic t he o r y a s r e qui r i ng art t o

be the lite ra l a nd unyielding dup lica t i on of an ob ject 's

o xt.e rna r and l imiting aspects, with no a r icwa nc e f o r persona l

a nd creative contribution on t he pa rt of the artist. Fo r its

det r a c tors, mi met i c a rt is mere mimicry , an d it i s confi ne d

to t echnique .

Tha t a rt shcu Ld a im t o co py with minute ac cura c y a

subj ec't s s e xte r nal chaiect.e r-Lstit.cs is certainly que s tionab l e .

nc r i cct Icn o n t he i s s ue ough t t o i nform us that a -rt i s t I c

a tt a i nment shoul d a nd does g o beyond the d oma i n o f what

r educes to i ndiscrimi na t e dup lic ation . Any pu r ported

aes t het ic e xp erience Whe r eby there is s ome un cer ta i nty as to

Whethe r the obj e ct before us perta ins t o the realm o f art istic

creat ion o r t o t ha t of the empiri ca l world , may best be

desc r ibed as imposing a s t a t e o f inadvertent "neglect" upo n

t he s pec t a to r. Plato poi nts ou t that such t reatments a r e

i nt e llect ual ly bereft; one c annot l e a rn a ny thing fro m such

representat i o ns v is it v is the f orms , a nd in add i tion , t hey



lack the ut ility a s sociated with the origina l obj ect.

However , on e c a n agre e with this Platonic c ri t ic i sm and s tll l

be symp a thet i c t oward mimetic the ory .

My i nt e ntion is not t o e vo k e the Pl a t onic d ebate t h at a

highly natural istic r e pres entation , e s q , that of a s c hooner,

i s useless, in a p ra ctical sense, i n compa rison wi th the

material l y-ex isti ng schoone r , n or d o I wi sh to s ummon t he

a rgument t ha t t he a rt i st knows l es s abou t h is s ub ject t.t.a n

does a na ut i c a l e ng ine er .-' The u tili ty t hat I a m c ons idering

he r e is of an ep iste mologic a l natu r e a nd, a s s uc h , it i s close

to the en ter pr i se o f bo t h Pl a t o a nd Ar i s t otle . It i s perhap s

best i l l us t r a t ed using the i ns t a nce o f t r a gic d r ama fll!!l t he

r e p rese ntat ion of huma n mi sfortune . Ar istot le , l i ke al l who

a r e s ympathe t ic to a r ef ined v iew of mimesis, recoq nd aes that

an y dr a ma t hat simp ly th r ows at ou r f eet a n ima g e of hu man

down f al l, s e r ves on ly to a bho r u s . ' We c a n de r i v e non e of t ho

g e nre - s pec if i c ple a s u res f rom t h e obs e r v a tion of it ,

e s pecia lly t hose pleas ures of de r i v i ng kn owledge . I t s

experienc e i s no more p l easura ble t o the obse r ve rs of t he

drama tha n t o t hose who actually experience the mi s f o r t un e .

In additi on, bec ause of our removal f ro m the a ctuali ty of

ev e nts, we cannot ex per ienc e any of the knowl e dge ga ined [ r om

h inds i ght that may c ome to t h os e who s u ff e r from e xtreme

misfortune . In the inferior i mi t a tion o f t r ag i c eve nt s , ~IC

cannot partake i n a ny of the e xp e rient ia l knowl e dge that ma y

come de arly t o pr o t a g on ists . nor can we in fer truths - of



huma n nature or otherwise - from the observat ion of t hem .

Only vicarious experience ca n yield us the ki nd of mediated

knowledge that com es from r ecognizing t he general in t h e

part i c u l a r event . Such i nd uction is ent ire l y dependent upon

t he situation having been laid out in a spec ific, artistic

manne r. What is implied by t h i s proper layout of events, is

discussed below.

In Chapter 24 of t he~, Aristotle credits Home r i n

the fo llowing manner, " .. . ( he) more t han a ny other ha s taught

the rest o f us the art of ft Iming lies [ f a lla c i e s] in the

right way. to ' This is to say tha t the world represented by

~ may be assumed to be true because t he portrayal of it

i s characterized by great verisimil itude. The consequent (the

mimetic product) being so convincing, t he ante cede n t (the

sUbject o f mimesis) is erroneously assumed to be true.

Characterizing them as l ies, Plato condemned the narrative and

dramatic forms of poetry because they pos s e s s qualities of

arbitrariness and are unreal. In contrast , Ar i s t otle

recognized t hat one may l e a rn some t hing from fict ions properly

constructed within the order of art .

The statement of A.K. Coomaraswamy i n his The

'l'rilnsforllliltion of Nature i n Art, supports the Ar i s t o t elian

True art does not enter int o competition with the
world: it relies on its own l og i c and its own
criteria , which cannot be tested by standards of
truth or goodness a pp licable in other f i e l ds of
activity. "



The Pl a tonic RepUdiat i on o f Mimesis

The~ is ge nera l l y c onc eived to be a rebut t al to

the Platonic den unciat i on o f a r t i s t i c~ in Books I II a nd

X o f the ~. Ari s totl e 's co nc e p t ion of mi lncs is

challenge s that of his prede cessor, a nd t he root o f th i s

parting o f company l i e s i n t he much mo r e en c ompa s s ing

d i ff erences betwee n t he tw o tib Lnker-s , It i s beyond t he scope

of the thesis t o exami ne in det a il the d i scre pa ncies betwee n

Plato' s a nd Ar istotle ' s views o f po etry . One ne ed o nl y point

t o Ar i s t otle ' s r e j e c t i on of the Pl a tonic notio n t ha t

pa r t i c ul a r s a r e incapable o f y ieldi ng universal kn awj edqe ,

In h i s Poe tics , Aristotle p r esents t r aged y a s t he means by

which part i CUla r huma n actions ca n be represented i n such a

way that t he i r universa l sig n i f icance i s disce r ne d . Fo r

Aristot l e , prop e r i mita tion i s a mean s by which embodi ed Corm

i s r-ec oq n Laed,"

As i t figures in the Pl a tonic ph ilos oph y , t he notion o f

~ is by no means confi ned to an i nvective a qa i ne t;

art i st i c prod uc t i on . As R. McKeon points ou t in h is c r i t Icc I

essay , " I mi t a t i on a nd Poetry" , Pla t o ' s Ti mae us is a n

exposit i on o f t he do c t ri ne that t he enti r e ex i ste nc e a nd

act ivity of the tem pora l , phenomenal a nd sens ible wor ld - the

r ealm of becoming - is an imita t i on of the rea lm of being. '

A divine ne miurge is s ee n as orde ring the ph ys i cal wo rld i n



co nformity wi t h t he bes t pos sible pattern , i. e. t he immortal

a nd intell igible archetype of t he f o r ms . The Demiurge 's

configura t ions are of existing elements , and there is no t a

creative quality imp uted to h is wor k ings.

The vers i ons of~ put fort h in t he Timaeus and t he

Republic, two crucial Platonic works i n whi c h ~.ut is set

f o r t h , give ev idence of a dia lectical view of t he c o nc e pt .

At one l e ve l , mi met i c activity is he ld t o be instrumenta l in

all workings of the u niverse - i nc l ud i ng such human

e nterpris es as t he pu rsuit o f know ledge a nd virt u e - and i t

repre s e nt s t he i mita t i on of true rea l ity. At another , i t i s

tho f eeble i mi t a t i on o f i mi t atio ns , and as s uc h s e rves a s t he

q uest i onable ba s i s of the enterprise of representat i onal art .

Within the fo r mu l a t ion o f~ f ound in t he Timaeus,

we would f ind a r t, natura lly enough , as an instance of h uma n

enterpri s e . Here , i mi t a tion .9Y..ft art mus t differ from the

p roduction of wan cop i e s o f conting e nt t h i ngs. Inspirat i on ,

o r a rtist ic genius, i s not fore ign to~: t h e po et , in

his madness, give s embodiment to transcendent ent.Lt.Les ,"

Howev er, Plato s tresses that , like a seer, the e r t Let; does not

understand t he meaning of the th i ng s which he views . 1G Nev er

does Pl a t o assig n to the poet the ro le of purveyor o f true

kncw l edqe ,

What then, is the na t u r e of Pl a t o ' s grounds for doubt ing

the i n t e g ri t y o f artistic ~? Hi s f irst a nswer is t ha t

mimes is i s an act o f masque rad ing : y passes itsel f o f f as x ,



If recog n i zed as s uch by a ll i nd ividuals ,~ would be

re latively harmless. Howeve r , i t is a problematic fac t that

mimetic products are t a ken seriously by some who accept them

as reality. The unwary are induced to take t he art ifact for

t he natu r a l object from which i t has been copied . Instead of

wi d ening sensibil ity, a r t is narrowing it .

Plato writes of Home r and h is I..li.ill!:

['l 'he poet may] speak in the character of c hryeee and
[try) to make us fee l that t he words come , not from
Homer, but from an aged p r i e s t .. . . Whe r e h e is
delivering a speech i n character , [the poet] t r i a s
to make his manner resemble that of t he person he
has introduced as speaker . . . . [But ] if he makes no
such attempt to suppress his own personal ity, the
events are set forth in simple narrative."

Mimesis can lead to ha rmf u l psychological identification

of the spectator with the dramat is personae . " Similarly, t he

poet is his characters , in the sense that he pretends or

appears to be t he m, and he Who pretends to be another ca nnot

be ntmee a r. "

Elsewhere (Bk . Xl Plato claims that mimesis is

responsib le for the epistemological weakness or inferiority

of the artistic object p r oduc e d ; we cannot learn f r om an

object that is a mere shadow of that which is imitated . 'rnc

poet knows little but t he external a ppearance of things and

he o f fe rs little for the intellect:

The art o f representation , t h e n , is a long way from
rea l ity; and appa re n t l y t he reason why there is
no thing i t cannot reproduce is that it g r a s ps only
a small part of any object a nd t hat, only a n
Lmaq e ; "



For P lato, in or d er f o r l( to be known b y us , we must

su r pa s s its individual pa r t i cul a r i tie s and arrive at t he

knowl edge of its idea . The p a r ticula r is only real r e l at ive

to t h e form of whic h it is an i ncomp lete and deficient

reflection. 'I'he f or ms a re more concrete t han any parti cul a r

embodiments of t hem.

imitations of them.

I d ea !:> e xist i ndependent of 10'1 ';.,/

Artist ic mimesis t a ke s this

impoverishment (that is, the inadequacy of x compared to its

ideal a degree further , si nce mi metic products are select

representations o f what are alrea dy part i cul ar ref l ections.

The r e l at i o ns hi p of thing to form is reduplicated, with t he

resu Lt; that the mimetic object is twice removed from reality.

The Pla t onic me t a phys i c i s c learl y evident in Plato ' s

appraisa l of t he n a t ur e of artistic mimetic activity . As much

as any particular, the mimetic product cannot be a perfect

copy of i t s mode l . There is no one to o ne correspondence of

I ~ d ta i l s . Were a part icular a tru e rebirth of i t s form, it

would cease t o be the part icular . Simi larly, only t o the

extent t hat external features and characteristics are

reduplicated is an artist ic produc t a copy of its original.

!legal would state that the me re externa li ty of an o bj ect is

be i ng reproduced. This is express l y why mimetic c r eat i ons are

seen to be decept ive a nd of dubious worth . Furthermore , drama

is seen to be such that human l i f e is represented, n o t with

a view to the truth, but with a view to arousing audience

interest and emotion. "



The Platon i c rejection o f~ on t he ground that i ts

prod uct s represent a t wo· fold abstract ion from r eality lIIay b e

viewed simply as a b.i.t. ~, as an essentia l ly

meta physical argument that focuses upon t he dis missal o f

mimetic production . However, it und e rsco r es a c l ose ly aligned

ques tion o f uti l ity.

Pl at o does not deny th.a t t he products of~ nay b e

attractive and entici ng to us, al t h ough t he Platonic doctr i ne

of the fo r ms does p reclude thei r possessing tr ue beauty.

Moreover , as a consequence of Plato 's theory of i deas , ni me t i c

productio ns cannot be attributed a ny val id uti l ity or purpose.

For Pla to , lit t l e, if any, v irtue ca n l i e i n activ ity ...hoee

offspr i ng are ch arac t erized by i nauthe nt i c ity viz . t heir

inabil ity t o pos s ess t he in ner structure and essenti..a l nature

of whi ch on l y the i r models and the i r mode l's prototypes can

era I ». I n the t e nt h book of the~, Plato set forth a n

argument which points to the futility of a p urely imit at i v e

art. It "s pointless to create slavish, ex ternal a nd non­

ins tructive duplicates of Objects which a re tin oaset v os

sec o ndar y and deriva t ive . Art rega rded as s uch i s rather

self-defeating activi ty.

I n his Poe t i cs , Aristotle has to de fe nd mimQsis aqa i n a t

Pl a t o ' s charges and show it to be other than the mere

dupl icat ion of i mper f e c t reality . If this cann ot be, done , the

notion of i l1it a t i on might j u s t as well b e aba ndoned .
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Mime si s i n t he Poetic s

Reduced to its simplest nature ,~ might be sa id to

be the use o f a model , a nd liter ature is t he art wh ich

i mi t a t e s wi t h words, i n p r ose o r in verse. Howeve r , a

duplication of the a ntecede nt ob ject is not what i s stressed

i n t he p r oduct l o n of the mi metic c reations of poetry. I n t he

~. d ramat ic po e try is r a nke d h i gher t ha n ot he r art fo r ms

(e . g . po rtraiture, still- l ife a n d l and s c a pe ), because t hese

tend to be r eg a r ded 85 lending t h emsel v es t o mimicry. Drama

is n ot i mitation in a n y of i ts im poverished forms, rather it

i s such that "the imitators . . , r e p r e s en t the whol e s tory . . . as

though t hey were actually doing the th ings described . ,, 10 The

Aristote l ian de finition of mi me s i s ,~ d r a ma f o r emos t stresses

t hat the ma nner or mode of i mi t a t i on is characterized by the

presence of characters . Furthe r more , tragedy is dramat ic

poetry of a specified l e ng t h - its time frame a pp roximating

a single day - that imitates "s e r i o us objects i n a g r and k i nd

of verse" , so as t o e xc i t e i n i ts audi tor the characteristic

t rag ic em o tion s of p ity a nd r ea r and t o prod u c e the i r

pl easu ra b le and beneficial r ei Ie r ;"

Aris totle I 5 mea n s of d i s t ingu i s h i n g drama by an ab s ence

of nart-at Lon i s an a dd it io n al way of stressing mimesis as the

il1li ta t ion of human action . As he i s an i mi t a t o r , t he dramatic

poet must, i n a sense , fo rget h im s (-lf and r a the r , " b r i ng o n"
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above , thi s view d iffers

s ignificantly f r om t hat of Pl a to . Similar ly wi t h reg a rd t o

the dramatic actors, Plato considers t he m and t he i r effect

upon t he audience . Insofar as he deals wi t h i n d iv id uals In

his tre a t ment of d r ama, Aristotle foc us e s on c haract er a nd

makes onl y passin g men tion o f the pl a ye r s . It is t he

c h aracter who is i n a direct and in t imate r elat ions h i p t o t he

object of~ (i .e. human a ct i on ) . ThUS, by t he cr Lt.or t c n

of t he d i rect expression of hu man tru ths that s urpasses mere

n a r ratio n , drama is see n t o be the highes t form of rat mes t s .

T r agedy , apart frora its " se r i ous " nature and its

chara c teris tic effects, t ower s ove r com edy because its a qont.s,

are be t ter t han i n actua l life . What i s implied i n t he lat t e r

criterion must be determ ined l a t e r .

The conc lusion we h a v e reached so far is tha t t he~

strives to presen t an apologia f o r t r ag ic p oe t r y

ins t a nce of mi meti c crea tion t ha t t r a nsce nds mimicry .

Th e Aristote l i an Notion of Pleasure a nd the Plea~urc at:

Mi me s i s

In chapter 4 of t h e ~, Ar i st otle a ttributes t he

origi n of poetry t o a na tura l i ns tinct for , and pleasu r e i n ,

~. It wi ll be shown that t he Ar i sto t e l i a n co nceptio n

o f t he n a t ure of pleasure ca n s hed lig ht u p o n mimesis inso far

a s pleasure i s see n to be a r-eate tha t a c c ompanies s pecif i c

a ct i v ity .
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The trea tment of pleas ur e i s f o u nd i n the t e nth b o ok of

t he N i com ll chea n~. Aristotle' s f ormula for defining any

o ne th~ ng is t o de t ermine i ts genus and di f ferent ia . P leasu re

does not cc rrtiaf n the concept of act ivity , r a t her, it is a

sensuous sta te that accompa n i es activity. IA Pl e asure, then ,

i s a s pecies, so t o sp e a k , an d for e ach a ct i vity the re is a

p ar ti cU l ar and proper pje es ur e ; " There i s a causal connection

betwee n activity and pleasure; pleasu r e is a b yp r o d uct of

act iv ity , but i t is not in i t self activi ty. P l easure s a r e

de rivative in nature , and they differ i n kind as do the

act ivl tics t hat a re the i r s ou r c es , and wh i c h they intensify

and comp l eee ; ." Be i ng so, pleasure i s nat good i n i tse lf ,

therefore a n y good t o be found i n mimetic a c t i v i t y ( L e .

c reation) must s t e m from a source other t han the plea s u r e it

affords .

I t i s clear t ha t pleasure i s judged in terms of t he

q uali t y of its ec e ivtey , As ac t iv i ties diffe r, so do the

corresponding pleasures. As mi metic c reat ions differ i n terms

of th e ten o r of the a ctiv i t y o f imit a t ing, so will the

c o ns e q u e nt pleasures . It migh t be s u p pose d that the pleasures

of 11 single s pecies (e. g . mimesis) are i de n tica l , but such is

n ot t he case . " Any ele ment o f poe t i c mim e s i s that could b e

deemed philo s o ph i c a l - that i s, ins ofa r as i t. can show u s

universa ls - will ca us e us , a s r at i onal bei n gs, the most

pleasure ." Fu r t he r mor e, th e Ni c omachean Eth i cs encourage the

sugges tion tha t~ as activ ity i s broug ht t o i ts fines t
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l ev e l by those wh o e ng ag e with p l ea sur e in i ts execu t Ion ; "

To the Helleni c mi nd fam il i ar with P'l at.o , t here woul d be

a t e nde nc y t o rega rd i mi t at i on as defen s i b l e o n l y i nsofa r a s

it served as p layfu l activi ty a nd a mea ns t o t each t h e yo un g

the customs and prot o c o l of the adult wor ld. That a ny " p l a y ­

ac t i ng" mi ght, by t he devi ces o f art i stic selection ,

dis c r i mina t io n a nd ec o nomy , be reg a rded as a legitimate av e nue

fo r the atta i nment of knowl e dge , is a no t i on tha t , a lthough

in a c cor d a nce wi th Aristotelian t h ought, n eeds t o be ca re fully

presente d .

In t he op en i ng e aot Ion of Chapter 4 , Aristotle s t.a t oe

t ha t poetry ha s i t s origin i n the n a t ura l i ns t inct for

imi tation and the pleasure de ri ve d from su ch activity. Suc h

pleasu re is based on re cogn i tion a nd learni ng. Thi'lt one

shou ld take de light i "1 the imitat io n o f t ha t ....h ic h in rea l

li fe would be u nplea s ant o r eve n pa i nfU l , i s pe r-hnpn th£

pa radox of art a nd i t s expe r ience.

Although t he sub j ect matter of imitat i on ma y be a ne t u r a l

obj ect ( e .g. Aris totl e ' s example of a ca daver) , t h e

representa tion i t s e l f is d i st i nct f rom a ny na tu r a l object a nd

needs be so . The en joyment stemmin g f r o m th e r epr e s en t a t i on

of a dea d body i s t he e njoyment of mime~ as such; it I s not

any beauty of the natura l obj ect tha t on e ap p reciates .

Althoug h a ll ma y not po ss ess a n inte llectual ma ke - up s imi la r

t o t he art i s t , all respond i nt ellectua lly to his

re p resentations . Once ag a i n , Ar istot le does n o t dwell on the
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arti st, as h i s method i s to an al yze t he product of a r t i st i c

act i vi t y, no r d....es he dw e ll o n poe tic inspi ra t i o n o r genius.

Howe ver, t he inte llectu a l element , as wel l as a de light i n

imi tation , is ass umed a t both poles o f pr oducer and spectator.

All men c rave t o know . Man Lea rn . by i mi t a t i o n, s ays

Aristotle , and e ven i f one is not actively e n gaged in t he

making, one will still r e s pond i nte l l ec t u a lly t o i t s result.

All t h i.s is in g laring contrast t o the flavour of Book X of

Plato 's~, which sees t he artist or pae t as k nowi n g

not hing but the external a p pe a r a nc e of things 1 t he artist

offers l i t t l e for the intellect. In Aris totle, t he perception

of t he art work takes o n a significance j ust as i mportant as

the pr oduc t i on of the work.

Aristotle views~ a s a t yp e of cepreeent-cdcn from

which we can l e a rn , and since learning is a sou rce of delight

to man, he accounts in this way fo r the popUlarity of Home r

and dramatic poetry." In viewing a mimetic object, ....e delight

in the picture presented and concurrently gathe r meaning (rom

t he representat ion there i n . Tra gedy brings on t he

inte llectua l pleasure t h a t i s intrinsic to all im itatio n , a nd

in fa c t , he i ght e n s such a state by means o f the manner of t he

imitation. Impo rtant , r epresentat ive individuals s peak a nd

pe r form deeds before us.

How is i t t ha t one can l e a rn from a mimetic creation o f

dramati c poetry 1 f, by n a t ur e, a good play Ls s up posed nei t her

to dep i c t its objec t na t u ralist ically . nor s trive to
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didactically instruct? Aristotle avoids such criticisms in

his statement of the characteristic feature s o f an adequate

plot . It is the realistic yet non-narrative framing of human

action a nd reaction . l' The message in Chapter 4 and Chapters

9 to 13 i s that a mimotic r epresentation is not an

independently intelligible c on s t r uc t that, possessing mean ing

in and by l t s el f , need not refer t o so me external thing fo r

its ultimate impo r t . In mimetic p .;...ductian , the c r ea tive

facul ti es o f t he p oe t present as fict i on s p eci f ic t ruths o r

mean i ngs o f whi ch we hav e had some indicat i o n in the pra c t ical

world, bu t do not y et know i n any thorough way . Th i s is i n

no s en se mysti ca l or vis iona ry, it is a sta t ement o f t he CI'l $C

that i mitation , e spec ially a s poet ry , i s ?\ r e p resen tat io n,

( lit erally a "p re s en ting aga i n " ) o r r e p r o duct ion of human

eve nts , the s i gni f icanc e o f wh ich c a nnot c l e a r l y be s o o n (o r

seen at all) i n the c o n f us e d immed iacy of the actual thing .

Ar t creates a l ogic , but t his l og ic i s not fa lse l y i mpos e d,

rather, i t i s wha t is brought fo rth by a well-mad e pl ot .

Trag i c drama e ngage s us c o mpl e te ly in tha t wh i ch o t hers

ha ve thou ght, f e lt a nd d on e . Su ch v icarious exper ienc e I ad s

to vi rtue no less than does a mo ral tenet requiring t hat one

p lace himself in the realm of praxis of an other . We <Ire

indeed be ing Aris t o telian i n maintain ing that o n e may i ndeed

be improve d by me a ns that are far f rom pe dag og i cal.

Fo r Aristotl e, knowl e dge is a lway s o f the unive rsal , anti

yet the pa rt icul a r is significant pre cisel y in s uc h a co rrt oxt; ,
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by wh i ch we ca n view t he

embod i e d forms . As a vehicl.e for l e arn i ng , mimesis e ntails

the crucial e lement of r ecogni tion . I n wor t hy drama,

r e cognit i on compensates fo r a defic i e ncy that is evi de n t in

o rdi na ry , imme diate e xper ienc e . Of t en , we arc di s t racted f rom

recognizing universal significances by t he sh ee r volume of

pa rticulari ties tha t are encountered i n rea l life.

lis with all art , t he features portrayed i n drama (e.g.

c haracter, action and emotion) must strike us as t r ue so that.

t he recognition of the model of the imitation affords us

pleasure .·... Re presentations are enjoyed precisely because o~

the comparisons made by t he spectator . I n terms of learn ing,

recognition refers to mor e t ha n the realization tha t a model

is bei ng adequately i mitated. At this junctu re of t he~

(Ch . 4) , we could argue t hat, in viewing imitation, one is

learning universals, and such is what Aristotle later states

to be the feature of tragic m.i.melli." I f o ne recognizes an

i ndividual o r an action, a nd i dentifies it , n o t with another

pe r-t Icu j ar i t.y , but with some mo r e general characteristics ,

then one is l e a r ni ng. This is p l eas u r a bl e because ones sees

t hat he is coming to appreciate a greater scheme of things :

an aspect of the natu re of mankind rather t han tha t of one

i n d iv i du a l , a genera l tendency toward a c e r t a in so r t of action
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rather than a s1 ngle i nclination ; the comp l e xity of hu man

relatio ns r ather than that of a s pecific r elation sh i p . Fo r

Ar i s tot l e, Plato' s fo rms are embodied f orns. Rec o g nition is

seei ng somet h i ng aga in for wha t i t really i s .

Thr 7t i s t i c selection th at i rJ cha racteristic o f mime ti c

repre sentation woul d disentang le the proce s s of r ecognit ion

and l ea r n i ng from any confusion that might imp ede it I n th e

o bservation of events of real l ife . Su c h a v iew is in ke e ping

wi th Ar i s t otl e' s sta t e men t that t r agedy is more philosoph i cal

t h an h i s t ory ( m!..!! chronolog y that emphasizes the pa r t i cu larity

o f events) , be cause it t el l s us i n a mor e di r ect manner of

gene ra l pr inciples of huma n na tu r e . " Th e e r rect Lvencas a nd

the plausibili ty o f dramati c repr e sentation are brought abou t

b y dev ices proper t o the art.

Al t hough mi met ic rep resenta t io n need no t b e natur a l i s t i c

in its port rayals, it n onethele s s r-equ i t ess tha t what i s

depic ted stn- Lke us as true, so tha t r ecogn ition o f th e model

affords us a n i nt ellec t u a l p leasure . We en j oy v i ewl nq

accurate representa tions of th i ngs . Pl easure s t e ms f rom a

compa r ison of i dea s; we e n joy t he resemblance be tween art an d

natu re . More importantly . we e n j oy deriving new conclusio ns

from wha t i s f amiliar . I t i s i n t h i s sense that we learn from

recogn it i on . In r e c ogni z ing x , we s e e it no t s imply as x

identified, but as a ce r tai n kind o f th i ng . I t i s quite

dif ferent - both experientia lly an d ep istemologically - t o

resee a n obj ect . In t h i s " s econd viewi ng " we delight i n be I nq
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ab le to view an object as something that reflects other

persons, action and e ve n t s. Bu t beyond t h e immediacy of such

pa rticularities, the ne c e s s i t y o f how and why they are as they

a rc i s made ev ident . A particula r embodies t he general a s an

example thereof. The mime tic representat i o n reveal s x not

simply as a pa r t icular, bu t in i t s essential n a t u r e . We

understand x be tter a s when we undez-et.e-rd a pa rticular t hrough

its univers al, a nd we also see x i n r e l atio n to ot her

i ns t a nces of t he sa me genera l or un iversal kind of th ing . I n

a wor t h y mi met i c representation, t h e particu larity and the

un iv ers ality o t: x a re e ng a ged i n a fruitfu l inte r play .

I f we merely rec ognize the r e s e mbla nce between subject

a nd mi me t i c representat i on , we are no t maki ng a ny signi f i ca nt

d i s coveries ab out a f amiliar SUbject . Recogn ition imp lies

precognit i on ; howev e r, t he rea l e mph a s i s is upon the new l i g h t

in whi ch a f amiliar ob jec t is ce s c;" 'the work of art b r ings

what i s a l ready known i nto a sh arper, e p iph a n ic focu s.

Ar i s t o t le 's br i ef remark i n Chapte r 4 that unless on e ha s

already s e e n t he r epresented Object , "h i s pleasure wil l not

be in the p i c t ure as an i mi t a tion of it" , i s a key t o

appr e c iat ing t he un i t y o f what often appears to be a fai r l y

f r agmented text .·'" The s t a t e ment no t onl y summarizes

Aris t o t l e 's belief that wor thy~ brings about a s pec i a l

sor t o f r ecognitio n, it also ant i cipates what i s 1n appe a r ance

only, a se t of .s..Q ~ prescriptions oversee i ng h ow a

p laywright shoul d dea l wi t h problems that may arise in the
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po r trayal of character , thought, time , p l a c e and spectacle.

Ar istot le is much more t h a n a c ritic o f his Age 's d rama.

I t wil l be seen that recogn ition is a fu nc t i on of a we11 -

constructed p lot, rea listic in t he sense that it s ho ws c l e a r l y

t he features that matter i n particular r ealities , features

Wh ich if mere ly cop i ed or reported inventor ially , mig ht be

observed, but wou ld more probably be overlooked.

The Ge neri c o r g a n ic Uo i t y and the Represe n tilti o n of

Unive r sals i n Trag e d y

Aristot le d r a ws one d i s t inc t i o n between r eal objects and

the objects of mimes is by pointing to t he fact that the heroes

of tragedy may be myth i ca l f igure s , men of h isto r y or ent i r e ly

fict ional. In other word s, i mitation depicts pa r c Lcu j .ar- types

rather than particular i nd iv i d ual s. In Chap ter 13 , it i s

emphas ized that Greek drama took t he limited c h r o n icl es of a

few ancient Ho us e s, a nd from them produced a multitude o f

d istinctive compoe Lt Lcne;" Traditionally, great d ramzrt Ls't s

had handled given materia l in s uc h a wa y a s t o p r-od ucc

specific and d istincti ve illuminations o f h uma n act i on . We

can ne ve r be in doubt of t he art i st's attitude t oward

speci fic , chosen detail; can ne ve r be unawa re that the

details add u p to s ome t h i ng significant. I n Chapter 15 ,

Ar i s totle states that t he practice o f portra iture should be

f (lilo we d i n the r e p r e s e n t a t i on of s e r i ous dramatic character:
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"[We s hould] r e p roduce the distinct ive features of a man , a nd

at the same time , without l os i ng the liken ess , make him

ha ndsomer than he is . It l l Wherea s a Platonist could c on ce i ve

of a n a rtist dwelli ng upon the poss i bl e repr oductions of t he

perfe ct , idea l b ed , the Aristotel i an f o c u s is ever upon that

whi ch furthers the moral be t t erme n t o f ma n . Trag e dy idealizes

character by po rtraying i t s pe rson a e as co nduct i ng t he ir lives

i n a manner more rarefied t ha n real life is l i ...e d .

It is the artist I 5 license to pe r fect wher e na tur e has

fa l l en s hort . Character s hou ld be bette r t han the a v e r a g e

man, and Aristotle criticizes Euripides for l ower i n g this

standard. A charac.:ter need be no meaner than dictated by t he

plot. It is the good and not t he bad in t he character

Oedipus , that leads us to s e e his f ate as tragic . Ap p a r e nt l y

t he n , the tragedia n 's en no b ling t r e a tment of his SUbject

enta i ls an active imposition upon nature o f a standard or

ideal. There e x i s t important conside rat ions beyond the

artist's grading , classifyin':j' and selecti ng of empirical

events to the end of a disclosure o f a p r e-e x i s t i ng l og i c or

design , immi nent but h i dde n amids t t he p a r ticular i t i e s that

s urround U~. Throughout t he centur i es , the e xposure of this

hi d de n , idealist order has b e en taken u p by a multi t ude of

poets a nd pa.i rrt e t-s ;" Yet i t i s manifest t h r ou g h o u t the

Poe t i c s - from Aristot le 's decla ration of the inadequacy of

chronology .9lli!. drama, to his I ne Lut.ence tha t e work be

c haracterized by unity of time , of place , and most cri t i c a l l y ,
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of a cti on - that the c rit e r ion fo r a rtist i c se l e ctio n is not

t o be fo und h idde n within nature , an d hen c e it cannot be

e x pose d a nd figure ~5 a n ob ject f or i mi tat i on . An a r tis tic

production t ha t i s ch aracteriz ed by the Aris t otelian uni tie s

cannot b e labelled an imitation i n any of t he te rm' s

i mpov e rished s e nses. The un ity i s i mposed by t he a rtis t: i t

can no t be soug h t ou t a nd ccp Ied ,"

We need fu r t he r to examine the representa tion of t he

generic - o f a c lass of t hings - as i t is seen t o be the

proper end of Ar istote l ian mi mes is ." In his " I mi t a t i o n a nd

Poe try, " Mc Ke on d e f i ne s "t ype ," a l abel often associated with

t he t r a g i c he r o . "The e s s ent i al selecte d from the ac t.uat is

t he t ypic al , a nd t he image whi ch e mbodies or expre s s e s i t is

called a type . ,,:>0 By r endering clear the na t ure of a clas s of

men - a t yp e - rather than s imply o f feri ng us a tre atme nt of

a select i ns tance, trage dy c a n av o i d t he charge of mi mi c ry .

It would be abs urd to s uppose on e could cop y wi th mi nu t e ,

e numera t ive ac cu r a cy t he ex terna l c ha rac t eristics of a c lass

of ob j ec ts. If, however, the trage dia n p r oduc e s a d i sce r n i blo

embodimen t o f type, who is at t he same t i me a fl e sh an d bl ood

characte r , then h i s artistic enter prise c an no l ong e r be

v iewed a s the dupl ication of part i culars. The traged ian

creates non-na tural Obj9cts whi ch typ i fy non-natural things .

Suc h obj e c ts are e xempl ar y o r an alog i c a l beca us e what t hey

imi t a te is wha t can be kn own o f the i r ob j e c cs i ntellectuall y .

Ar i s totle saw t he works of Sop h oc l es as t he supe rlative
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imlta tion of t he actions o f great men : he was a playwright

s ympat hetic to t he v i s i on t ha t t o d ramat ize is t o po r t r a y the

genera l . It mus t be po int e d ou t t hat the type fig u re of drama

ca nnot be r r. Juced to an a llegorica l figur e . Not hing co uld be

more concrete than the d rama tic cha ract e r, yet t hrough him,

t he un iversa l is portrayed. The tragic c haracter i s the

embodiment of t he singu l a r or part i cul a r as seen thr oug h the

p laywright' s a nd t h e ob server's awareness of his universally

signifi ca nt character . Moreover , whereas t he allegorist will

invent imaginary worlds a nd stock figures such as For titude

and Kindness , the t r agedia n presents a pic ture o f r e a l i s t i c

men and t heir dee ds .

Whether t he obj ect is of the realm of art or t hat o f

politi c s , an important Aristotelian consideration l i e s in the

c o ns ti tu t i o n o f t he unity of an object . Once th i s i ntegrity

or c ompleteness i s r e c o g n i ze d , i t is an i mpo r t a n t means by

which we might define a n object. A dilemma arises, howuver ,

whe n we cons i der that the recognition of unity is p roblematic .

How are we to kn ow wha t constitutes the uni t y of x , how are

we to know t hat i t is complete? The ~ o f an object - the

"th isness" o f it - denotes that it is comp l e te , thoroughly

made a nd pe rfected. El sewhere (J2g Anima) ,~ is recognized

by Aristotl e by means o f a t h o rough a c q ua intan ce wi th the

prope rt ies of a n o b j e c t . No doubt Aristotle wa s attending t o

this i n his sett ing forth i n the Poetics of the l.Q.s.Q.§ ( the

l a ws o r co nstitutive elements) o f tragic d rama .



As i t bears upo n uni ty , t he t e rm "o rgan i c" is a dopted i n

the~ in t he twenty - t hird chapter o f the~. OVert

references t o t he cha r acteristics of the t e r ll a re al so made

in the shet h , seve nt h and eighth cne pue re ;" Defined

negat ive l y , e ny e lem e nt whose omi s sion or i nc l us i on effec t s

no e s sentia l d i ffe rence to a poem I s not a n or g an i c pa rt of

t h e whole . Ove ra bunda nc e o f deta il i s de ath t o poet r y . Once

agai n , t he no t ion 1s brought forth t hat the poe t omits the

c ont i nge nt an d f oc us e s upon what i s the s i ng l e a nd e s se nt i ..'l

trag ic action, the f i gures of which a 'ee a type of i ndiv idual.

The exclusion o f i r releva nt deta il - a test imony t o

organic uni ty - is a decisive f ac tor in the de t e rmi nation of

a dr ama t ic wor k as realistic ra ther t ha n na turalist i c , as a

true cre at i on rathe r than a s i mu lat ion. Ar i stotle ' s

insist e nce t h a t a plot posses s a r ecog n i zable be g i nn i ng,

midd l e and end places h i s view o f drama far frolll t he

persp ect i ve o f the 19th century na t uralist ." Tragedy 's

preoccupa t i on wi th u ni ty o f ac tion (I.e. t he presentatio n of

a sing l e stor y) also con t r i butes t o a better unde rst anding o f

~. More ove r, Aristotle ' s co ncern wi t h s i ngula r ity of

p lot point s t oward ne ce s s i ty a nd prob ability o f action . Thllt

a pl ot is s i ngu l ar i n natu re mea ns precise l y tha t e ac h of the

i nciden ts of whi c h i t i s co mprised must re s ul t f ro m wha t had

go ne be fore, a nd must certa i nly , or at l ea st probably, c a use

what f ol l ows . The uni ty o f fonn i n tragedy is attained by

ma ki ng t h e content of t he plot universa l. I n prese nt ing a
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s tor y as one who le , t he a r t ist is c reating an un i ty a bov e a nd

be yon d the presentation o f a collection o f inc i den t s

sequ ence o f e vents . Suc h is impl i e d by t he r efe r e nce i n

Chap ter 7 to t he "orderly , wel l - proportione d and economic

arr ange me nt of part" (L e. i ncid e n ts) to t he end o f p r oducing

a who l e (i . e. t he plot). This reflects Ar i s t o t el i a n

t el eol og y : pa r t s a re treated i n light of the who l e , and the

l att e r is not simply t h e s um of the former.

In exercising e co nomy - the arrangement of parts to what

is prope r - the artist i s a n agent exercising h i s uniquely

human and ra tional capacities . Ar i s t o t l e' s reference to t he

o r d er and magnitUde-dependent bea uty of any whole comp osed of

pa r t s points to t he idea t hat o ne can derive pleasure from

viewing the structural uni ty of a well -constructed tragedy. ·..

However, su c h p l easu r e is obvious ly n o t pe c u l i ar to t ragedy

o r to ar t . It is a subsidiary Ln t .et Lect.uaa pleasure of t h ....

type whic h accompa nies a ny appreciation of a we ll ­

proportioned , economical thing. Howeve r , the we ll-constructed

a nd unified representation is the means by wh i ch the

recognition of th~ tragedy of x i s brought about, so c l early

the t wo sorts of i ntellect ual pleasure occur ccqetner .

It may b e the ca s e that t he pleasu r es which are

c haracteristic of art - and t he pa r tiCUl a r pleasure of tragedy

- are heightened f o r t he observer be cau s e of h i s awareness of

artful and ec o nomic orga n i za tion . Moreover, the economy of

mime tic representa tion aids in the emo t i ona l i de n t ification
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w-ith the hero, as well as the subaequent; e xpe r i enc e o f the

cha racteristic tragic emotions of pity and fear. We c an share

in the emotions of Oedipus all the more because o f t he

playwri ght ' s excnus Ion o f extrane ous circumstances of r oyal

l i fe that might tend to weaken o~',r feelings of identif i cation.

In addition , the s pect a t o r 's recognition of t h e inevi t abil ity

of the down fall - rendered s o ev ident precisely by vi r tue o f

t h e e conomy o f~ - will increas e his c a paci t y t o f e e l

f or, and with , the t rag i c ch a r ac ter .

The t r agedian possesses the art i stic f r e edom to render

p r obabl e a nd ne ce s s a r y , the seque nce o f eve nt s constituting

the act ion of t he plot . Necessity a nd p r obat-ili t y a re e r e cted

by art . The dra mati s t must demons t r a t e h ow and why the a c ti on

could take pl ace, how the po s sible - mor e t ha n the histor i cal

- is probab l e o r ne c e s sary . Each in cident must resul t (or

proba bly resu lt) from wha t has gone be fore i t , and must cau se

(or probabl y cause) t hat wh ich fo l lows .

Ari s t ot l e ' 5 s t a t ement that the impossible prob ab l e is

preferable t o t he p os sibl e improbable re q uires tha t the

appearance o f a supernatu r a l figu r e be c ri tica lly f avoured

over the impos s ible a nd co ntrive d app e arance of a l ong-lo s t

heir t o the c nrc ne . " Suc h a s t a teme nt is a v indicat i on o f

invent ive art a s di s tingui s hed from t he record i ng of actual

events.

In the Aristot e lia n philo s op hy , unive rsal form i s

e n cou nt e r e d .......lely i n co nc ret e particula rs. We e nc ounter
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being i n part i cular th ings . Un ive r sals a re the concern of a l l

sc i e nc es, and poetic drama need not be e xcluded f ram the

domai n of scient ific e nt e r pr Lse, "

The truths made manifest in tru l y dramat i c poetr y ar-e

not un i vers al s i mpl y to the extent that they c ommunicate

e t h ica l t ruth s whi c h transcend time a nd nat i onal ity a nd wh i c h

sta nd true for all mankind. The fo cu s o f a drama i s un i que

and partiCUlar, yet a ny abs trac t ion from i t i s in the t r ue

se nse unive r s a l in that i t is repeatable and d iscer nible Ir-

other a c t i o n s and obj ects . We ca n cont inue to l earn

i nde f in i t e ly . Universals ex ist i n the Irrte i i ect . Their being

is o f another Q~ Ja r t ha n that f r om wh ich they a re dr awn, and

they possess a ,: e rmanence irrespective of t he o c cas i on from

whi ch they arise . We a re able to h old a not i on abstr a cted

from its datum, identify it and ma rshall i t in a different

con text." un i vers a l , t hen, c an be a ppl i e d . I t is i n t hi s:

c ritical aspect that one ca n most s i gnificantly s t a te cha t;

t ragi c dr ama yields un iversa l t ruth s .

Mimesis and Pl ot

I n t he n int h cha pt e r of the Poetics , Ar i stotle s tat es:

I t is e v ident . .. tha t the po e t mu s t be more t he
poe t of hi s stories or Plots tha n of h i s verses,
i nasmuch as h e is a poet by v i r tue of t he imitat i ve
element i n his wor k, a nd i t i s act ions that he
i mitat es. And if h e should come t o t a ke a SUbjec t
f rom actua l histo r y, he i s none the l e s s a po et f or
that ; s ince some hist or ic co ns equ e nc es may very well
be i n the pr oba ble a nd possible o rder of th ings; a nd
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i t i s i n that aspe c t o f t hem t hat he i s the i r
poet . "

One i s a poe t by being a make r o f plo t s - one make s t he

fall of King Oed i pu s by c reating, no t €.<ecuting , an imi tat ion

of i t . P l ot , or the " c omb inat i on o f i ncident ". is wha t a p o a t

makes of a pa r t i c ul a r , perhaps known, s t o ry ." I n the creative

cons t r uction o f ' plot, in giv i ng form to t he s pec i f ic events

an d a ction s o f t he s toryline , t he poet i s imp a r ti ng to the

drama, its ~, its p r incip l e or " l lfe and so u L u.. I n

t r ag ed y , t he mimetic p rocess is not so concerned with t he

pre sent at i on o f i ncide nt, objective fac t or character, as with

the setting forth of structured action demons tra t ing

un iversa ls . This insistence upo n t he pr i macy o f p l ot is

implicit throughout the Poet ics , and the disti nction is a lways

mai nta i ned betw e e n t hat which i s imi t a t ed (L e . particular

act i on ) a nd the s tructu re a nd synti hes.Le o f plot .

c hep-ie r-e six through ni ne of the ~.§ imp ly t hat a

qccc t r age dy s ho uld no t leave. "0.15 i n do ubt a bout t he a rt i s t' s

atti t ud e tC'·.lard detail. We sh ould always be aware that

sp ec i f ics add up to some t hi ng . Any wo r t hy plot e x ists as a

pattern . The pa tte r n is co mposed of r ea l i st i c details . The

deta ils, often s i ngly, bu t mos t cri t i c a lly in combi nat ion,

possess a un i ve r s al e l e men t . As e xp r e s s e d by G. El s e in

Aristot le 's Poetics : The Ar gu ment , "{the plot i s ] the

s t r uctur e o f events in whi ch un i ve r sals ma y come t o

expr ession . ""
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The traged i an is the maker of the plot because he has so

selected i ts incidents as to show ho....a nd why they necessa r ily

occur or probably oc cur . One not e s in the preceding excerpt

from the ninth chapte r of the~. that Aristotle has

demonstrated that historical material ca n indeed be " made" by

a p oe t ins ofa r a s h i storical events can lack probabilit y - a nd

may well seem impossib l e - until the po e t "mak es" the events

by establishing a nece s sary, l ogical o rder .

Bes i des s ta t ing the po s sibil ity of real ev e nts a s t he

f ocus o f un i versa l t ragedy , Aristotle a s artr'e s u s that

cha ra c t er a nd event can e asily be entire l y i nve nted . " This

supports my po int that Ar istotle holds a t rUly re f ined v iew

of mimes is . An object of i mi t a t i on ne ed not mater i a lly e x ist

pr i or to, o r inde pen d en t. o f, t he a r t.ist ' s work . ~ need

not i mpl y copy i ng. The making o f a plot transforms t he chose n

obj ect of r epresentation i n t o a new e nt ity that po s sesses a

s upe rior unity of s t ruct ure a nd a unive rsa l v a l id i t y . I t i s

thes e elements t hat a r e r ec ogni zed by the rationa l observer

of dra ma . The t r ag ed i an' s act i v ity is s ee n by Aristotl e as

be ing creative l y s ynthe t ic . The playwr ight adds cruc i a l

e lements to the s e t o f event.s s o a s to a llow u s to grasp i t s

un i v e rsa l mean ing r ather than i t s simple, empirica l seque nce .

Aristotle e xplici t l y states that i mitat i on in t ragedy

i nvo lves ac t iv e mak i ng , a nd making give s b i rth to something

new . Copyi ng is e nt i r ely de rivative and t here is no synt h e t ic

e lement t o it . Mimes i s c annot i n on e a ct involve both
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c r e ation and copy. Al though IIhletic activi ty ca n adlllit o f

s imple copying , that ....hich is s upe rior a nd associa t e d with th e

communication of unive rsa ls cannot be so.

It is quite probl ella t ic t o consider it the task of the

t ragedia n t o r eproduc e wi thout selection , and t o s e t fort h as

his pl o t t h a t whic h is taken f rom ind i s cr i minate obs e rv at i on

o f a set of buman events , deed s and responses . Fore most one

is s t r uck by t he question o f how su c h a n artis t could evo r

a r rive a t the creation o f a dra ma characteri ze d Ly the

universal ; it wou l d repr ese nt some so rt of mi r ac l e if a plot

o f uni vers a l i mport were t o be produce d . I n or de r fo r t ~I C

t ragedian to produce worthy artistic creation , he must know

in advance what co ns t i t ut e s a be aut i ful and epistem ologically

worthy mode l of his mbetic ac tiv ity . In any ca pacity as a

me re c opy i s t he would not be ca pable of su ch disce rnment.·

The application of t he Aristot e lian scientific method i s

evident through out the ~. a s f irs t princ ip l es and

de rivative i nferences a re set f o rth . The fi rst pr inciple or

g en eric pr operty of all poetry is ~. f ur t her

c ha racter ized by the dH ferentiae of the Obj ect s , mode a nd

manner o f imitation. ... I hav e s ugg es ted t hat the aes t he t i c

term ~ ( imitation) i s often associated with the

r e p r oduc t i on or dupl ication of visible or otherwise ex ternal
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