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Abstract

Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics (EE) is much less well understood than his Nicomachean
Ethics. Only since Kapp’s Das Verhiiltnis der eudemischen zur nikomachischen Ethik (1912) has
the EE been recognized as authentically Aristotle’s; the first complete modern translation did
not appear until 2011; and an improvement on the 1884 critical edition of the Greek text is
just now being produced. I examine Aristotle’s unique conception in the EE of the
development and maturity of virtue of character.

I argue that, on Aristotle’s view (1) habituation results in the ability to act in a
certain way through repetitive movement, (2) the pleasures and pains that accompany
virtuous and vicious action guide the development of virtuous and vicious character, and (3)
the virtuous person’s non-rational desiderative faculties set correct ends (4) in pursuit of
which deliberation then identifies appropriate action—excellent deliberation produces action
conducive to a contemplative yet active life. The virtuous person chooses fine actions qua fine
but also because they aim effectively at her mundane desires.

Previous research on all four of these points consists entirely of a handful of largely
philological essays focusing on individual passages and recent, unpublished drafts of a
generally synoptic nature. For example, the only prior work on habituation specifically in the
EE consists of two exegeses of EE 11.2, 1220a39-b6 (Chamberlain 1984 and Ferreira 2017)
and unpublished manuscripts from two symposia: the 2017 Symposium Aristotelicum on EE
IT and the 2018 Dublin workshop “The Relationship between Aristotle’s Eudemian and
Nicomachean Ethics.” My work is thus the first sustained examination of moral virtue in

Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics.
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Introduction’

Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics (EE) offers a distinctive view of character development
and ethical action. Yet ever since Aspasius’ popular second-century commentary on the
Nicomachean Ethics (NE)? the NE has received far more attention. In both works, Aristotle
has much to say about character: indeed, he coined the Greek 70ix6g, and with it established
the field of ethical (character-based) inquiry.’ Character-related questions have become more
popular in contemporary philosophy in recent decades with a resurgence of interest in virtue
ethics. Even this renaissance, however, has largely missed the EE.

Even if we look beyond the topic of this dissertation, no philosophical monograph
has been published solely on the EE. Library shelves full of books on the NE put this
deficiency into relief. Indeed, aside from the 2019 dissertation of Giulia Bonasio and two
recent symposia partially on the EE, there are not even sustained examinations of the work
that have yet to be published, so far as I am aware. Pervasive themes in the work are simply

unexplored, since what secondary literature exists considers the work piece by piece. In

1 All translations in this document are my own, based on Christopher Rowe’s January 2020 draft
collation of the Eudemian Ethics manuscripts unless otherwise noted. I footnote the text I read for
each passage I cite. Outside the EE, I use the Oxford Classical Text (OCT) editions of the Greek.
The Bekker number citations I use for the EE and the NE come from the OCT editions, though
these (at least for the EE) are unfortunately sometimes inexact.

2 My arguments rely only on the special books of the Eudemian Ethics (=EE), to which I exclusively
refer with that title. I denote the so-called “common books” or “disputed books” as NE V, VI, and
VII to emphasize both their home in the Nicomachean Ethics (=NE) for much of their life and their
lack of participation in my discussion. For more on the NE, the EE, and the disputed books, see
Appendix C.

3 LSJ s.v. 70xdg; Chamberlain (1984: 176, 183). Chamberlain: Aristotle coined té %0uxd because “[i]t
is the working in one’s soul of H6og which brings about moral excellence, that is, the managing of
desire so as to be what reason orders.” (And our “moral” owes to Cicero’s coinage of moralis from
mores (De fato, 1).)
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particular, as can be inferred from my bibliography, published work consists of a few dozen
articles on specific passages of the EE; a few commentaries in English, Italian, and German;
and notes to translations also in these languages.

The philological history of the EE helps to explain this lack of scholarly perspective.
Until the early twentieth century, when Kapp published on the relationship between the NE
and the EE, scholars did not consider the EE authentic; and it began to receive serious
philosophical attention only in the 1970s, with the work of Moraux and Harlfinger, and
Kenny. Classicist Christopher Rowe is only now producing an updated and definitive Greek
text; previous texts left out key manuscripts (Susemihl 1884) or made widely-criticized
editorial emendations (Walzer and Mingay 1991). Friedemann Buddensiek is preparing a first
commentary and translation of Rowe’s new text, a long-sought improvement on the outdated
Dirlmeier (1963) or incomplete Woods (1982).

This dissertation aims to begin to correct these shortcomings in study of the EE. I
explain the Eudemian view of virtue, which Aristotle separates into two kinds: intellectual
virtue and virtue of character. He defines intellectual virtue as the good condition of the part
of the soul that uses reason to give commands and virtue of character as the good condition
of the part of the soul that obeys reason by following such commands.* The EE confines its
observations on virtue almost entirely to virtue of character, however, and its explanation of
human flourishing attributes much less to the part of the soul using reason than we might

expect given these definitions.

4 In what follows, I will describe neither of these parts of the soul as “irrational.” Instead, I use
“non-rational” (synonymously “arational”) to describe that which does not have any rational
capacities at all (for example, the vegetative soul). Adult human beings are irrational when they
draw intellectual conclusions contrary to reason, but non-rational when they do not use reason at all
in whatever they are doing. It is however possible that rational structure may be brought about in
a soul-part that is non-rational.



The first two chapters examine Aristotle’s development of an account of virtue of
character by focusing on the roles of habituation, pleasure, and pain in its formation. These
first two chapters deal roughly with the first half of EE II.”> Aristotle’s Eudemian habituation
might even be called “habit” to reflect the rote repetition which appears to be its key
mechanism. This quite general notion of habit supports a theory that pleasure and pain both
characterize and help to form states of character. While Aristotle does not collect his thoughts
on the matter, I reconstruct this uniquely Eudemian theory. As it turns out, Aristotle’s account
of the formation of character virtue relies on a psychologically straightforward process, one
that could potentially even proceed without guidance. And yet — as I explain in the brief
“Interlude” between Chapters 2 and 3 — in a telling aside in EE VII on friendship, he
mentions the role of the statesman in guiding people to become good.

Chapters 3 and 4 address mature virtue of character. In the third chapter, I explain
how non-rational desires in the virtuous person set specific and correct ends for action. Most
modern students and teachers of Aristotle know that part of the work of intellectual virtue
must be to deliberate about ends. This view has long been a scholarly consensus, opposed
only recently by Jessica Moss’s Aristotle on the Apparent Good (2012). I show how the common
practice of indiscriminately sourcing NE and EE material contributes to her problematic
argument, but that an even stronger version of Moss’s theory actually captures the Eudemian

picture well.

5 That is, the end of EE II.1, continuing to EE 11.2-5 (1220a13-1222b14). This part of the book
follows discussions of happiness (EE II1.1, 1218b31-1219b26) and of the two unique parts of the
human soul (EE II.1, 1219b26-1220a12). Aristotle explicitly demarcates both the start of his
discussion of virtue of character (uetd ToDTOr GXETTEOY TEDTOV TePL GPeTTic NOxAc) and the start
of the next topic, human beings as special kinds of starting-points (A&Bwpev 00y &AATY &YV THig
¢modong oxéPewc).
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I argue in the fourth and final chapter that instead of deciding what we aim for, our
intellectual virtues make a threefold contribution to how we aim for it. As human beings,
Aristotle thinks, we are naturally inclined toward intermediate affections, desires, and actions
that are “as reasoning indicates.” Virtuous pursuit of ends takes place with an eye to
contemplation of god as a standard (6pog) for deliberation. And Aristotelian mpoaipeatg
(roughly, “choice”) selects actions that will contribute both to that 6pog and to the ends
identified by virtue of character.

In general, I aim to give proper consideration to the Eudemian Ethics’ unique
perspective on virtue of character and the moral psychology behind it. Doubtless some
interest in my topic will derive from a desire to compare Aristotle’s two ethical treatises, as
has generally been the case in the literature thus far.® However I do not aim to compare.
Rather, I examine uniquely Eudemian theses, since I focus on the special books of that treatise.
These are EE 1, 11, 111, VII, and VIII; EE IV, V, and VI are identical to NE V, VI, and VII,
being printed in manuscripts of both treatises. I do not consider these so-called “common
books,” since scholarly work has yet to determine to which treatise these books properly
belong, and the most likely answer to the debate seems at the moment to be that they are

neither wholly Eudemian nor wholly Nicomachean in composition.’

6 E.g.]. Donald Monan, in a book-length argument that the Aristotelian ¢@pdvipog’ role as ethical
standard deprives nature of any role in explaining ethical principles: “the psychological horizon of
the EE has broadened beyond the narrow identification [in the NE] of man with his vod¢” (1968:
132). Some years later, John Cooper contrasts the “mixed life” promoted by the EE with the
“intellectualist ideal” in the NE (1986: esp. 144-145, citing Rodier in Hubert and Gilson 1926: 50-
55). Note the importance of chronology to these interpretations: Monan thinks the EE is the later
ethical treatise, while Cooper orders the treatises as follows: EE (including NE V-VII), De Anima,
and the NE special books. For more discussion, see Appendix C.

7 I defend this position in other work, on stylometric analyses of the books. Again, see Appendix C.



1 The Inquiry into Virtue, Character, and Habit

In this chapter and the next, I explain the substantial and unique account of the
formation of character contained in the Eudemian Ethics. That the treatise addresses the
formation of character at all will come as a surprise to some, who emphasize that the EE is
lacking in this respect. The way in which the EE discusses the topic is also controversial: I
show in the first two sections of this chapter that Aristotle makes what we might call an
abstract inquiry — as opposed to one that is directive (regarding how to be virtuous or how to
act) — into the formation of character in the first two books of the EE.

If my argument in the first three sections of this chapter is successful, it will be clear
that Aristotle is concerned with the issue of the formation of character, that he thinks this
issue is of great importance in the treatise, that he addresses the issue with an eye to theory
more than action, and that he attributes the development of character to habit (2060c). We will
then want to know the specifics of the Eudemian account of the formation of character and of
habit in particular. Unlike the NE, however, the EE material on these points is not presented
in a unified manner and requires some reconstruction. It also requires a lengthy discussion of
pleasure and pain in Aristotle’s ethical psychology. I therefore save a thorough explanation of
what the EE has to say about the formation of character for Chapter 2.

In the remaining sections of this chapter, I prepare for the Chapter 2 presentation of
the EE’s rather periphrastic account of the formation of character via its comments on
pleasure and pain. This preparation considers the direct commentary we do have on habit, as
the only explicit means Aristotle identifies regarding the formation of character. I discuss

Aristotle’s explicit comments on habit in Sections IV, V, and VI, presenting a novel perspective



on their general scope. I also discuss the uniquely Eudemian ideas that character is a quality
(rtowdtng) and that habit results in an “ability to be active” (évepyntixdg). In discussing habit
in the EE, I do not disagree with the common observation that the EE has little to say on
habit as a means to develop character, Rather, I argue in Chapter 2 that the Eudemian account
of the formation of character is quite different than that found in the NE, that it is substantial
in its own right, and that given what I say in this chapter, it is appropriate for Aristotle’s
approach in the Eudemian treatise.

Aristotle ties together the topics of this chapter and the next — character and pleasure
— right from the dialectical opening of the Eudemian Ethics, where he comments on an
inscription at Delos:

“The finest thing is what is most just, to be healthy is best, and
most pleasant of all is the attainment of that which one desires.”

We should not agree with [this], for happiness, being the finest
and best of all things, is the most pleasant.'

These lines may well set out the project of the entire Eudemian Ethics,> But for our purposes it
is more important to see that Aristotle is preparing us here for the structure of his account of
the formation of character. The function argument of EE 1I.1 (1218b31-1219a39) defines
happiness in terms of virtue (b38-39), and Aristotle’s Book II discussion of virtue returns
again and again to pleasure and pain, as we shall see in Chapter 2. Our natural interest in
happiness directs us, or so the function argument would have it, to virtue, and especially to

virtue of character. And our subsequent inquiry into virtue of character requires an

1 1.4, 1214a5-8: KdAhtotoy 10 Sixordtotoy, Adatov & OYLadiveLy, mtévtwy <8 Adtotov 00 Tig €pd TO
TUYELY: UEIG & aDTQR PN CUYXWERDUEY, I YOO EVIOLLOVIOL XEAAALGTOY X0l HOLOTOY ATEVTWY 0DoO
ndLotov EoTiv.

2 So Bonasio 2019



understanding of pleasure and pain in its formation. By the time we reach the end of the EE,
Aristotle’s critique of the inscription at Delos makes sense: the happy life, the virtuous life,
and the pleasant life are one and the same. Much of this commentary is promissory, but it is
worth knowing that Aristotle’s connection of character and pleasure early in the EE serves
this broader aim.

Immediately after the opening remark about the inscription, Aristotle turns to
questions about method and subject matter. We will follow him in this, focusing on
Aristotle’s approach to the question of the formation of character in the EE. I begin with a
discussion of the way in which Aristotle inquires into the matter, arguing that his inquiry is
practical (as opposed to theoretical) and exploring what practicality means for the actual use
of his theory. I then show that, even in the proem, Aristotle works to identify practice

(8oxnotc) and habit (£00¢) as the means by which we attain virtue.

I The essence and origin questions in FF |

As his discussion moves from happiness to virtue and further from virtue to virtue
of character, Aristotle conceptualizes his overall task by dividing it in two. On the one hand
are questions of essence: what is happiness? what is virtue? what is virtue of character? What
parts do they have; in what do they consist? He sets these against questions of origin: how is
“living well” achieved? What are the sources of happiness, of virtue, and of character?

This essence/origin division is a subset of a more general distinction between two
types of subject matter. We see this general division in the first lines following the remark

about the inscription at Delos, which being the train of argument of the proem to the EE:?

3 1 take the proem to run from the beginning of 1.1 through 1.6, ending at 1217a17 (referred to with
menpootploopévey at I11.7, 1217a18).



T1: Of the many subjects of investigation (8vtwy Bewpnudtwy)

which raise difficulties and need investigation concerning each

matter and each nature, some have to do only with knowing (to

yvévow), but others also with the getting (tég xtioetg) and

doing (tag TpdEetg) of things. Regarding those involving only

theoretical philosophy (@tAocopioy . . . BewpnTinry), we must

state whatever is appropriate to the inquiry when the right time

comes, but first we must examine what living well consists in

and how it is achieved . . .*
Aristotle draws a distinction here between two types of subject matter for investigation (§vtwv
Oewpnuétwy), referring to each type twice. Some subjects have to do with knowing things
and not with getting or doing things, and they involve only theoretical philosophy. Other
subjects, by contrast, do also have to do with xtroelg and mpdEelg. The subject matter of
“living well” (10 €0 {fjv) belongs to the latter category. We can see why it falls into the latter
category just from Aristotle’s specification of “living well.” We are interested in “what living
well consists in and how it is achieved.” That is, we want not just to know what it is (to
yv@vow) but also to know how people come to live well and what people do when they are
living well (tég xtioetg and tég mpdEetg). This specification of “living well” also brings us to

the divide I want to emphasize here: questions about “what living well consists in” are

questions of essence, and questions about “how it is achieved” are questions of origin.

4 1.1, 1214a8-15: TOAMGY & 6vTwy Dewpnudtowy & Tepl ExaoTtoy TEAYRO X0l Tepl Exdotny all @boly
amopio Eyel xol Seltal oXEPEWS, TO LEY ODTOY GLVTEIVEL TTPOC TO YVAVOL HLOVOY, Ta OE X0l TTEPL
TOG XTHOELG %Ol TIEPL TG TTPGEELS TOD TTPAYUOTOS. Bo0r UEY 0DV EXEL PLAOGOQIaY LOVOY DEwETLXAY
AexTéoV xortdl TOV ETLBEANOVTO XaLpby, HTLTtep oixelov My T7 LeBddw- TpdTov 8¢ ald oxemtéoy év
Tivt TO €0 (v %ol TTHS XTNTOV . . .

Editors have emended the manuscript text printed here. Woods brackets tod mpayuatog without
explanation, and Inwood and Woolf adopt Spengel’s mept Tog xTNoELg TOD TEAYLOTOG XOL TTEQL TAG
mpcaketlc. Both emendations, but the latter especially, mislead as to the importance of action in
happiness and virtue, a theme we shall come to later in this chapter. Other translators render the
manuscripts’ text.



This essence/origin division structures much of the first two books of the Eudemian
Ethics. At the end of T1, in the proem to the EE, Aristotle introduces lists of endoxa®. These
endoxa address both the essence and the origin question, as they relate to “living well” (0 €0
(7v): “we must examine what living well consists in and how it is achieved” (I.1, 1214a15).°
In the lists themselves, he speaks of eddorpovio instead of t0 €0 {fjv, though in the EE he
seems to treat the two expressions as equivalent.” Outside the proem, we see the structure yet
again in the first half of EE II. Aristotle discusses the two sets of questions there at greater
length, beginning shortly after the function argument has defined happiness in terms of
virtue, thus focusing discussion on the latter. Aristotle sets out a plan for his argument
through IL.5 by narrowing his focus further, from virtue in the abstract to virtue of character

in particular: “regarding virtue of character, we must investigate, first, what it is, and what

5 Aristotle tells us a bit later that some opinions are not worth considering (I.1, 1214b34-1215a2).
This passage probably refers to the two lists of endoxa introduced at 1214a15. If so, Aristotle is
suggesting that we may not have complete lists. Indeed, the second list at least seems lacking,
without money, fame, power, etc., though these are mentioned later.

6 oxemtéov &v Tivt TO €0 (fy xol Tidg xtntov. This phrase introduces the discussion of endoxa
(1214a14 through 1214b24), and 1.2, 1214b25 concludes it: €ott Yop TadT oitior Tfjg
appLoBnTioews Tepl 00 eDSHLULOVELY, TL €0TL Xol YiveTol dtow Tivwy.

7 Aristotle’s rhetoric in I.1 indicates this equivalence: he introduces his topic in the EE as
eddorpovioe (1214a7-8), then switches to t0 €0 (fv (1214a15) before talking of eddotpovia again
here (1214a15-30). Other than at 1.1, 1214a15, Aristotle only mentions 1o €0 (#v in 1.2, 1214b13,
1.3, 1215a10, and II.1, 1219b1-2 (with €b mpdttety), and in the context of friendship at VIL.12,
1245b3.

Aristotle seems to use 10 €0 (fv interchangeably with t0 xoAé¢ {7y in the EE (1.2, 1214b6-13 and
perhaps 1.3, 1215a10-13). The latter expression also occurs at 1.1, 1214a30-31 (with poaxapiwg,
though see 1.3, 1215a10), 1.2, 1214b16-17 and 1.5, 1216a33-34. In the NE, we find 0 €0 (fv only
in conjunction with b mpdttety (at 1.4, 1095a19 and 1.8, 1098b21), though also by itself in a
disputed book (VI.5 1140a28). 10 xaAdg {fv appears once, though perhaps in a non-technical
sense (IX.9, 1170b27). In both treatises, then, Aristotle uses “living well” (and “living finely” in the
EE) largely in his introductory comments. He prefers to talk (perhaps more specifically) of
eddatpovio in the remainder of both works.



kind of parts® it has (which comes to the same thing), and by what means it comes to be.”

After II.6 introduces a different topic of discussion, Aristotle’s interest in the essence/origin

structure wanes, though we can still see him asking one question or another at various points

later in the treatise."

Aristotle remarks directly on the relative importance of these two questions: knowing

what things virtue comes from (éx tivwy éotiv) is more valuable than knowing what virtue

is. We see this point most directly in Aristotle’s riposte to Socratic intellectualism in EE 1.5:

T2: The elder Socrates thought that knowing virtue was the end,
and he looked into what justice is and what courage is and each
of the parts of virtue. He did this reasonably. For he thought
that all the virtues were instances of knowledge, so that one
happens at the same time to know what justice is and to be just.
For when we get to know geometry and building we are
geometers and builders. So he sought out what virtue is but not
how and from what things it comes about. This method
corresponds to the theoretical sciences (t@v oY . . . TGOV
Oewpnuix®dv) as there is nothing to astronomy or the natural
sciences or geometry except knowing and theorizing about the
nature of the objects of those sciences’ subjects, not that
anything prevents them from being incidentally helpful for us in
many necessary things. But the end of the productive sciences
(tdv 3¢ ToLnTIX@Y ETLOTNUAY . . . TO TéA0g) is something other
than the science and investigation, just as health is the end of
medicine and good order or something else similar to this is the
end of political science.

10

On the “parts” of virtue of character, Woods writes that “[t]he ‘parts of virtue’ are not the
individual virtues, but the elements in the definition of virtue of character” (96). Dirlmeier agrees,
explaining the parenthetical remark in the 1220a13-15 passage: “Daher der Zwischensatz, der
besagt, daf$ Erkenntnis der Teile Wesenserkenntnis bedeutet” (236). Simpson suggests that “parts”
could mean the individual moral virtues, listed in 11.3 (243n19). 1.5, 1216b2-6 supports this point.

1.1, 1220a13-15: oxemtéov mMP®OTOV TEPL QPETTC NOLXTG, Tl €aTl xal Tola popLa adTig, eig TODTO
Yo avixtol, xol yivetor alb dio Tivev.

Most prominently, the discussions of the individual virtues in EE III illustrate Aristotle’s continued
efforts to clarify the essence of virtue, as each discussion in EE III attempts to explain not just what
the virtue looks like in practice but how it manifests psychologically.



Now knowing each fine thing is indeed fine. Still, concerning
virtue, it is not knowing what it is that is most valuable but
knowing what things it is from. For we do not want to know
what courage is but to be courageous people, nor what justice is
but to be just people, even as we wish to be healthy rather than
to know what health is and to be in a good state rather than to
know what being in a good state is."

Focus for now on the second half of T2. Aristotle tells us that knowing what things virtue is

from is more important than knowing the essence of virtue. That is, while we can gain

knowledge about the essence of virtue or of the individual virtues, gaining knowledge about

how virtue or the virtues come to be is more valuable. Notice, however, that Aristotle speaks

in terms of knowledge on both counts. The claim that the second is more valuable than the

first is not cashed out in terms of a difference between an enterprise that is useful and one

that is not useful, or in the terminology I shall employ here, between an enterprise that is

directive and one that is not directive regarding how to become virtuous or how to act."

Rather, knowledge of origins is more valuable than knowledge of essences.

1

12

EE 1.5, 1216b2-25: Swxpdtng p&v 0dv 6 mpeoPitne Gt elvon TEA0C TO YIVWOXELY THY BPETHY, %ol
gnelnret T €0ty N Sixooavn xal Tt N bb &dvdpeia xal ExaoTtov TGV popiwy adTg. ETOLEL YO
ToT EDAGYWS. ETLOTAUOG YO GET elvar Ttdoag Tog &peTde, (of Gua ovuPaivery eidévar te Thy
dLxooobYNY xold elvor dixowov: &uor LV Yo Lepobfixopey thy yewpetptow xol oixodopioy xol
gopey 0ixoddpol xol yewpétpot. Stomep elntet bl0 Tt oty dpet GAN 00 Tdg yiveTor %ol éx
Tivwy. ToDTO 8¢ ETL UEY TAY EMoTNU@Y ovpPaivel TdY Oewpntin®dy, 0dbey Yo Etepdy ot TTig
0oTPoAoYLoG 0DE TTiG TTEPL PVOEWG ETILOTAUNG ODSE YEWUETPIOG TTATY TO Yvwploot xal HewpTioot
TNV PUGLY TOV TEAYUATWY TOV DTOXELULEVWY TOLG ETLOTALALS b1D 00 uny dAAG xoto ouuBePN®og
000&Y xwAVEL TTPOS TTOAAGL TMY Avoryxalwy EIVOL YENTLUOVS aDTHC AUIY: TOY SE TOLNTLXGY
ETMLOTNU®Y ETEEOV TO TEAOG TG ETLOTAUNG XL YVWOEWS, 0o OYiela P&y totpLxfic, edvouio 8& 4 T
T0L0D0’ ETEPOV TG TOATIXTIC. XOAOY UEV 0DV %ol TO YVwEilety Exaotov b20 TV xoAGY: 00 iy
AANG YE TTEPL APETHG 0V TO EIdEVOL TLULWOTOTOY TL E0TIV, AAAX TO YIVWDOXELY EX TIVWY EGTIV. OV YO
cidévor Bourdpeba T Eoty dvdpeion BAN eivo dvSpeiot, 00S¢ T €Tt Sixonochvn AN eivor dixonot,
roBdmep ol OyLadvely LAY 7 Yivedoxely Ti ot 10 Oytadvely xol €d b25 Eyewy thy B waAroy §)
Yvwoxew T Eott TO €D EYELy.

I use “directive” instead of “useful” because my point is not that the FE’s inquiry may be
“useless.” As I make clear below, I think its practical nature gives it great value, but I do not think
that it is engaged in the project of directing the student how to become more virtuous or how to
act. I owe thanks to Julia Annas for pointing out the perils of the term “useful” in this chapter.



This point brings us to our next topic. I will now argue that Aristotle engages in a
practical inquiry in EE I and II, though the claim requires an extensive look into what
“practical” means in the Eudemian context. One upshot of the argument will be that while we
might well prefer having virtue to knowing its essence, neither in T2 nor elsewhere in the
EE is Aristotle concerned with the question of how to attain virtue. Now it might be the case
that when we realize that we want to be virtuous (and not just to know what the virtues are),
we will see that knowing the origins of virtue is more valuable than knowing what virtue is.
But the dialectic of T2 does not imply that knowing the origins of virtue in some way fulfills
a desire to be virtuous. All we can conclude from T2 is that, perhaps because of our desire to

become virtuous, the origin question is more urgent than the essence question."

II  The practical inquiry into the origins of virtue

Is the question of the origin of virtue more practical or even more directive than the
question of what virtue is? To see Aristotle’s perspective on practical and theoretical
questions, we need to look back to T1 and the first half of T2. From those texts, I will argue
in this section that while Aristotle’s inquiry into the origin question is indeed practical, he
recognizes that knowing about the origins of virtue will not make us more virtuous. For
rational agents aspiring to virtue, such practical knowledge importantly yields a knowledge of
what is going on as virtue is acquired. However, as Aristotle argues in T2 and as we shall see
in the next chapter, that acquisition itself cannot be accomplished intellectually.

In T1 Aristotle mentions theoretical philosophy and distinguishes among knowing,

getting, and doing things. T2 compares the theoretical sciences to the productive sciences. To

13 See further my critique of London on this passage in the next section.



give some structure to our inquiry here, it will be expedient to look at explicit comments
Aristotle makes in Metaphysics E on types of inquiry. There, Aristotle distinguishes physics, a
theoretical science, from the practical and productive sciences.'* Some commentators have
seen the Metaphysics distinction, interpreted in one way or another, at play here in the FE. I
doubt that Aristotle would have encouraged too close a look at the Metaphysics in an ethical
context, but since we find ourselves nearly bereft of scholarly perspective on the EE passages,
I lay out a few different ways commentators have read the Metaphysics distinction in order to

approach T1 and T2.

(1) W. D. Ross thinks the distinction concerns the aim of the
person inquiring. The distinction is then among the “theoretical
[inquiries], which aim at knowledge for its own sake, the
practical, which aim at knowledge as a guide to conduct, and
the productive, which aim at knowledge to be used in making
something useful or beautiful” (1923/1995: 62).

(2) Christopher Kirwan presents the distinction as one of subject
matter. Theoretical knowledge concerns what is the case.
Practical knowledge concerns what should be done or how it
should be done. And productive knowledge concerns how
something should be made (1993: 184-185).

(3) Michael Woods refers to a third interpretation, where the
distinction concerns the origins of change found in the subject
matter. Theoretical sciences investigate what contains its own
origin of change; in the practical and productive sciences, the
origin of change is in the agent, outside the science itself (46)."

14 Metaphysics (M) E.1, 1025b18-28; see also Topics V1.6, 145a15.

15 Woods cites Kirwan’s commentary on the matter (Woods 46), but in Kirwan the point about
origins is rather secondary to the main distinction by subject matter (1993: 185) — and at any rate
Aristotle only uses the origin to distinguish physics (as theoretical) from the practical and
productive together.



Now Aristotle never explicitly draws a three-fold distinction among practical, productive, and
theoretical sciences in the EE. But these interpretations of the Metaphysics distinction can help
us to see what is going on in T1 and T2, as I now explain.

In T1, Aristotle distinguishes among “subjects” (6vtwv), between those involving
“only theoretical philosophy” and those that have to do not just with knowing but with the
getting and doing of things. Right away, we can see that the distinction made in T1 does not
concern the aim of the person investigating. So (1), Ross’s way of seeing things in the
Metaphysics, does not fit T1.'° And if Aristotle is thinking of the Metaphysics, he certainly does
not make any mention of the origin of change as important to his distinction, as in Woods’
interpretation, (3). Though other interpretations of the theoretical/practical/productive
distinction are no doubt possible, (2) seems to fit T1 rather well. Instead of investigating
subjects that involve “only theoretical philosophy,” Aristotle directs our attention to more
practical matters. The subject matter of “living well” is a practical matter: “how [living well]
is achieved” is an eminently practical question: it asks questions about the doing of things
(tég mpdiEeLc).

In T2, Aristotle tells us that the non-theoretical sciences'” aim at something other
than the science itself. Similarly, our aim in studying virtue, he says, is to become virtuous.
And therefore, the argument goes, “knowing what things [virtue] is from” is most valuable.

This conclusion might come as a surprise: why should knowledge of something (even of the

16 T1 begins by mentioning the évta fswpnuote, which I have translated as “subjects of
investigation.” We need not read fswpnua in this expression as a technical term: that is, Aristotle is
not speaking only of theoretical (as opposed to practical or productive) investigation in T1. If he
were, his specification that some subjects involve only “theoretical philosophy” would be hard to
interpret.

17 As Woods points out, totntixdg here (“productive”) can refer to both making and doing; see also
11.3, 1221b5 and I1.11, 1227b29, as well as NE VII.3, 1147a28 (Woods 57).



origins of something) be most valuable if, instead of a theoretical inquiry, we are engaged in a
practical one? This question derives from a mistaken understanding of the
practical/theoretical distinction. Both practical and theoretical inquiries aim to attain some
sort of knowledge; they differ in the kind of questions they ask.

No doubt Aristotle would agree that actually being virtuous would be far more
valuable than any sort of knowledge regarding virtue. But his point here concerns objects of
knowledge. In writing about virtue, Aristotle focuses on its origins and not its substance,
because his audience does not want to know what virtue is (a theoretical question) nearly as
much as they would like to know how to get it (an aim which requires inquiry into practical
questions).

That said, knowing how virtue comes to be does not yield step-by-step instructions
regarding its acquisition. It is in this sense that we cannot call practical knowledge directive:
practical experience will be directive; practical knowledge might at least convince us to get out
there and accumulate this experience. Indeed, virtue-acquisition is an excellent example of the
split between knowledge and experience where the direction of action is concerned. As
Kirwan’s interpretation of the Metaphysics passage suggests, the practical sciences need not be
any more directive than the theoretical ones.'® Nor need our aim in investigating be different,
though as Aristotle states, when we investigate virtue we usually do aim to become better.
The subject matter itself differs: just as medicine is concerned not with medicine but with
health, so too ethics is concerned with the acquisition and possession of virtue and not
merely with theoretical ethical issues. My contention is that the distinctions drawn in both T1

and T2 concern the content and aim of subject matter (t®@v moTLX®Y EMLOTAUGY TO TENOG at

18 London refers us to the Magna Moralia on this point, where Aristotle explicitly distinguishes a non-
directive, theoretical aspect of practical science (MM 11.10, 1208a31-b2, cited in London 557).



1.5, 1216b16-17), not the aims of the person doing the investigating or how directive or useful
the knowledge discovered may be. Similarly, as in the examples of T2, studying the craft of
building does not make you a builder, nor can it direct an inexperienced student how to
build: one must undergo practical training to gain the expertise. But the content and aim of
the subject matter of building are themselves practical: no one would sit down to read about
how to be a builder without quickly realizing that she needed practical experience.

Some commentators disagree with this interpretation of the EE’s practical inquiry. In
an extensive article on moral knowledge and virtue acquisition in the NE and EE, Alex John
London concludes that “the EE is fairly sanguine about the usefulness of ethical theory
without regard to an agent’s knowledge of particulars” (570). But much of London’s
argument toward this conclusion is negative: the EE lacks many of the NE’s points
regarding the difficulty of learning to be virtuous (566-569)." Despite beginning with a more
cautious thesis,” London treats the absence of evidence as contributing to his conclusion
about the usefulness (or in my language, the directiveness) of ethical theory according to the
EE.

London’s positive evidence that the EE’s practical inquiry is directive relies
repeatedly on two troublesome interpretations. First, consider 1.2, 1214b6-15, a passage in
which London crucially follows an emendation of the manuscripts’ agreed text.”' Instead of

“everyone capable of living according to their own choice lays down some end (oxomdg) for

19 London’s argument for this point occupies much of his section III (565-571).

20 London opens with a more cautious thesis than that just quoted: “Aristotle’s views in the EE leave
open the possibility of a ‘theory first’ approach to ethical development. According to this approach,
it is possible to acquire general moral knowledge independently from one’s experience with the
practical affairs of life and to benefit from using this knowledge to shape one’s subsequent
activities.” This is true even if “one will still need considerable practical experience in order to be
able to apply this knowledge successfully” (565). The run of his subsequent argument illustrates
that he wants to show a good deal more than this.



living finely” (as I have rendered the passage in Chapter 4, page 157), London translates
“everyone who can live according to his own choice should adopt some goal for the fine
life.”** As for London’s second key passage, look again at the second half of T2. London
seems to take Aristotle’s rhetoric here literally. Aristotle connects the second and third
sentences of the second half of T2 with yé&p (“for”): knowing what things courage is from is
most valuable for we want to become courageous people. London seems to take the dialectic
to imply that knowing what things courage is from will help us to become courageous.* But
it is equally possible that knowing what things courage is from is more valuable merely
because it concerns an issue we care deeply about, even if this knowledge will not make us
more courageous or tell us how to be so.

In short, London wants to draw two points together: that the EE is more theoretical
and that according to the EE, theory is more directive. I grant the first (for practical inquiry
need not give direction), but the second does not follow.* Perhaps the fundamental reason

for his mistake is that he draws the distinction between the theoretical and the practical in

21 det BéoBou at 1214b7, written in the margin of P (P?), adopted by Gigon, Woods, and Inwood and
Woolf. Friedemann Buddensiek first brought this emendation to my attention.

22 Relying on his reading of this passage, London concludes that “[t]he practical aim of the EE is to
present an account of the human good around which agents can shape their choices and activities”
(559, see 559-561 and 578-579: “Aristotle is worried that we will fail to organize our lives around
the proper ends if we lack an understanding of the best life,” whereas “in the NE Aristotle is [also]
worried that without properly habituating our affections and desires, this sort of philosophical
inquiry will not be of any use to us anyway.”

Others make the same mistake regarding this passage, for example Di Basilio (2017: 17).

23 We can see this in his discussion of an NE passage: “[In NE 11.2, 1103b25-32], as in the EE,
Aristotle has just noted that the end of the present study is not theoretical knowledge, and that we
are investigating the nature of virtue in order that we may become good ourselves” (569).

24 Di Basilio also expresses these two points, though his argument for the second point depends on
his general view of habituation in the EE (2017: 17-20). T argue against Di Basilio on habituation
in §IV.



the way Ross does above — in interpretation (1) of the Metaphysics passage discussed earlier in
this section. London thinks that engagement in practical inquiries must have a practical, or
action-oriented, aim.

Woods makes this same mistake. According to Woods, our T1 (1.1, 1214a9-14)
“presupposes a division of sciences, inquiries, or branches of knowledge into theoretical and
practical” (46). He suggests three possible ways we might conceptualize this division, but
none of the three strictly concerns subject matter.”> Again, Aristotle separates the practical
science of virtue from purely theoretical inquiries not because the former gives us more
direction for action or because our aim in engaging in it is more action-oriented, but because
the subject of virtue concerns “the getting and doing of things.”

Woods’s insistence on knowledge of virtue as actionable leads to several difficulties
in textual interpretation of T1 and T2. On T1, he remarks that “[s]ince the aim of the inquiry
is practical, the question what happiness is is relevant only because it contributes to its

attainment” (46). And on T2: “It is difficult to see how ethics can contribute to the practical

25 Here are Woods’s three alternative interpretations of this two-fold division:

(i) between inquiries’ results: those yielding knowledge only as
opposed to those also useful for (in my language, directive of) action
or production

(ii) between aims of the inquirer: only knowledge as an aim as
opposed to action or production also as an aim

(iii) between the place of the originating principle in the inquiry: in the
matter itself as opposed to “in the person who has the science” (in
both the practical and the productive sciences)

As should be clear from the text, I think none of these directly relevant to the Eudemian point at
hand: though (iii) is the closest to my reading of the EE text here, I do not see Aristotle
distinguishing in the EE in terms of the origin of change. The practical/theoretical point of T1
seems to focus instead on whether the matter studied involves action, wherever that action may
come from. I follow my reading of the basic distinction in Kirwan instead.



aim which is [in 1.5, 1216b16-25] insisted on except by answering theoretical questions of
[the kind for which Aristotle criticizes Socrates]” (57). If the inquiry or the inquirer were
oriented toward actually becoming good, then it would indeed be difficult to see the import of
purely theoretical questions. I hope to have shown that a different picture of Aristotle’s
inquiry does not raise the puzzles Woods leaves us with in his commentary.

Woods’s puzzles bring us back to the division between questions of origin and
questions of essence discussed in the previous section of this chapter. It should be apparent
from his language that he risks conflating a distinction between theoretical and practical (or
productive) inquiry with a distinction between questions of origin and questions of essence.
But as I have already stated above and as should now be clear, both origin-related questions
and essence-related questions belong in the EE to practical inquiry.”® In T1, “what living well
consists in and how it is achieved” are set against subjects “involving only theoretical
philosophy”: the former are practical questions, the latter theoretical. And in T2, Aristotle
tells us that the second of these practical questions — the question of origin — is most
valuable. It is to that question that we turn in the next section.

In this section, I have discussed the top-level distinction among theoretical, practical,
and productive knowledge. I have argued further that Aristotle locates both questions of
essence and of origin (introduced in Section I) within the scope of practical knowledge. Thus
we have two divisions: the theoretical/practical/productive division, and the essence/origin

division. I hope also to have excluded two bases for division in each case: neither of these

26 Whether or not Woods (improperly) lines up these two distinctions (that is, theoretical-essence and
practical-origin), he does remark correctly that practical inquiry requires some purely theoretical
work (e.g. psychological divisions) (46). In this respect Woods’s “practical” and “theoretical” are
closer to my own uses of those words than Kenny’s: Kenny treats questions both of essence and or
origin as “theoretical” in contrast to the “practical” question “What goal in life should I pursue?”
(1978: 192).



divisions concerns the aim of the person inquiring, and neither of these divisions concerns
how much direction the subject under investigation gives, or how useful it is. In the EE,
Aristotle appears to be interested in the subject of how virtue comes about. His interest is a
practical one, but only in the sense that virtue is a practical subject, and not explicitly in the
sense that he thinks the inquiry will help his readers to become virtuous, tell them how to go
about becoming virtuous, or simply tell them what to do.

And yet even on this level of practical but not explicitly directive investigation,
questions of origin are deeply interesting. How does virtue come about? Aristotle has told us
that these are the most valuable kinds of questions. How does he answer them? In the
remainder of this chapter, we will see what Aristotle has to say most explicitly on the matter.
In the next chapter, I elucidate the more comprehensive theory giving an answer to the origin

question in terms of pleasure and pain.

IIT Identifying habit as the source of happiness

Even in the proem to the EE, we can see Aristotle making an argument, at least
where the question of the origin of happiness is concerned. He starts, as I have mentioned
above, by listing endoxa on both the origin question and the essence question, as they relate
to happiness. Like everything else that comes to be, happiness might come about by nature,
learning, practice (&oxnotg),”” some divine force, or by luck (1.1, 1214a15-30; see T3 below).

And regarding its essence, happiness might consist in wisdom, virtue, or pleasure (1.1,

1214a30-33).

27 Alternatively “practice” (Inwood and Woolf), “exercise” (Simpson, 194), or “training” (Crisp,
Woods). Woods seems to take &oxnotg to be at least partly epistemic (see “learning what happiness
is,” 47). LSJ on &oxnotg: exercise, practice, training; generally, mode of life, profession



We hear a great deal in the rest of the treatise about the essence question, as
Aristotle discusses the structure and individual components of happiness, but we have to
work harder to understand his answer to the origin question.”® Now in the next section of
this chapter, we will see that Aristotle tells us directly that character — and by extension virtue
and happiness — comes about through habit (in text T5). But how does he arrive at this
statement? In EE 1.1, 1.3, and 1.5, Aristotle develops a list of endoxa on the origin of
happiness and uses it to suggest through elimination that happiness derives from habit and
not from learning or nature, or luck or the divine. He thereby answers the origin question,
but only in a multiple-choice manner, relying on the options gleaned from the endoxic
method. After discussing habit in the EE in the rest of this chapter, I explain in the next
chapter what Aristotle has to say about the acquisition of virtue more generally.*

For now, I focus on the eliminative argument in I.1, [.3, and L.5. First, I discuss the
options as they are presented in 1.1 (T3). I then focus on the elimination itself, working from
1.3 (T4) and 1.5. Here is the entire passage in 1.1 listing the endoxa on the matter:

T3: (continuing from T1) . . . but first we must investigate what
living well consists in and how it is achieved, whether it is by
nature that everyone who attains this label comes to be happy,
as do tall and short people and those of differing complexions,
or through learning, with happiness being a kind of knowledge
(EmothAun),” or through some sort of practice (&oxnotg) — for

many things come to human beings neither from nature nor
from learning but from becoming habituated (¢6to6ciot), bad

28 The NE presents a much more clear account of the acquisition of virtue (and so, of happiness).
Perhaps the difference in clarity accounts for the fact that much work on the matter in Aristotle
considers the EE only for support, if at all. Take Marta Jimenez’s recent article “Aristotle on
Becoming Virtuous by Doing Virtuous Actions.” Jimenez uses just one EE passage (I1.1, 1220a22-
26). This chapter and the next suggest that such a focus is misguided, as Aristotle does have
resources to explain the acquisition of virtue and happiness in the EE as well.

29 I am therefore in disagreement with Woods, who writes that “the answer to the [essence question]
given by Aristotle determines the answer to the [origin question]; at any rate, we do not find the
two questions discussed separately” (47).



things from becoming habituated badly, and good things from
becoming habituated well — or in none of those ways, but in one
of these two: either by the influence of some spirit, like people
possessed by nymphs or gods, as if divinely inspired, or by luck;
for many people say that happiness and good fortune are the
same thing. That it comes to be present in human beings
through all or some or one of these ways is clear, for pretty
much all comings to be fall under these principles, since we
might group together those due to thought (Stévoia) with
actions due to knowledge (¢miothun).”

Aristotle lists five possible sources of happiness: nature, learning, practice, some divine force,

and luck. The last two are set off from the first three. They are entirely external in the sense

that they might not depend on the disposition, upbringing, or any other attribute of the agent

at all.

1. Happiness will be a very different type of thing if it depends primarily or entirely on

the divine or on luck.

30 Rackham (followed by Dirlmeier and Simpson) takes oborg existentially, with eddotpoviog

31

dependent on émothung (. . . there being a science of happiness”) (cited in Woods 185).

1.1, 1214a14-30: mp@Ttov 3¢ alb oxemtéov év Tivt T €0 (v %ol e xTNToV, TOHTEPOY PUOEL
Yivovtow TévTteg EDSALUOVES OL TUYYAVOVTES TOOTNG TS TTEOONYOPLS, HDOTED UEYAAOL XOlL ULXOOL
%ol THY YEOLAY SLoPEPOVTEG, §) Sttt pobfoewe, ¢ 00oYg EMLOTAUNG TVOS THG eddatpoviag, 7] Sté
TLVOG AOXNOEWG TOMO Yop 00Te xortar a20 @boty obte pabodaty GAN ebiabeloty Dépyet Tolg
avbpomote, @adAa pey Tolg Qadiws ebiabelot, yonoto 3& Tolg XPNOTAS 7 TOVTWY PEY XOT 0DSEVHL
@Y TPdTWY, dvoly dt Batepoy, fitol xabdmep ol youoAnTToL Xl HedAnTTOL TRY AVvOPWTWY,
gmmvola Sotpoviov Tvog Homep sv@ouow@ovrsg, 7 Sta Ty TOYMY: TOAAOL a2b Yo TaOTO Qaoly
elva ™y eddapoviow xol Ty edTUYia. TL LEV 0DV 1| TopoLaia Sl TOVTWY ATAVTWY 3} TGV 3
TVOG DTAPYEL Tolg awvbpwTolg odx &dNAOY- GTaoon YO ol YEVEDELS OXESOV TILTTOLOLY €1 TAVTOG
TG QPGS xol Yop <TOG> Ao TAG Stovolog Amdoog TEOG TG Ao Emtatiung ad30 &v Tig
OLVALYAYOL TTPAEELG.

a21 L has gaviotg for padiwg and ypnotoig for yonotdc. This variant would leave us without any
evidence in the EE for particular sorts of habituation (“bad” and “good”). I do not take the point
up because of this variant.

a26 7 mopovaio Stox PCBL, OCT, Susemihl: 17} mapovoia [Sta] Spengel, Rowe

a29 <tac> Casaubon. Dirlmeier suggests that this starting tac specifies yevéoelg instead of mpaEetg
(150).

32 Aristotle later considers the opinion that lucky people are so by nature (VIIIL.2, 1247a29-31).



The other three possible sources of happiness — nature, learning, and practice — all
rely on various aspects and capacities of the soul, though perhaps in conjunction with
external factors. Indeed we might expect these sources of happiness to be two instead of
three, since in the ethical works Aristotle often separates things that are by nature from
things that are not,*® and since this opposition in the Ethics is correlated with the two types
of existence in the Physics. As the Physics has it, “[o]f things that exist, some exist by nature,
some from other causes.”®* “Other causes,” in both the Physics and both Ethics, involve some
sort of specifically human agency. Since their rational capacities distinguish human beings
from the other animals, we might reasonably conclude that things exist, according to this
distinction, either by nature or through some rational capacity of the human soul.

In fact, the conclusion of T3 seems designed to assure us that this natural-rational
distinction does apply to the first two possibilities in the list of five (that is, nature and
learning). The final phrase of T3 (1.1, 1214a28-30) tells us that émiotiun and Stévoto are
similar principles; thus the presence of the former (émiotiun) in the list of five seems to
stand more generally for a rational principle. Thus of the three possible non-external sources
of happiness we were considering — nature, learning, and practice — nature and learning seem
to be on opposite sides of the natural-rational divide.

What, then, of “practice” (&oxnotg): on which side of the Physics distinction is it?
This is an important and difficult question, one that will recur through the remainder of the

dissertation. As we can see in T3, Aristotle further specifies &oxnotg by telling us that some

33 Consider the common book division between things that are pleasant by nature and things that are
not (VIL5, 1148b15-19). Also in the common books, Aristotle contrasts wisdom (co@ia) with other
intellectual virtues: wisdom alone cannot come about by nature, whereas he suggests that the other
can (NE VIL.11, 1143b6-14).

34 This is the opening of Phys. II. Aristotle goes on to explain that what exists by nature includes the
results of “growth and decrease . . . or alteration.”



things come to human beings through their “becoming habituated.” This links the presence
of doxnoig in the list with Aristotle’s later discussion of habit, and thence with our
consideration of character more generally. "Aoxnotg itself does not recur in the EE. In the NE
Aristotle uses the word just once, in the list parallel to T3. The NE’s list implies that habit is
only one type of &oxnotc, a possibility T3 leaves open but does not address.* Instead of
telling us more about &oxnotc, Aristotle moves quickly to habit in both treatises. Indeed, in
the EE he gestures perhaps rather vaguely to “some” (1) &oxnotg. Given the lack of
information elsewhere,*® we can only guess what other types of “practice” might be candidate
sources of happiness. As far as the origin question is concerned, the three non-external
sources of happiness will be nature, learning, and habit.

Now that we have some grasp of what the five possible sources of happiness are, I
turn to consider Aristotle’s eliminative argument for habit. In EE 1.3 Aristotle suggests
elimination of four of the five possibilities listed in T3 above. This eliminative rhetoric leaves
us with an answer to the origin question: happiness comes from é&oxnoig, specified in T3 and
later discussed as habit. This answer receives confirmation both in the passage on habit (see
the following sections of this chapter) and in his account of the formation of character
through pleasure and pain (again, in Chapter 2). Here is the 1.3 passage in which Aristotle
eliminates possibilities from his endoxic list of answers to the origin question:

Té4: For if living finely (t0 xoAég {7v) consists in things coming

to be from luck or from nature, many people could not hope for
it, for its acquisition is not from diligence nor in their own

35 NE 1.9, 1099b8-9. Aristotle condenses his list from the EE to learning, habit, some other practice,
divine dispensation, and chance. Notice also Aristotle’s omission of nature from the NE list. (The
NE special books do not mention “natural virtue,” either.)

36 In the NE, é&oxnotg occurs only in the parallel list (1.9, 1099b10 and b16) and in a reference to
Theognis at I1X.9, 1170a11. See also dtoteAd at II1.5, 1114a9 and émitndebw at X.9, 1180a2. De
Anima is silent on both &oxnotg and habit.



power (70" adTolg) nor subject to their attention; but if it

consists in oneself and one’s actions being of a certain sort, the

good would be more common and more divine, more common

by making it possible for more people to share in it, and more

divine by establishing happiness for those who make themselves

and their actions certain sorts.”
Aristotle writes here that if happiness derives from luck or from nature,” it will be less
common and less divine. It is unclear exactly why he thinks that happiness being less
common is a strike against the candidacy of the sources that would make it so. But he does
elaborate on his comment that happiness would thereby be more divine: if instead of being
dependent on things outside of our control, happiness depends on quality of character and
action, this will make it more divine.

From the original list of five conceivable sources of happiness, Aristotle has just

eliminated nature and luck. This leaves us with learning, practice, and the divine. But

presumably if the source of happiness is divine, this too will be outside our control in the

37 EE 1.3, 1215a12-19: €i p&v yop €v tolg o TOYNY YLVOUEVOLS §] TOlG SLot QUGLY TO XOARDG (v Eatiy,
QVEATILOTOY QY 1M TTOANOTG, 00 YA €att O ETipedeiog N xTTiolg oDOE €T adTolg alb oddE T7g
adT®Y Tporypoteiog gl 8 &v TG adTOV TOLOY TLvor EIVOLL KOl THC Xt oOTOV TTEEEELS, XOWATEQOY BV
gln 70 dyabov xol Oetdtepoy, xovdTePOY pey T TAeloaty Evdéyeabonl peTaayely, Detdtepoy S @
xelobow Ty edSonpoviow [&] Tolg ahToLg TopaoreLALOVAEL TTOLOVG TLYOIG KOl TOG TIPAEELS.

al4s éott PCBL: €oton Rowe following a suggestion of Walzer’s

a18-19 [&] 7oig atodg [sic] Rowe, Susemihl: toig adtodg Rav.; Towg: &v Ttoig adtodg P? in margin,
OCT; & toig adtodg P'CBL. The P? text (followed by the OCT) results in a rather different point:
happiness is in those things which bring about qualities in agents and actions (so Woods 3).

Also at a18-19, B adds xoi after xeiofOow (a18) and does not have motodg tvag (al19). Without
secluding &, then, B’s text tells us that happiness is more divine by establishing happiness and
actions as things which people bring about for themselves.

38 Woods suggests that Aristotle rehabilitates the endoxon that happiness comes from nature. He
writes that “a natural capacity is required [for happiness] — one which animals lack (cf. 1.7,
1217a24f.) — but this natural endowment is possessed by all normal human beings, though whether
this natural endowment is so developed that a man leads a happy life depends on other factors”
(47).



sense of T4. Aristotle does not make this implication explicit in T4, but we may well see it
there. And finally, we have already seen from T2 that learning cannot account for virtue — or,
that is, for happiness.

This scattered but complete eliminative argument seems to leave us with practice
(&oxmotg) as the only plausible candidate for an answer to the origin question. And where
practice is concerned, we should look to habit, as Aristotle suggests in T3. I now turn to the
only passage in which Aristotle addresses habit in the EE. There and for the remainder of
this chapter, I will consider what Aristotle tells us about the origin question in his comment
on habit in the EE. I conclude that he presents a very general account not focused on virtue
of character or even particularly on character at all. Instead, in the EE Aristotle thinks

character develops through pleasures and pains, as I explain in the Chapter 2.

IV The sentence about habit in EE 11

What is the account of habit in the EE? Coming from an NE perspective, our
expectations for such an account will be high. Even if we confine ourselves to the EE, we
have just seen that Aristotle’s preliminary remarks suggest that we can answer the origin
question (“how does virtue arise?”) by appeal to habit. As we shall see in this section and
what follows, Aristotle’s EE consideration of habit is a quite general sketch rather than a
specific theory about human virtue. In Chapter 2 I explain how Aristotle answers the origin
question by developing a theory about the effects of experiences pleasure and pain.

Aside from T3’s use in passing of ¢0iobeioty (“from becoming habituated”), Aristotle
mentions €6og or €0(Cw in the EE in only one passage — in fact, in just a single complex

thought: T5, just below, which will serve as the topic of discussion for the remainder of this



chapter. Habit comes up in T5 because Aristotle is concerned to set out a definition of what
character (700¢) is and he does so in terms of habit, defining habit along the way. But we
cannot learn more about habit by reading up on #fog in the EE, as all the explicit
information we have about Aristotle’s view of ffoc comes from T5’s definition of the term.
While Aristotle mentions Afog in a few other places, none gives us additional information
about what 700 is. Other than in the context of T5 and in a parallel passage in 11.1 (for
which see page 179 of Appendix B), Aristotle only uses the term 76og when he needs a more
general term than the ubiquitous 7 0wy &petn (“virtue of character”).* So for both habit

and character, we must look to what I read as a single sentence:

T5: But since character (700¢) is [possibly: what it is] as even its
name indicates because it is capable of development through
habit (¢0oc), and that [which becomes habituated] becomes
habituated by a non-innate pattern of behavior by moving [or
being moved] many times in a certain way, eventually in this
way [becoming] the thing able to be active [or able to activate],
and we do not see [this] in inanimate things, for though you
throw a stone up countless times, you will never do this without
force, therefore let character be this, a quality of that in the soul
which is able to follow reason in accordance with commanding
reason. "’

39 For example, he connects character (700¢) to pleasures and pains at I1.4, 1221b32-34. He recalls
and further specifies this connection in the final definition of virtue of character at 11.10, 1227b5-11,
in an expression similar to that of II.1.

"Hbog also turns up a few times in passing, in comments regarding praiseworthy or choiceworthy
characters (I11.7, 1233b16-18 and VII.1, 1234b21-22) and the stability or instability of various
characters (VII.2, 1236a38-b1 and VII.5, 1239b12-14). As Woods remarks (99), forms of 76o¢ may
mean “characters” or “traits of character” depending on the context.

40 EE 11.2, 1220 a39 énel & €oti 10 Nog Gomep xal TO Gvoua on-

b1 paivel 6Tt amo E0ovg Exel ™y émidooty, ebiletor d& TO OTT
OYWYTIG U1 ERPVTOL TG TOAAGXLE ®Lvelohol TG, oDTwS 1o
TO EVERYNTLXOY, Xol €V TOIg APUYOLS 0DY OPDUEY: ODOE YO
oV popLéxts Pldng dve Tov Albov 0DJETOTE TOLNoEL TODTO PN

b5 Bl dL0 Eotw Ao TODTO, PUYTIG HAUTO ETULTAXTLROV
AbYoV Suvopévou & GxoAoLOElY TG AGYW
TOLOTYG.



In the case of many passages in the EE, the poor state of the manuscripts requires
emendation to produce a readable text. TS is not one such passage. Only in the last decade
or so have commentators realized this," improving on past translations of emended text with
renderings of the text delivered to us by the manuscripts, which are univocal with two minor
exceptions.” I discuss T5 and defend my text and translation at length in Appendix B.
There, I also focus on the numerous interpretations of the syntax of the passage so that in
this chapter I can work from the translation I have produced and the text footnoted above
while leaving syntactic disputes aside.

Before I discuss the passage, I want to highlight some ambiguities in its text. I flag
these ambiguities in the hopes that doing so will help us to avoid all-too-common
overinterpretations of this passage, which make it push one way or the other on some of the
points I have just mentioned. Each of these ambiguities will resurface later below in

discussion of those points.

See Appendix B for extensive discussion.

41 So far as I know, Simpson was the first to do this, by translating Bekker’s text without modification
(2012: 545-546). The text I print is identical to Bekker’s except at b3, where Bekker prints 6 (with
one manuscript) instead of xai. Buddensiek (2019) seems to read the same text as Simpson. Rowe
(2020) additionally brackets & and 1@ Adyw in b6. Only Ferreira (2017) both reads xai and makes
no emendations (as I have done). Other editors and translators do much more with the text.

42 Here are the two exceptions. I defend my text in each case in Appendix B.

1. At b3, at least one manuscript has 6 instead of xai. Rowe gives xaf PCB: 6 L. Bekker,
Susemihl, and the OCT agree, ascribing 6 to M®, II*, and L respectively. After xai, Rowe
prints év toic aupvyolg without comment. The other three editions print the same text but
note the variant taig Quyaic from M®, I1%, and L.

2. At bb, Rowe has fflog to0t0 Yuyfic xortd Emttaxtindy Adyov PCL: t00T0 700g Yuyfic xol
gmitoxTixov AGywy B. Bekker and Susemihl note to0to 700o¢ M. The OCT does not print
any alternatives, as it does not consider MP or Rowe’s B.



Four of the ambiguities concern particular words in the text to T5. In a39, we may
read ¢oti as predicative or absolutely: character “is” as its name indicates, or perhaps just
character “is what it is.” Next, xtveiofow (b2) may indicate activity or passivity: the habituee
might be moved or might itself move. In the same line, &ywY" presents a similar problem. It
might be “guide,” but perhaps it does not carry the sense of an external force; hence my
“pattern of behavior.” A fourth difficult word is évepyntixdg (b3). What evidence we have
suggests that it might imply transitive activating or rather (perhaps intransitive) activity.

Two other phrases are not as specific as some commentators would have them be.
The contrast with toig dvyotg and the example of the stone (b3-b5) serve to highlight a
difference between human beings and lifeless things, not necessarily between human beings
and either non-human things or non-moving things. Finally, xotd émitoxtizoy Adyov in bs-
b6 (“in accordance with commanding reason”) tells us little more than that reason commands
in some way; it is quite unclear what is xoto EmitaxTieov Adyov. For each of these six words
or expressions, I have tried to translate conservatively, and in what follows I attempt to draw
out what the text does tell us, without relying too much on bits of this passage to construct a
satisfying theory of habituation. After all, as I argue in Chapter 2, Aristotle has other
resources for that.

I now return to the argument of T5. If we see the entire sentence as one compressed
argument (as is indeed not unusual in Aristotle), we may formalize it like this:

But since (¢mtel 8’) (P1) character (f00¢) is [possibly: what it is] as even
its name indicates because it is capable of

development through habit (¢60¢),*

and (3¢) (P2) that [which becomes habituated] becomes
habituated by a non-innate pattern of behavior by

43 1If éotl is absolute, then perhaps P1 consists only of “character is what it is.”



moving [or being moved] many times in a certain

way, eventually in this way [becoming] the thing able

to be active [or able to activate],*

and (xai) (P3) we do not see [this] in inanimate things, for
though you throw a stone up countless times, you
will never do this without force,
therefore (816)  (C) let character be this, a quality (rot6tng) of that

in the soul which is able to follow (Suvopévou . . .

axohovlely) reason in accordance with commanding

reason (xotox EmLTOXTIXOV AGYOV).
In Appendix B (page 189), I mention more and less structured interpretations of this
passage. I discuss an article by Paulo Ferreira, who suggests the more structured
interpretation that results in the formalization of the argument just above. He cites parallel
arguments in Aristotle with an énel 8¢ . . . 8¢ . . . xai structure (2017: 129-130). But I also
mention how we may interpret the syntax of the passage to involve P2 and P3 less explicitly
in the inference from P1 to C. The syntax of the passage is not decisive: P2 and P3 may be
part of the argument, or they may be parenthetical, or perhaps somewhere in between.
Instead of relying on syntax, we should look at what Aristotle actually says in the sentence
before we assume that it is or is not a self-contained argument.

I turn now to that task, considering for the remainder of the chapter what the text

and translation of T5 can (§6) and cannot (§5) tell us about the development of character

from habit. I focus on the negative first (in §5), to clear the way for a discussion of

what the passage does tell us (in §6).

44 Simpson, Dirlmeier, and Donini (following Dirlmeier) think that the phrase obtwg 37
gvepynuxdy describes to R0og. While T argue against this interpretation of the syntax in Appendix
B, the argument will be much the same regardless.



V  Overinterpretations of the sentence about habit

To see the impetus for reading too much into the passage, consider its conclusion.
After reading through P1, P2, and P3, we may be surprised by the conclusion’s content, both
because of its simplicity relative to the ideas in P1-P3 and because of its emphasis on reason
(A6yog), which Aristotle does not explicitly mention in the premises of the argument. Some
commentators seem to have put these two observations together and concluded that the bits
of P1-P3 that do not contribute to the idea that character is a quality must instead contribute
to the emphasis on reason in the latter part of C.

Their conclusion is not warranted, as we can see by looking at the context of the
sentence. C does not depend only on P1-P3. Its connection of character to reason comes quite
clearly from II.1, 1220a4-12, just after Aristotle distinguishes the intellectual virtues from the
virtues of character and just before he launches his investigation of the latter. Here is that

passage:

T6: Since the intellectual [virtues] are with reason (yeté Adyov),
these sorts belong to what has reason, which is the commanding
(émtaxtixéy) part of the soul insofar as it has reason, but [the
virtues] of character belong to the non-rational [part],45 to that
which by nature is capable of following (&xoAovOyntix0d) the
part having reason. For we do not say that someone is a certain
sort with respect to his character (760¢) because he is wise or
clever but because he is gentle or bold.*

45 “Non-rational” captures 10 &Aoyov better than does “irrational.” Translators vary between these two
renderings, but it seems to me that the negative implications of “irrational” are to be avoided. 10
gAroyov does not mean “the thing contrary to t0 Adyov” but “the thing without Aéyog.”

46 11.1, 1220a8-12: émel & ol dravonTixal PETH AGYOL, ol LEY ToLoDTAL TOD Adyov €XovTog, O
gmtoxTindy ot Tig all Quyfic 7 Adyov Exet, al & Aol ToD dAGYoL Lév dxohovbNTLX0D BE ot
QOO TG AGYOV EYovTL: 0D Yo Aéyouey Toidg Tig TO Nog BTt GoPoOg 3} dewvdg BAN Tl TTpdog f)
Opooic.

all 3¢ missing in PCB



Even before we read Tb, then, we have reason to believe much of the content of its
conclusion. In particular, we know that character is “. . . of that in the soul which is able to
follow reason in accordance with commanding reason.” T6 connects 700¢ to the non-rational
part of the soul well before the conclusion of T5, and T5 repeats the vocabulary of T6.* This
is apparent in two respects. First, T6 tells us that the non-rational part of the soul is able to
follow reason. In T6, Aristotle uses &xoAovbntixod; in TH, the expression is duvopévoo . . .
axohovbeiy. And secondly, though Aristotle does not say so explicitly in T6, T6 gives us
good reason to believe that the reason that the non-rational part of the soul follows is the
reason of the other part of the soul, which is commanding. Both passages uses the word
gmitoxtindy.*® So, much of C has already been shown by the time we arrive at T5.

We should therefore be careful not to overinterpret T5. Overinterpretation will run
contrary to what I have just shown: that the vocabulary of T5 contains quite a few
ambiguities at key points (listed in the previous section), and that T6 already gives us much
of what we need for T5’s conclusion and so we need not treat TS as logically self-contained
(discussed just above). I now address four common interpretations of T5 that fail to take

these points into account: some commentators conclude from T5 that (1) habit involves a

See Appendix B, page 179 for additional comment on part of this passage and its relationship to
T5.

47 So there is no need to see a poorly-presented argument in T5, pace Woods: “The argument seems
to be that since character results from habituation (and not teaching) it belongs to the non-rational
part of the soul” (99). The ascription of character to the non-rational part of the soul may rely in
part on P1, but it has more solid foundations in T6.

48 11.1 tells us that insofar as the other part of the soul is “with reason” (ueta Adyov), it is
commanding. II1.2 does not mention this other part; instead, the non-rational part of the soul
follows reason “in accordance with commanding reason.” Given the remarkable similarity of the
expressions, it would be remarkable if the “following™ of II.2 referenced something other than the
rational part of the soul. II.1, 1220a27-31 introduces the commanding-following relationship
between the soul’s parts with the expressions émitattely and meibeobot xal dxodety.



“habituator,” that (2) certain elements are active or passive in habit, that (3) Adyoc has a
specific role to play in the process, or that (4) there is a key connection between t0
évepynTxdv and character or Adyog, These four are related, for by pushing the passage too
far on one count, it is easier to go beyond the text in others, too.

One common interpretation has it that T5 tells us about a “habituator.” This view
derives partly from particularly active translations of €0og (as “habituation”) and &6ileton (as
“is habituated”).* But for the most part, commentators who see a habituator at work have
focused on P2, and especially on the phrase dywyn pun €uputog in line b2. Some translate the
phrase to imply active guidance, while others, including myself, emphasize un €ueputog
without referring to dywy? as an active “guide.” Take Simpson and Di Basilio as examples
of the first approach, even though their similarly active translations of the passage end in

quite opposing places. Simpson, on the one hand, points out that plants and non-human

49 LSJ s.v. é0{lw does not suggest “habituate.” It also indicates “become accustomed” as appropriate
for both active and passive voice. Since Aristotle clearly uses €0og and €0({w in tandem here, and
since “habit” is a well-established translation of the Aristotelian €0og, I use it for €6og. I avoid “is
habituated” for €0{Cetar, preferring “becomes habituated” instead for it and also for €0{lw. This
translation matches the apparent agnosticism of the Greek as to whether some “habituator” is
involved in the habituation.

50 In the first group are Buddensiek: “einer nicht angeborenen Fiithrung” (2019); Di Basilio: “non-
innate guide” (2018: 4); Dirlmeier: “eine Fithrung, die keine angeborene ist” (22); Donini: “una
guida [di un principio] che non & innata” (35 and 203); Ferreira: “non-innate direction”; Simpson:
“a guidance not innate” (26); and Woods: “guidance which is not innate” (15) and “training” (99).
In the second group we find Inwood and Woolf: “pattern of conduct that is not innate” (19) and
Kenny: “non-innate impulse.” LSJ (s.0. dywy#, 1) indicates both possibilities, foregrounding the
former.

I incline to the latter, which leaves open the possibility of the former without specifying it. I discuss
the matter in the text. In additional support of this direction, Julia Annas points to Sextus’s use of
the word, and to the fact that the Spartan training system is called the &ywy". Sextus’s “tenth
mode”of suspension of judgement includes contrasting &ywyoal and their affects on perception.
Sextus defines &ywY as “a choice of lifestyle or of a certain behaviour adopted by one or many
people,” e.g. Diogenes the Cynic or the Spartans (&ywyyn p&v odv oty afpeotg Biov 7 Tvog
TEGYUoTOg TEPL Evar 1) TTOANODG Yevopévr) See PH 1.145-163 (72K in Long and Sedley, 1.474, pp.
482-483 and 11.463, pp. 472-473).



animals can be trained to grow or behave in certain customary ways and that the customs of

human beings can be trained via the “external guidance of parents and teachers” (246-247).

This dichotomy excludes human beings’ susceptibility to custom-inducing behavior-

modification not only via “external guidance” but also in the ways in which customs in plants

and non-human animals can be formed or changed.” Simpson is not alone in seeing active

guidance at work. In the only article of which I am aware on habituation in the EE, Giulio

Di Basilio interprets &ywy? in a similarly active way. The &ywy" here, he writes, is “a guide

who issues directives” (5). But then Di Basilio diverges from Simpson. Di Basilio argues for

two related and problematic claims, first that habituation requires a passive subject and active

“guide” (&ywyn),”* and second that this guide should be identified with “one’s own

individual logos” (2018: 3, 13, 20).5® This identification, in turn, depends on the questionable

conclusions that the human capacity for reason is acquired™ and that this capacity is not

natural in the same way that, for example, desire is.”> From these two conclusions, Di Basilio
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This exclusion does not go unnoticed by Simpson, who remarks that “[t]here is an implication
here, left unexpressed, that this process of habituation . . . also implants correct commanding in the
part of the soul that reasons” (247). Simpson thus adopts a perspective on the phrase diametrically
opposed to that of Di Basilio (for which see the following paragraph).

In addition to translating &ywy? as “guide” (4), Di Basilio arrives at this conclusion by translating
xweloBo as “being repeatedly moved” (5) and évepynuixdg as “being active” (6). Thus “action is
only the output of the process of habituation, and not the triggering factor” (4).

I discuss the possibility of “self-habituation” in the context of my consideration of the influence of
one’s own reason on character. See Chapter 4.

Di Basilio seems to draw this conclusion on two grounds. First, EE 11.8, 1224b31-35 tells us that
human reasoning capacities develop only at a certain age (9), and second, that capacities in the EE
are in fact acquired and not innate (5). He seems to generalize this second conclusion as follows:
Plausibly, some traits of character are capacities. Less plausibly, all traits of character are acquired.
Therefore, some capacities are acquired, and (generalizing) all capacities are acquired (5). See
further discussion on these points in §V.

To establish this conclusion, Di Basilio (2017: 10 and 10n17) brings up the a distinction drawn by
Annas, between “mere nature” and “nature (proper)” (1993: 142-150, esp. 147n440), which I



determines that the individual’s Adyog is the “non-innate” (uh uputog) guide.”® The non-
rational part of the soul is passive, and the rational part of the soul is active: “one’s
individual logos instructs the non-rational part of the soul until it imprints on it certain
character traits” (3). Now as will be clear from my footnotes, I do not think Di Basilio’s
conclusion warranted.”” But it at least gets past the majority interpretation of the phrase
oywyn un Eueoutos. Most interpreters follow Simpson in reading T5 to imply active
guidance,” but this interpretation seems to owe more to the influence of the account in the

NE than it does to the actual content in Tb.

discuss at greater length below (page 53). I think Di Basilio’s insistence that capacities are acquired
makes him suggest that reason is natural in a third sense, other than Annas’s two: that which is
“natural past a certain age” (11, citing EE 11.8, 1224b31-35).

However, if capacities in the EE, as in the NE, cannot be acquired (as I argue in §V), then both
desire and reason will be “merely natural” and we need not object to Annas’s claim that “in the
books which differ [between the EE and the NE] the Eudemian version does not introduce any
important differences” (1993: 142n415).

Even if capacities can be acquired, though, we might well say that it is “merely natural” for human
beings to acquire reasoning capacities, thus accepting both Annas’s distinction and Di Basilio’s
capacity-acquisition view. Even on this tack, though, reason will not qualify as something “non-
innate” (thus Di Basilio 2017: 13n21, against Kenny 1979: 40).

56 Though Di Basilio cites Dirlmeier (1969: 241) and Woods (108) for support on this point, these
two interpreters produce significantly less committal translations of the terms upon which Di
Basilio relies to argue for his own interpretation (2017: 13n20).

Later in Di Basilio’s paper, he writes that as opposed to the picture in the NE, in the EE, “the
agent of such self-habituation [sic] need not be external” (14; my emphasis). This is a much weaker
claim. Also problematic on Di Basilio’s view: why would reason, once developed, ever start to form
a virtuous character? What would get it started in a positive direction? And it would be remarkable
if in the EE, character formation does not begin until maturity (thus Di Basilio 2017: 21-22).

57 Previous to Di Basilio, Donini wrote against such a conclusion. Donini: “se la ‘guida’ dell’ethismos
non & ‘innata,” non pud trattarsi del logos stesso dell’educando, ma evidentemente di quello di
un’istanza esterna che presiede a un processo di assuefazione” (2014: 31n16). Cp. Dirlmeier: “das
was nicht durch naturgegebene éywy” bewegt wird, wird mwe, d. h. von aulen bewegt” (240).

58 Thus Dirlmeier: “die Mahnungen der Erzieher” (240) and other commentators back to Rassow
(1858), all cited in Di Basilio (6n9).



I propose instead that we be content with T5’s very general comments on habit:
“that [which becomes habituated] becomes habituated by a non-innate pattern of behavior by
moving [or being moved] many times in a certain way, eventually in this way [becoming] the
thing able to be active [or able to activate].” This comment seems to address habit from a
maximally general point of view. However it comes about, an aywy" (“pattern of behavior”)
can lead to a habit. The pattern, or whatever mechanism that brings it about, must merely be
un Eueovtog (“non-innate”). For if the mechanism or pattern were innate to begin with, then
habituation would bring about nothing new in the agent.

A second problematic interpretation misses the ambiguity of the contrast with the
stone in P3: while human beings are certainly unlike stones in the relevant respect (they have
a soul), so are non-human animals and perhaps even plants. P3 therefore makes another
very general comment on habit, a comment that does not remark specifically on the human
case” and it does not require (human) rationality.®

Di Basilio summarizes P3 correctly but then contrasts inanimate things with human
beings: “inanimate things are not capable of acquiring other impulses”; therefore
“[h]abituation results in the non-rational soul’s capacity to initiate activity in accordance with
the dictates of one’s non-innate guide.” (5) As evidence, he cites EE 11.7-9 on force in human

voluntary behavior (7: Bia, as at 1220b5 in the passage under consideration). Similarly,

59 Ferreira seems to draw a similarly general conclusion: “If the argument runs as I claim [with the
gmel 3¢ . . . O . . . xol construction], its premisses guarantee only the first element of the definiens,
[viz., that] character must belong to a soul” (2017: 129).

60 Here and elsewhere, we should not identify the particularly human rational capacity with the
ability to “think™ logically, philosophically, or practically, and we should not concern ourselves with
the modern distinction between excogitation, or conscious thought, and the subconscious. Aristotle
seems to approach the idea of rationality from a third-person and not from a first-person
perspective. For example, the virtuous person’s mpootpéoetg (choices) are essentially rational not
because she experiences a reasoning process relative to them, but because they exhibit rational
features (means-end reasoning, logical structure, etc.) that are ultimately attributable to her.



though Simpson correctly remarks that non-human animals (and perhaps plants) can
develop habits,” his commentary then immediately turns to the human case (247). This is no
doubt understandable, since as Aristotle says, we are concerned with human virtue (1.1,
1219b27-28). In this case (of P3’s comments about the stone), we are not at risk so much of
overinterpretation as underinterpretation. Aristotle seems to use P3 to give us more
information than commentators commonly assume. Habit can indeed happen in the case of
human beings, but it is a phenomenon applicable to anything that has a soul.”

A third objectionable interpretation of T5 gives Adyog an explicit role in habit in the
EE. On such an important issue, we might hope for more information from Aristotle. But T5
is all we have on habit, as previously remarked, and the paucity of evidence for a connection
between A6yog and habit in TS5 speaks against the common insistence that they are
connected. Conclusions in these direction often rely in part on one of the two problematic
interpretations of other parts of T5 just discussed. For example, Woods uses his translation of

¢

dywyh (“guidance,” “training”) to conclude that habit involves the influence of rationality.®
Woods’s conclusion also relies on the contrast he assumes Aristotle is making in P3, namely
between inanimate things and human beings.

A particularly problematic source of such interpretations of the role of Aéyog in habit

is the phrase xortow émttaxtixdv Adyov (“in accordance with commanding reason”) in the

conclusion to T5. This is the first of two occurrences of Aéyog in the conclusion, the second

61 He puts the point more actively — “can be trained” — but we have already discussed this problem.

62 The generality of P3 may explain a bit of odd construction in C. C specifies the locus of character
first as “of the soul” and only then as “but of the part able to follow.”

63 “[T]he fact that the human soul is susceptible of this sort of training indicates that the non-rational
element that is subjected to it is capable of being influenced by rational means, unlike wholly non-
rational things, such as inanimate objects, which are not susceptible of habituation.” 99)



being duvapévou . . . dxorovbely 16 Adyw. As I also explain in Appendix B, this second
expression specifies character as a quality of the part of the soul that “is able to follow
reason.” Kota émitaxtixoy Adyov then tells us how that following happens. Many translators,
however, would have xotda énitoxtinoy Adyov modify moidtng, or the subject of duvopévov,
or even the soul itself. Any of these three alternative interpretations of xotd €mitoxTinoy
A6yov might lead us to think that character is always in accordance with reason, but I argue
that this cannot be the case.®

Instead, I propose that we leave Adyog where we find it in T5, only in these two
expressions in the conclusion of the sentence, both of which remind us of what the non-
rational part of the soul is capable of doing.

A fourth and final common problem with interpretations of T5 focuses on the word
évepyntxdg in P3. Commentators tend to link it directly to character in P1 or C, or directly to
the mentions of Adyog in C. A somewhat extended discussion of this fourth overinterpretation
shows that these inferences are not warranted.

The expression 10 €vepyntixdy occurs in Aristotle only in T5 and at Physics 111.3,
202a13-21 (= M K.9, 1066a26-34),®> where what can move is “capable of acting” on the

movable (oty évepynuindy Tod xvntod).*® As the word occurs only once elsewhere in

64 See my very long footnote in Appendix B, page 175. Chamberlain discusses the view, and Di
Basilio argues in favor of it. Elsewhere, Vasiliou correctly objects to Moss’s claim that the process
of habituation is wholly non-intellectual (2011: V), since if habituation is to yield virtue, habituation
must be a rational process (2014: 370n7). I return to this point in the next section.

65 2017: 128: “Aétius V 20.3 [DK 59 A 101] reports the use of évepyntindg as an adjective qualifying
Adyog in Anaxagoras; the text, however, is corrupt, and the phrasing may be due to a later source.”

66 Aristotle tells us that a motion is a single actualization both of the potential of the mover to move
and of the moved to be moved. Something is a potential mover (xwvntxdv) by being able to move
(t® dvvaobar) but an actual mover by actually (t¢ &vepyeiv) [moving]. "But it is on the movable
that [the mover] is capable of acting," so that the two activities are one and the same (&AN €oTiy
EVEQYNTLXOY TOD RLYNTOD, GoTe Opoiwg wio 7 dpoly évépyeta; trans. Hardie and Gaye 1984: 38).



Aristotle, and that in a somewhat distant context, I think we ought to take a conservative
approach to its interpretation. I therefore translate it ambiguously as “the thing able to be
active [or able to activate].” This translation generally agrees with other translations of
évepyntixds, which follow the meaning in the Physics and render the word as either “able to

be active”®’

or more specifically “able to activate [sc. movement in oneself or perhaps
another].”®® We should not, once again, read into Tt évepynttxdv a specific connection with
rationality or with character, since its context appears to be quite general. And yet Dirlmeier
and Buddensiek both do so with reference to the structure and content of T5.%

Dirlmeier reads 7fog as the subject of the last phrase of P3 (o0twg #0n 0
évepyntindy). Thus character becomes t0 évepyntixdy, and Dirlmeier can translate as follows:
“der Charakter . . . ist . . . auf diese Weise letzten Endes das aktivierende Element” (22).

After comments on the text of T5,” Dirlmeier argues that P3 concerns character in general:

Sodann liegt der Schliissel zum Verstdndnis [von T5] in obtwg
7137, einer typisch aristotelischen (Bonitz-Index 314a10-17)

Ausdrucksweise. . . . Sie besagt, dafs im Vorhergehenden
Aussagen tiber das Ethos gemacht sind, die nunmehr zu einem
Ergebnis fithren . . . [Aristoteles] tibertrédgt . . . seine

Grundanschauung von der Tugend des Ethos ([II.1, 12]20a29-
31) direkt auf das Ethos - das Ethos (die Tugend) entsteht und

67 So Rowe, in a suggested translation (“that is how [we] already [get] the [whatever it may be that is]
capable of acting [in accordance with the acquired %#00cg]”), Buddensiek (2019, translating “able to
be active,” noting that the EE uses évepyeiv to mean “to be active”), and the more conservative of
Di Basilio’s two translations (“being . . . active” 2017: 6).

68 For example, Ferreira (“that which is habituated . . . is initially subjected to guidance by another,
but eventually comes to be able to activate movement by itself,” 127) and Simpson (through
“external guidance,” habituees “become activating principles of different behaviors,” 247); in his
discussion of the word, Di Basilio follows Woods’s suggested translation: “capable of initiating
activity” (189).

69 Simpson also articulates a position like this: “A moral character . . . is an activating principle so
generated in the soul . . . what receives the commands is a something able to follow reason” (247).

70 For which see my comments on Dirlmeier’s approach to the syntax of the passage in Appendix B



dann wird es (die Tugend) in der befestigten Richtung aktiv.”
(240)

Unfortunately, Bonitz’s citations for this strictly logical sense of o0twg #87 are unconvincing;”
we should prefer a less syntactically significant translation of the phrase.” Without the
structure it relies on, Dirlmeier’s interpretation falls apart.

Buddensiek, on the other hand, attempts to substantiate his interpretation with
textual support from the EE. Buddensiek cites the évepyntixdv as that in virtue of which the

habituee can follow the Aéyoc.” He then asks the question “[ilnwiefern wiirde dieses

71 On Dirlmeier’s connection of II.1, 1220a29-31 with T5, see my Chapter 2 discussion of the former
passage. Kenny also remarks on the pivotal 11.1, 1220a29-31 (1978: 180).

72 Here is Bonitz: “a tempore transfertur #dv ad causarum vel ratiocinandi series et consequentiam”
(“from time, [the meaning of] 77 is transferred to the order and logical consequence of causes or
inference”). Bonitz cites two passages in support of this meaning (and others “conferatur”):

M A.21.1022b19: Eva 3¢ al TobTwy Evépyetal xal dAotwaoeLs 7107: “We call an affection . . . in
another sense, the functionings of [modifiable qualities like pale and sweet], i.e. the actual
modifications . . .” (text Ross, trans. Kirwan)

NE VI.9, 1142b14: xol yop 7 d36Ea 00 {imotg dAAa @dotg Tig 7i07: “Nor is good deliberation any
kind of belief. . . . But excellence in deliberation does involve reason. What remains, then, is that it
is correctness in thought, since this is not yet assertion. For belief is not inquiry, but already a kind of
assertion, while the person who deliberates . . .” (text Bywater, trans. Crisp).

73 Ferreira suggests that o0twg 787 may be equivalent to Latin tum demum (“then indeed,”
“eventually,” “only then”), citing Estienne (1572 s.v. #i8v). Ferreira provides Estienne’s citations on
the matter (127-128). Ferreira additionally supplies Aristotelian and Platonic parallels, the former
being MM 11.12, 1212a23-24 and Top. V.3, 132a11-13 (128).

74 Buddensiek also provides philosophical support for this argument, as follows. He seems to divide
possible cases of habituation into only self-habituation and habituation through a teacher. He
rejects the first and tells us that the second must require the ability on the part of the learner to
follow the Adyog. He identifies the évepyntixndy as the only factor in virtue of which this following
could be possible: “Wenn wir nicht annehmen wollen, dass sich der Charakter primér aus eigener
Kraft - durch Wiederholung - bildet, . . . muss [es ein Bildendes] von solcher Art [geben], dass es
zur Formung des Charakters auf solche Weise beitragt, dass der geformte Charakter auf den Adyog
horen kann. Da das évepyntixdy der einzige aktive Faktor ist, der genannt wird, liegt es nahe
anzunehmen, dass durch diesen Faktor Charakter mit Blick auf seinen Bezug zum Adyog zu dem
gemacht wird, was er ist - das heifst, es liegt nahe anzunehmen, dass das évepyntixéy seinerseits
rational in jeder hier relevanten Hinsicht ist” (2019).



Verstiandnis von “energétikon” in [11.2,] 1220b5-7 aufgenommen?” He responds that (1) we can
find his interpretation of évepyntixdy in the double reference to Adéyog in I1.2, 1220b5-6, and
concludes that (2) his view has the advantage of making that double reference clear:

[E]s gibt den zeitlichen Bereich, auf den die Rede von “kata

epitaktikon logon” (1220b5f) verweist. Dies ist der zeitliche

Bereich der Formung - im Unterschied zum je aktuellen Fall des

Gehorsams gegentiber dem logos. Das energétikon - wenn es eine

Form von logos ist - wére mit dem anordnenden /ogos in

Verbindung zu bringen, der den Charakter - durch seine oft

wiederholten Handlungs- oder Bewegungsanweisungen — formt.

(2019)
Earlier in this section I explained how both references to Aéyog in the conclusion to T5
describe the non-rational part of the soul, with no particular reference to the other premises
of TH (see page 47). If my explanation is plausible, (2) will not follow, and if my explanation
is correct, neither will (1) have any support in the text of the EE.

There are no grounds for seeing an explicit connection to character or to Adyog in
Aristotle’s use of the expression 10 évepyntixdv. As in the case of other very general
expressions in T5, this leaves open the possibility that this expression could apply to non-
human souls. Just because the souls of non-human animals do not have a rational part gives
us no reason to suspect that the adoption of habits would not result in them being
évepyntixal. I only find attention to this point, and that oblique, in Buddensiek. Buddensiek
writes that while nonliving things cannot be habituated, “bestimmter (nicht aller) lebender
Wesen” can acquire a certain permanent dispositions to act in certain ways. He later clarifies
that “Nicht jeder beliebige Teil, nicht jede beliebige hylomorphistische Struktur kann auf diese
Weise geformt werden: das threptikon mit seinen verschiedenen Auspridgungen kann es

klarerweise nicht” and that Aristotle is content to observe that in many cases such formation

is not possible, without specifying that in virtue of which it is or is not (2019). We do not



have other evidence to fall back on regarding t0 évepyntixdyv. But this point about non-
human cases, like the other comments I have made in this vein, should serve mostly to
remind us that in the EE Aristotle presents an account of habit that is general enough to
allow for such examples, and that he does not elucidate a complex theory of habituation, no
matter how much commentators would prefer that he had.”

We have just seen four attempts to make T5 say more than it does. T5 does not (1)
mention a “habituator,” nor does it (2) tell us what is active and what is passive in habit. It
does not (3) specify a role for Adyog in habit, and there are no grounds for assuming that (4)
T0 €vepynTtixoy refers to character or has a connection to Adyog.

So what is Aristotle doing in the passage? First, in T5 Aristotle presents an original,
very general, account of habit as a phenomenon found in non-rational souls. P2, supported
by P3, tells us about this process of becoming habituated. And second, despite its
unilluminating expressions regarding Adyog, C does offer us one key new piece of
information: that character is a quality (ot6tng). The next section explains these positive

features of the sentence about habit, Tb.

75 One final interpretation of the word comes from Ferreira, using a range of Aristotle’s treatises:

If To évepynuxdy is the same as T xtvnuxdy (in the Phys. passage),
and O Ty is the same as o wolnuxdy (cf. De Anima (DA) 111.2,
426a4—6), then one may turn to Movement of Animals (MA) 8, 702a10—
21 and see each item in the chain in 702a17-19 as capable of activating
the item placed right below it—according to which proposal, desire
(and therefore character, since character is a quality of the desiring part
of the soul) turns out to be capable of activating passion, which aligns
well with what Aristotle says in the remainder of our chapter (EE 11.2,
1220b7-20). Aristotle would thus have in mind the distinction between
character (or rather dispositions of character) and passions, not the
division of the soul into rational and non-rational parts, when
speaking of that which, after a process of habituation, is made capable
of activating movement in another. (128-129)

This seems farfetched. As I continue to argue, we should not read more into T5 than is there.



VI Habit in the non-rational soul: character as a quality (wol6tng)

Aristotle’s eliminative consideration of the origin question (Section III of this
chapter) suggests that virtue of character comes from practice (&oxnotg), and more specifically
from habit (R60¢). Aristotle’s explicit comments on habit then consider the phenomenon quite
broadly, even apart from a connection to character or (human) Adyog. We have already
discussed the generality of several aspects of Aristotle’s account on habit in P2 and P3,
through the rejection of four overly specific readings of the passage in the previous section. I
now consider this account of habit in P2 and P3 in its own right.

First, notice that in P1, habit defines the development of character and not the other
way around. Aristotle does not, for example, define habit as the mechanism through which
character develops. This order of definition makes sense in light of the generality of
Aristotle’s other comments on habit in T5. As I have argued, Aristotle’s contrast case of a
stone in P3 and the ambiguity of his vocabulary in P2 leave open the possibility that non-
human animals and perhaps even plants might be subjects of habit. Additionally, the
generality of Aristotle’s comments on habit leave open the possibility that habit can result in
inclinations that do not qualify as traits of character. On this point, Aristotle seems to give us
two examples at I1.10, 1227b10-11, where he observes that we do not say that someone has a
“certain sort of character” (moldg tig T0 H00g) if they are inclined to sweet or bitter tastes.”

Aristotle’s very general account of habit also suggests that the process is non-rational
in the sense that it need not involve rational capacities on the part of the habituee. To see

this, think of the example of exercise and diet that Aristotle points to at the end of EE II.1.

76 The NE contains neither the specification that certain inclinations are not traits of character nor the
expression oiog Ttg T Abog (Dirlmeier 301; the MM has an identical passage). The EE requires it,
having defined intermediates quite generally in terms of pleasures and pains (Woods 151).



Human beings do not follow exercise or diet regimens from birth; however, later in life the
patterns of behavior that constitute such regimens can become habits. As I have remarked,
Aristotle clearly aims to apply his idea of habit to human beings. But the account in T5
allows for non-human cases as well. A dog or a cat, for example, will get in the habit of
taking its food in a certain way or going about a house with a certain facility if for whatever
reason these behaviors occur consistently over a sufficient period of time. When we see a cat
jump up to get a treat or a dog climb a flight of stairs with ease, we are observing habits
formed without even the potential for rational uptake of their contents. Aristotle’s EE
account of habit is open to these sorts of examples because it is not specifically tied to the
development of human virtue (which would require rationality) and because it emphasizes
that the key feature of a habituee is a soul.”

I have just suggested that the EE account of habit does not require rational uptake
on the part of the habituee. We might expect instead that at habit will at least involve rational
guidance. But the only two references to Adyog (both in T5’s conclusion) describe a part of

the soul of which character is a quality; they need have nothing to do with habit itself. The

77 1t is of course natural — both for human beings and for other animals — to be able to be habituated
to do certain things and not others. The resultant habits are not themselves natural, though, in the
sense that we do not act out of habit from birth. In both the human and the non-human animal
examples, the nature of the agent eventually gains the ability to move of its own accord in the way
in which it has been habituated. Here I use “nature” only in the sense Annas calls “mere nature”:

Annas contrasts “mere nature,” which “can be developed either for the better or the worse,” with
“nature (proper),” which is “a guide to our ethical aims. A human being “has from [mere] nature
an ability and suitability receptive of [virtue]” (1993: 143, 147, 149). On “nature (proper),” Annas
highlights Politics (Pol.) 1.2, 1252b32-33 (“Nature is an end (telos), since what we say the nature of
each thing is, is what it is when its coming-into-being is completed,” trans. Annas) and points to
NE V.7, 1134b18-1135a5 and VII.12, 1153a12-15..

See also Irwin’s NE glossary (s.v. “nature,” sense 3, 2019: 387) and Kraut (2007: 207). McDowell
discusses the more general idea that “the natural world is in the space of logos” (2002: 180; see
180-188 and esp. 184n33).



examples above may well be brought about by rational guidance, as when an indulgent cat-
lover holds a treat progressively higher, but they may also develop without a plan: the dog
that climbs the stairs does not need to be taught how. It is even possible that the nutritive
soul of a plant could develop a habit for growing in certain ways: trees adapt to the
availability of light and water in their environment as they grow. Whether or not we think
Aristotle would have agreed with this example, we can at least say that the process of habit
does not involve some habituator, and it requires only non-rational capacities on the part of
the habituee.”

Stepping aside from a focus on the rational capacities of human beings, we should
take note that Aristotle’s account of habit does require structure of a different sort. Habits
come about through a pattern of behavior (&ywy?), by moving many times in a certain way
(1tedg). Sometimes, of course, this behavior will be driven by rational capacities (as in the
feline example), and in the cases with which we are particularly concerned in both Ethics the
rational capacities of the habituee will play a crucial role in habit’s development (i.e., in
virtue). But even in the fully general case, repeated motion in a particular way will leave
structure in the soul.

Moss draws a similar conclusion in her analysis of habituation in Aristotle (2011).”

While habituation is non-rational, she says, the non-rational part of the soul is “cognitive.”®

78 1 focus on rational and non-rational capacities to avoid overly emphasizing “parts” of the soul.
Aristotle recommends focusing on what duvdperg (“capacities”) the soul has in general, without
trying to assign each of these capacities to one or another part of the soul.

79 Moss intends her point to capture Aristotle’s view, though she does not make distinctions between
the two Ethics. If I am correct, there are important differences between the EE and the NE on the
role of rationality in virtue. In the dissertation, I explain the EE’s perspective. The contrast with
the NE will be clear, though I comment on it explicitly at various points.

80 As explained in Moss’s Chapter 7 and 8. Moss cites Achtenberg (2002) as a forerunner to her view.



Moss’s conclusion that the non-rational human soul is “cognitive” agrees with my claim that
Aristotle’s EE account of habit leaves a structure in the soul, though Moss’s analysis is
understandably restricted to human beings. Other commentators, however, seem to look past
this point in their focus on the human case. For example, in a review of Moss, Vasiliou
objects to her thesis that habituation is an entirely non-rational process but that “for the
habituation to yield virtue, it must be proper habituation, and so ‘supervised’” (Moss 2011:
202). Vasiliou writes: “But what is [habituation] supervised by if not reason (one’s own or
another’s)? And if the virtuous capacity for evaluative phantasia is shaped by proper
upbringing so that illusory evaluative phantasiai are eliminated, surely there is a clear sense
in which such a habituation is a rational process” (2014: 370n7). Vasiliou’s objection holds in
the case of virtue, but habit applies far beyond that. Somewhat similarly, Buddensiek is right
to say that “[der Charakter] als Speicher von (rationalen) Anordnungen zu verstehen ist”
(2019), but his focus on character and rational order obscures Aristotle’s more basic point that
a soul, quite generally, is susceptible of being ordered in certain ways.*

The “structure” that I have said habit must leave in the soul will take on important
meaning in the case of human character and especially of virtue (Chapter 2). But even in the
much more general context of TS5 we can see this structure playing a role, in the one feature
of the passage yet to be discussed: the definition of character as a quality (rotdtng) of the

1'82

non-rational part of the soul.®* Now from a Nicomachean perspective we might have expected

81 Buddensiek continues: “. . . welcher Speicher in spéteren vergleichbaren Situationen abgerufen
werden kann . . . in die Formung des Charakters rationale Erkenntnisse eingegangen sind. Diese
Erkenntnisse reflektieren ihrerseits - vermutlich - Erkenntnisse tiber Zielsetzungen,
Handlungszusammenhénge, Zusammenhénge von Zielen und ihren Mitteln . . . der so geformte
Bereich den Gehalt dieses Einflusses bewahrt” (2019).

82 As I argue in Appendix B, character is a quality specifically of the understood subject of
dvuvapévou; that is, of the non-rational part of the soul and not generally of the soul itself.



habit to involve a teacher and a learner, both of whom are engaged rationally in the process.
In this case we could understand the structural changes to the habituee’s soul perhaps more
easily, since in being trained to think or act in a certain way, she eventually comes, rationally,
to adopt such patterns of behavior as her own. Such an explanation is not available to us
because of the EE’s all-purpose account of habit; however the very generality of Aristotle’s
Eudemian perspective leads to his definition of character as a wol6tng.

As I have argued above, T5’s conclusion consists mostly of a description of the non-
rational part of the soul. What remains of the conclusion defines character as a motétrg.
Nowhere in the NE do we find either part of this definition: Aristotle does not define
character (760¢) apart from virtue of character (76ux] &pet#),*” and there is no mention of
moLdTteg in any context.** Even in the EE Aristotle mentions motdtyg only in the immediate
context of T5 (I1.2, 1220b5-20).* While I discuss the idea of character as a wot4tng to a
greater extent in Chapter 2, here I want to suggest that Aristotle defines character as a

moLdtng because habit develops semi-permanent psychic structure, changing how the soul is.

83 In the passage parallel to the EE’s connection of 700 to €0og (NE I1.1, 1103a14-23), Aristotle ties
70N dpeTh, not Rbog, to €0og, The NE often remarks non-definitionally on 700c.

84 Except one: motdtrg figures briefly in the discussion of pleasure and the good at NE X.3, 1173a13
and a15,

Stewart argues to the contrary that the NE does bring up qualities, and in a context that shall
concern us very shortly. He asserts that the three things in the soul at NE I1.5, 1105b19-21 (and
also in the present context) are all wotdtnreg (1892: 187-189), because Cat. VIII, 8b25ff. likewise
divides motdtng into €ELg, dvvapte, and mabog. The only Nicomachean evidence he cites, though, is
1.9, 1099b31, which tells us that political science aims at producing citizens of a certain kind (tod
motog Tvag). Even if it is not too much of a stretch to think of wotdtnteg in a Nicomachean
context, Aristotle certainly does not there discuss ethical wotdtnteg, as he does in the EE. And the
connection between the three things in the soul and a moldtng is tenuous at best.

85 With motdtng at 11.2, 1220b15 as well as b5, though only in these two places in the EE; Aristotle
also asks at EE 1.4, 1215a22-25 whether happiness is having a certain kind (motév ttvar) of soul or
whether one’s actions must also be of a certain kind.



Though the ethical works provide no support for this claim (or any other)
concerning mototnteg, Aristotle’s discussion of qualities in Categories 8 suggests it. Categories 8
first gives a minimal definition of qualities: “[those things] in virtue of which things are said
to be qualified somehow.”®® But motdtng is mAcovoy@g Aeyopévy (“said in many ways”), and

Aristotle lists four:

(1) &Eewc (states: e.g. the branches of knowledge or the virtues)
and dtobéoeig (conditions: e.g. “hotness and chill and sickness
and health”) are qualities;

(2) duvdpetg puowxai 3 advvapior (natural capacities or
incapacities: those things in virtue of which we call people

“boxers or runners or healthy or sickly”) are qualities;

(3) there are moOnuxol molotnteg (affective qualities), on the

one hand
(3a) “sweetness, bitterness, . . . paleness, darkness,”
which are “productive of . . . affection[s] of the senses,”

and on the other

(3b) 7 povixn and 1 0py" (“madness” and “irascibility”),

which are “present right from birth as a result of certain

affections”; and finally,

(4) “shape and external form of each thing” are qualities.

Aristotle specifies these senses further by discussing their permanence or impermanence.
Within (1), &€eig are more stable and longer lasting than Staféoetc. Similarly, a given
example of paleness or irascibility is just a wé0og (an affection) if temporary circumstances
bring it on (as when one is pale through fear or “bad-tempered in distress”). But Aristotle

enumerates two parallel sets of examples of paleness or irascibility as a quality: first, a pale

complexion or irascibility “present right from birth”; and second, paleness “from long illness,

86 8b25: ITotdtntor 3 Aéyw %o’ Mv ool Tiveg Aéyovtal. Translations from the Categories are Ackrill’s
(1984); the text is from Minio-Pauluello (1949).



[which does] not easily give way”) or irascibility similar to that present from birth but which
results from “any aberrations that are not natural (] @uotxai) but result from some other
circumstances, and are hard to get rid of or even completely unchangeable.” The passage
implies that these final two examples (the non-natural but at least semi-permanent qualities)
are examples of “affective qualities.” Thus the distinction between affective qualities and
affections appears to be that the first are longer-lasting, even if they are not permanent. On
the other hand, Aristotle refers to conditions (in sense (1)) as “easily changed and quickly
changing.” Relative permanence does not characterize all types of qualities, then, but it does
distinguish capacities from states, and affective qualities from affections.®’

If we can bring the Categories distinctions to bear on the EE claim that character is a
quality, we might naturally think that character is a quality in sense (1), and further as a state
and not a condition. After all, Aristotle gives “the virtues” as examples of states. But this
identification happens well after T5. Instead of looking to classify character using the senses
of moldtnc in the Categories, we should notice the importance of permanence to most of the
ways Tototrg is used. We will have duration in mind anyway, from T5’s description of the
process of habit. And so it seems reasonable to think of character as a quality, in the context
of TS, because when someone has a character, their soul — or the way their soul is, its
structure — has undergone a semi-permanent change. This description could perhaps match

any of (1), (2), or (3), though not the conditions of (1).

87 Woods also mentions this passage. He summarizes it by saying that only &Eelg, dtabéoctc, and
duvapetg (but apparently not mobntixol motdtnreg) “would naturally be ascribed in answering the
question what someone is like, hence they are required by Aristotle to be relatively long-lasting,
unlike affections” (99-100). The passage seems to suggest partly to the contrary that the mafntixol
motGtrteg are longer lasting than Stobéoelc, at least in some cases (compare irascibility “present
right from birth” to sickness that is “easily changed and quickly changing”), and that we might
well describe “what someone is like” by using any of Aristotle’s senses of quality. except perhaps

(4).



On the definition of character as a motdtng, TS is not more explicit than it is in so
many other respects. But the idea that habit brings about structure in the soul does make
some sense of the idea of character as a mot6tng, and also perhaps of the phrase to
évepynTxdv. As discussed above, we do not have enough evidence to rely on a specific
interpretation of “&vepyntixdc” and to draw conclusions from that interpretation.® However,
whatever the word may mean, it is fairly clear that it designates a new capability® of the
soul, a capability that results from habit. Further, this new capability seems to have
something to do with the psychic structure instilled by habit. Perhaps the structure resulting
from habit just is what Aristotle calls T0 évepyntixdyv. Or perhaps souls, once ordered by
“patterns of behavior,” are such as to develop an évepyntixdv, which gives them the ability to
function in a corresponding way. Or again, perhaps t0 évepynuxdy is a capacity like any
other in the soul and habit can bring about structure in the soul in virtue of it.” We do not
know. A minimal interpretation would suggest that Aristotle defines character as a mot6tng
(C) because character comes from habit (P1) and habit in turn changes the quality of a soul

in a semi-permanent way (P2-P3).

88 Thus I think we can at least begin to understand character as a motdtng without too close a
reading of P2, contra Woods: “The crucial point is the interpretation of évepyntixdv and the
preceding oitw %37, as the main ground for holding 70o¢ to be a mwolGtng must occur in that part
of the sentence” (189).

89 By writing “capability” I hope to avoid an explicit link with Aristotle’s duvéi.etg, which 1 translate
“capacities.” I discuss the relationship of SuvdyeLg to character — but not explicitly to habit — in
Chapter 2.

90 A suggestion of Buddensiek’s seems to head in this direction. Recall that Buddensiek explains the
gvepynTxdy as “that in virtue of which the habituee can follow the Adyoc” (see my page 49). He
cites as a benefit of this explanation that “das energétikon nicht selbst der Charakter, d.h. eine
Beschaffenheit ist, sonder vielmehr eben etwas, das fiir das Zustandekommen des Charakters (der
Beschaffenheit) zustidndig ist. Ein Vorteil ist dies, weil Beschaffenheiten nicht selbst aktivitétsfahig
oder aktivierungsfdhig sind, sondern weil sie Modifikationen entsprechender Strukturen sind“
(2019). The other alternatives I list in the text also avoid identifying to #fog with t0 évepynTixdv.



Now if I am correct about what Aristotle says in P1, P2, and P3 of the sentence on
habit, we should be rather disappointed in him. After all, the sentence began boldly with émret
& &oti t0 HBog; we might well expect a detailed account of character. Further, since Aristotle
focused our attention on human virtue before arriving at T5, we might expect Aristotle’s
comments on character to head in that direction (as they do in the NE). But after tying
character to habit in P1, Aristotle gives us an all-purpose sketch of habit in P2, confirmed as
fully general by his contrast case in P3. P1-P3 tell us about habit, and the conclusion tells us
that character is a quality (otdtng), but we still do not know much about (human) character,
and we have learned next to nothing about virtue.” More pertinently for the topic of this
dissertation, Aristotle seems to have failed to tell us how character comes about. Where, in a

word, does Aristotle tell us how to become good? In the next chapter, I tackle this question.

91 Meyer suggests that the application to virtue is understood: “Curiously enough Aristotle here in the
EFE [11.2,] 1220a39-b5 fails to state that character virtue arises from habituation—a point he makes
in the EN version of these remarks ([NE II.1,] 1103a17-23). Perhaps he thinks it goes without
saying; his earlier remarks [at EE 1I.1,] 1220a11-12 presuppose but don’t state that character virtue
is a moLdtng in respect of (adv. acc.) one’s R00g” (2017: 26 and 26n45). That habituation should
lead to virtue hardly seems like a proposition Aristotle would leave as an exercise, though. On this
point, see my comments on EE VIL.2 in the Interlude following Chapter 2.



2 Pleasure and Pain in the Formation of Character

We have just seen Aristotle’s direct account of habituation in the EE. This account

falls short of its NE analogue in several respects:'

(1) As we have seen, the EE provides far less detail than we find in the NE. The EE’s
picture is so general that we can imagine it applying to non-human animals as well as
to human beings.

(2) The EE lacks the analogy between virtue® and skill found in the NE.

(3) In the NE, pleasure proper to virtuous activity aids in developing character. There is
no parallel to this passage in the EE.?

(4) The EE also lacks an account of how it can be that repeated virtuous actions make

one virtuous. The NE tackles this puzzle directly.

Aristotle clearly wants and needs more than such a minimal and general account.* As we

have seen, Aristotle poses the origin question both frequently and forcefully in the EE.

Where in the EE, then, does he deliver?

In this chapter I show that the EE’s discussions of pleasure and pain contain

Aristotle’s Eudemian understanding of how character comes about. In one respect, we should

1

The Nicomachean Ethics contains an extended discussion of habituation (at NE 11.1-4, 1103a14-
1105b17).

I will use “virtue” to mean “virtue of character,” except of course where the term refers to the more
general &petn of something, as in P4 below.

However, see §VII.

This stark difference between the two Ethics is strikingly absent from Inwood and Woolf’s list of
six primary divergences (xvii-xxiv). They do not mention the EE’s lack of a proper account of
habituation, the absence of the skill analogy from the work, or the fact that the EE does not
discuss the pleasures of virtue.



not be surprised by this: pleasure and pain are central to both Ethics’ understanding of how
we express character traits. But whether we are reading the EE with the NE in mind or not,
the account is at first somewhat obscure.

No doubt this obscurity accounts in part for the lack of substantial past work on the
topic of this chapter. We have already seen that commentators do not find solutions to the
origin question in the EE. On the more general issue of pleasure, the differences between the
two treatments of pleasure in NE VII and X dominate discussion, since if the former belongs
properly to the EE, then the two treatises differ in their approach to pleasure.” But as of the
current writing, so far as I know we do not have an account of how character develops,
according to Aristotle’s Eudemian Ethics proper.

Our discussion will revolve around a key text, EE 11.1, 1220a29-37. There, Aristotle
generates an account of the development of character by making general comments about the
creation and destruction of conditions (dtaféoceic) and then applying them to virtue itself.
But to understand the application to virtue, we need to look to Aristotle’s discussion of the
underlying psychological principles and the nature of pleasure and pain, both found
throughout the first half of EE II. Only then can we appreciate what Aristotle is doing in
I1.1.

I therefore proceed as follows. I begin with Aristotle’s preliminary remarks about
conditions in II.1 (§1). The next three sections provide the background we need to apply
those remarks to virtue: I discuss Aristotle’s psychological terminology and his remarks on

pleasure and pain in I1.1-2 and II.4-5 (§1I-IV). I then return to the key text in II.1, where

5 In the introduction to their translation of the Eudemian Ethics, Inwood and Woolf bring the
difference between the treatments of pleasure in the EE and in the NE to the reader’s attention.
But they confine their observations to the differences between NE VII (which they title EE VI) and
NE X instead of bringing up the much less studied (and perhaps more interesting) issue of the
differences between the EE and the NE on the relationship between virtue and pleasure.



Aristotle answers the origin question (§V). We find additional evidence for his answer
elsewhere in EE 11 and III (§VI), and a concluding section addresses possible roles of
pleasure in the virtuous and happy life. In the main, I show how Aristotle uses pleasure and

pain to develop an account of character formation and expression.

I The argument of Il.1: general cases

While investigating “those things through which [character] comes about [y{vetou
dudx tivewv]” (I1.1, 1220a14-15), Aristotle lays out two principles and draws a conclusion. In
this section, I discuss the two principles. After intervening discussion of psychological
background, I present the conclusion, where Aristotle applies these two principles to virtue
(§V).

P4: “The best condition [dtafeotg] comes about [yiyveoOou]

through the best things [t®v BeAtiotwv], and . . . the best things

are done [mpdttecbor GpLtota] in each case in accordance with

the virtue of each.”®
That is, for every kind of condition that a living thing can be in, that condition will turn out
best if the things that produce it are in their best state when they do in fact produce it.”

Aristotle’s example is the best physical condition of the body, which results from the best

food and training, whatever those may be.

6 11.1, 1220a22-24: 7 Bertiotn didbeoig OO TOV PeAtiotwy Yiyveahor, xol mpdtteahol dpiota Tepl
EXOOTOV ATTO THG EXAGTOL QPETTG

a22 yiveobor B

7 Aristotle tells us that this principle and the one that follows are clear by induction. Using his
example of physical condition (discussed later in this section), we can imagine many more
examples that would work in a parallel manner. Of course, there will be some conditions to which
this principle does not apply, notably conditions that cannot turn out “best,” e.g. sickness. I owe
this final point to Robert Wardy’s commentary on this chapter.



P5: “Every condition comes to be [y{yveobot] and is destroyed
[pBeipecbor] by how the same things are applied.”®

Here we learn about destruction as well as the creation we saw in P4: the same things
destroy a condition as bring it about. Applying it to the first principle, we can see that the
“best things,” used improperly, would destroy the best condition. We will see shortly what
exactly this means.

In these two principles, we find three distinct claims:

In general:

i. From P4: The best things bring about the best condition or virtue of each thing.
ii. From P4: The best condition or virtue of each thing brings about the best things.
iii. From P5: If y brings about a condition x, then y applied differently destroys x.

Between P4 and P5, Aristotle discusses physical condition (and after P5, health more
generally). As the example of physical conditioning shows, these two principles from EE 1I.1
hold generally for living things: the best food will bring about the best physical condition not
just for a human being, but also for any animal. But his discussion gives us more than just

an illustration, as I show:

With respect to physical condition:

L]

i’. The best exercises bring about the best physical condition (a virtue of the body).

8 1.1, 1220a26-27: &t maooy dtabeoty DO TOY adTOY Yiyveabol xal @Oeipeabal g
TIPOGPEPOUEVWY

a26-27 yiveobow B



ii’. The best physical condition (a virtue of the body) brings about the best exercises.
iii". Food, exertion, and climate’ bring about health. Applied differently, they destroy it.
Implied:

iv’. Exertion of a certain quality brings about physical condition of that same quality.
v'. Physical condition of a certain quality brings about exertion of a certain quality.
vi. Things of a certain quality bring about conditions of that same quality.

vii’. Conditions of a certain quality bring about things of a certain quality.

i’, ii’, and iii’ derive directly from i, ii, and iii, applied to the example of physical
condition or health. A note is in order regarding ii’, for Woolf argues ad loc that Aristotle’s
point throughout P4 and P5 is not very good, because only in some cases would it even be
possible for the “things” that produce a certain condition to result from it. For example, the
best food or climate cannot result from good physical condition. Indeed they cannot, at least
not in the sense that the best exercises can. But someone in good physical condition will
choose healthy food and desire a propitious climate. I think the argument here is sound well
beyond the limits Woolf assigns to it.

Now iii’ leads to the four further propositions: in iii’ (unlike in iii), it is clear that
Aristotle intends there to be a relationship between the way in which something (y) is applied
to create a condition (x) and how y is applied to destroy that condition. Namely: the quality
of the things applied will be reflected in the quality of the condition produced. Thus while it
is convenient for Aristotle to say “created” and “destroyed” to illustrate the basic point, these

words create the false impression that there are only two ways to apply something: either to

9  dpag. Woods: “time of life.” Inwood and Woolf’s translation makes more sense of the term.



create or destroy the relevant condition. To the contrary: good health is created by good
exercise, but exercise of a mediocre quality brings about mediocre health and poor health is
(often) due to poor exercise. We could rephrase the last point by saying that poor exercise
“destroys” good health, which it does indeed. But Aristotle’s point is much more general
here, as I have stated it in vi’ and vii’, which follow' from the generalized examples in iv’
and v’.

The generality of vi’ and vii’ should lead us to think about virtue, since it is also a
quality of the soul. And indeed Aristotle turns to virtue in the passage immediately following
the text we have just been considering. But before continuing there ourselves, we need to
look later in EE II at Aristotle’s thinking on affections (té& mé0y), capacities (ot duvépeLe),
and states (ot €Ectg), and at his comments on pleasure and pain. My eventual contention will
be that the things that lead to and that come from virtue (its xtvfoelg, €pya, and méb7 in
i” and ii” above) can be understood in terms of the pleasure and pain that accompany them.
Thus via pleasure and pain Aristotle can account for the development of virtue, building on

the example of physical condition (i’-iii’) discussed here.

II Background: Psychological terminology

Aristotle’s move from physical conditions to virtue requires an understanding of the
place of character in his technical psychological vocabulary. The passages most central to the
discussion here and are in EE II, beginning with 11.1-2, 1220a22-b20 and continuing with
I1.4-5, 1221b27-1222a17 and b9-14. These two passages (I1.1-2 and I1.4-5) are separated by

the account of the mean and of the vices opposed to it. After discussing human action,

10 The argument is not watertight. Aristotle relies explicitly on induction in this passage and in many
others.



voluntariness, and mpoaipeotg, Aristotle summarizes the results of these discussions in
another passage relevant here: I1.10, 1227a38-b11, where Aristotle gives a final definition of
virtue of character."

At 11.1-2, 1220b10-20 Aristotle distinguishes between affections (té md07), capacities
(ol duvdpetg), and states (ol &Eetg).'” Character traits, including the virtues and vices, are
psychological states: ways of being, we might say." States correlate with both capacities and

affections,' but the capacities and not the affections account for them."” That is, even when

11 The De Anima or indeed the Physics or the Categories might help to elucidate what Aristotle has in
mind. Though I refer to these sources as possible comparisons, I prefer to use just EE material
whenever possible.

12 Especially 11.2, 1220b10-12. Cp. NE 11.5, 1105b19-20, where Aristotle’s list of these three seems to
be exhaustive of the “things in the soul.” (There, Aristotle argues eliminatively that ot dpetodi,
probably restricted to the virtues of character, must be &Eetc.) The first sentence of the EE passage
(1220b10-12) locates the distinction “év toig dmnioypévorg”; Jonathan Barnes suggests deletion of
the entire sentence. See Dirlmeier 1962 for a discussion. Rowe, the OCT, and Susemihl print the
sentence. Simpson suggests that it refers to Virtues and Vices (2013b).

Whether we accept the sentence or not does not make a difference to the content of the passage or
my explanation of what is going on, since Aristotle goes on to explain all three things anyway.

13 1I1.2, 1220b7-10; 11.5, 1222b4-14; 11.10, 1227b8. See comment (A) in $III for a discussion of an
alternative interpretation, according to which some character traits, according to this passage, are
capacities, not states. I argue against such an interpretation.

Aristotle describes character (700¢) as a quality (motdtng) of the soul at least two times in I1.2 (cp.
N00og as a molog at 1227b8-10). Compare the interpretation that I gave in the last chapter (matching
but not necessarily drawing on Categories 8) to the analysis here: it should be clear that the
qualities we ascribe to people (and so to their souls) refer to a complex of psychological features.
So while we may say that people are good or bad, here I am answering a more specific question: in
virtue of what kind of psychological feature do we say that someone has an 70og of whatever
quality?

14 11.2, 1220b7-10. Again, see comment (A) in §2.

15 11.2, 1220b14-15: xol xoter pev TodTor 00X EGTL TOLOG TLG, AAA TTAOYEL, XOTO OE TOLG OLYAUELS
motdtne. Earlier in the rather short I1.2, Aristotle has told us that character traits are qualities
(1220b5-7) of a certain part of the soul. And just before this passage, he has defined and given
examples of affections (1220b12-14). The context shows us that tabta are affections, and that when
we read that a 7ol6tg is on account of (xatér) capacities and not affections, we should understand
that this holds true specifically (at least) for character traits, which have just been described as



not experiencing the relevant affections, we retain our states of character because the
capacities that underlie them are always present (though they can change over time, of
course). Character traits are expressed, though, by affections of various kinds.

Take the first character trait listed in Aristotle’s table at 1220b38 as an example:
irascibility (0pytAGtng). Irascibility (a state) is a feature of someone’s character, that is, a
character trait, if and only if he is irascible (a capacity). Because of his capacity to be affected
in this way, he feels anger (an affection) more often than one should. But even when he is
not feeling anger, he is still irascible, and in virtue of the fact that he has that capacity, people
think he exemplifies irascibility, even when (or perhaps especially when) he is not angry.
When he actually is angry, of course, he feels the relevant affection. Especially to the non-

psychologist, then, affections are the indications of both states and capacities.'®

IIT Background: Pleasure and pain

I now turn to the place of pleasure and pain in the psychological picture of character
just described. Now pleasure and pain play important roles in Aristotle’s psychology in
general, too, beyond their specific roles in character. But we need not explore the more
general roles of pleasure and pain to understand their importance here: the EE’s special
books contain no direct treatment of pleasure and pain, and even if the “common-book”
discussion in NE VII belonged to the EE, it comes well after the current discussion both
rhetorically and in terms of its supposed position in a “complete” EE manuscript. What is

more, Aristotle discusses the importance of pleasure and pain in character in and around just

TIOLOTYTEG.

16 Thus Aristotle says, after referring back to the I1.2, 1220b10-20 discussion, that capacities and
states are both about (using the genitive) affections (I1.4, 1221b35-36): ol pév yép duvdpelg ol ol
gkelg TV TodnuaTOY.



the same passages that we have been looking at so far, and in the context of the three
psychological terms we have been exploring: affections, capacities, and states. I now discuss
the relationship between pleasure and each of these three terms, though it will be most
illustrative to proceed in the reverse order, starting with Aristotle’s comments about pleasure
and pain in states of character'” and proceeding to capacities and finally to affections.

States of character are concerned with (repi) pleasure and pain. Aristotle makes this
point over and over in the EFE, contrasting sharply with the NE. Given the context, he focuses
mostly on virtue and vice, and not on other states of character, though the point seems to
have broad application. To give an idea of how he uses the phrase, here is a simple list of the
occurrences in EE II, where the topic comes to the fore:'®

«  “Virtue and vice are concerned with (nept) pleasures and pains” (II.1, 1220a34-35)
The statement serves here as a premise, as opposed to all of the other instances
(though see 1.4, 1222a2-5), where it is a conclusion or part of a definition.

«  “Virtue of character is concerned with (mepi) pleasures and pains” (I1.2, 1220a38-
39).

«  “Bad and good character are about the pursuit and avoidance (eivor T¢ Stedxety
xol @ebYeLy) of certain pleasures and pains” (11.4, 1221b32-34).

« “Every virtue of character is concerned with (mepi) pleasures and pains” (IL.4,

1221b37-39 cf. 1222a2-5 and 11-12).

17 Whereas in §2 we could avail ourselves of Aristotle’s general comments on affections, capacities,
and states, there is no such general discussion of pleasure and pain outside the general thrust of
Aristotle’s argumentation in the EFE special books. Since he aims to define virtue of character
throughout the book, we find pleasure and pain only in that context.

18 T do not mark a difference between the use of #30ovy and the substantivized use of 7180¢g (similarly
for pain), though note Aristotle’s careful use of both at I1.5, 1222a11-12.



«  “All the virtues and vices of character are concerned with (rept) excess and
deficiencies of pleasures and pains” (I1.5, 1222b9-10).
«  “Virtue and vice are concerned (mepi) with pleasures and pains” (I1.10, 1227b1-2).
«  “Virtue is entirely (ma@oa) concerned (mepi) with pleasures and pains” (I1.10,
1227b5-6).
«  See also I1.10, 1227b1-11, which supplies two additional (though oblique) pieces of
evidence for this omnipresent conclusion.
We should understand the mepl in two ways, though Aristotle discusses the first at much
greater length than the second: (a) Virtues are “concerned with” pleasures and pains first
because, as I shall conclude below, every virtue of character consists in having certain sets of
capacities to experience certain pleasures and pains in certain circumstances. In short, one
experiences a virtue in oneself, and one can often see it in another, via experiences of
pleasure and pain. (b) Virtues are also “concerned with” pleasures and pains because people
who are virtuous or vicious experience pleasure and pain proper to their virtue or vice (and
separately from the affections that attend their actions). These are the “pleasures of virtue”
(and the opposite for vice) discussed in the previous chapter. I return to them below in §VII,
where I also discuss recent work on the pleasure the virtuous person takes in the pursuit of
natural goods.
Regarding (a), let us look at Aristotle’s primary argument for it in II.4, 1221b32-39.
In the next section, I consider the text that follows this argument, which also helps to support
the conclusion (a) offered here.

Aristotle argues as follows:



(1) Premise: “Capacities and states are about affections (rtofnuérwy)” (I11.4, 1221b35-36).

(2) Premise: “[Alffections are distinguished (Stwptotar) by pain and pleasure” (b36-37).

(3) Implied conclusion: Eliding the affections, we can say that capacities and states are also
distinguished (at least in part) by pain and pleasure.

(4) Assumed premise: Every virtue of character is a state and consists in capacities."

(5) Conclusion: “Every virtue of character concerns (mepi) pleasures and pains” (stated twice:
b32-34 including virtue and vice and b38-39 regarding virtue).

(6) Implied conclusion (a): Therefore, every virtue of character consists in having certain sets

of capacities to experience certain pleasures and pains in certain circumstances.

This argument helps to explain Aristotle’s mepf, at least to some extent. Aristotle
aims to connect pleasure and pain with the virtues of character. He has just explained his
conception of the mean and given us a list of examples of vices opposed to the mean. The
current argument serves to link those conclusions with pleasure and pain: once he has shown
that the virtues of character are about pleasure and pain, in I1.5 he can explain how the
mean and various vices also have to do with pleasure and pain.

Notice that the psychological background from §II, combined with the conclusion
(5), gives (6), which already tells us about the place of pleasure and pain in capacities and
affections. On the relationship between capacities and pleasure and pain, we do not have
much from Aristotle, aside from two comments we have already seen. First, in 1.2 Aristotle
defines capacities as those things in virtue of which people are said to experience affections.

For example, the irascible person experiences anger, as we have already seen. Second, when

19 Aristotle explicitly draws on “previous theses” at 1.4, 1221b37-38. The substance of the conclusion
here makes it clear that he is referring to 11.2, 1220b7-20.



Aristotle recaps those psychological distinctions, he writes that capacities and states are both
about affections.” Pleasure and pain do not figure directly into these descriptions, though, so
we must look to a discussion of pleasure and pain in the affections themselves to see how
pleasure and pain relate to capacities.

Affections, Aristotle writes, are “on the whole (6Awc¢) those things which perceptible
(aioOntixn) pleasure or pain properly (xa’ adtd) accompany, for the most part (&g €t t0
TOAD).”™ Aristotle could have been more clear here, but as I will argue in the next section,??
we should understand here that all affections essentially involve pleasure and pain, though
some individual experiences may be exceptions to this rule. Without pleasure or pain, in
other words, one cannot usually experience an affection. Aside from my philosophical and
textual arguments about why such a theory is preferable, we can also look to Aristotle’s own
examples, particular in his descriptions of the virtues.

Aristotle often describes the expressions of individual virtues in terms of pleasure
and pain. Envious people feel pain at others’ deserved success (I1.3, 1221a38-40, see also
I11.1, 1229a38-39); Aristotle observes the opposite regarding the unnamed vice opposite to
envy. Jealousy also involves pain.” Though these two examples both link vice and pain,

Aristotle makes it clear that it is not the case that vice is accompanied by pain and virtue by

20 These two locations are I1.2, 1220b16-17 and 11.4, 1221b35-36. Both were also discussed in the
previous section.

21 11.2, 1220b11-13. See comment (B) in the next section for a discussion of the meaning of &g éni to
TOAD here.

22 See mainly comment (B) in the next section.

23 II1.1, 1229a37-38. See the casual comment “appetite and spirit are always with pain, but we decide
on many things even without pain being present” (I11.10, 1225b30-31; on spirit, see also II1.3,
1231b6 and 15).



pleasure.* Rather, sometimes the mean point involves pleasures, sometimes pains, and
sometimes both (I1.5, 1222a13). For example, courage sometimes involves great pain, and one
is courageous in such cases partly because when one acts, one acts in spite of the pain
accompanying the action (III.1, 1229a8-9). The profligate person, Aristotle says, doesn’t keep
his books because it is too painful for him to do so (I11.4, 1232a18). The great-hearted person
would be characteristically pained to suffer dishonor if she were subjected to unworthy rule
(IT1.5, 1232b13). And finally, if a loss can cause more pain than it should (as Aristotle says
about the illiberal person at I11.3, 1231b30), then clearly there is a right amount of pain to
feel in such circumstances. All such examples support (though only inductively) the
conclusion that affections are accompanied by pleasure and pain, especially — or at least
mostly in the sense argued for in (B) below — when they arise from the exercise of a trait of
character.

To summarize: We know now that pleasure and pain accompany the affections that
characterize the expression of character traits. It is primarily in this respect, then, that we
should read Aristotle’s repeated comments that character “is concerned with” pleasure and
pain. As we have seen, a given state of character will consist in the possession of certain
capacities to experience certain affections in certain circumstances. Pleasure and pain
accompany the affections. Capacities, then, can also be explained as propensities to experience
pleasure and pain due to characteristic action in certain circumstances. Speaking casually, we
might say that someone’s gentleness makes their life much more pleasant, or that someone’s

courage makes her life more painful, because she doesn’t take the easy way out.

24 That is, in the sense relevant to conclusion (a) in this section. Regarding (b) — the idea that virtue
involves pleasure proper to its action or activity — see §6.



IV Background: Two points of contention

I now address potential problems related to the features of the accounts of the two
preceding sections: (A) concluding in §II that character traits are states, and (B) concluding
in §III that pleasure and pain accompany (all) affections, and so also capacities and states.

(A) Regarding the conclusion that character traits are states:

Woolf argues from the 1220b7-10 passage that “Aristotle appears to assign some
traits of character to the class of capacities, others to that of states” (100).% First, we should
notice that when Aristotle completes his definition of virtue of character, he refers to it as a
state.”® But let us also consider Woolf’s point in the context of the 1220b7-10 passage.
Aristotle does specify two psychological features to answer the question “because of what are
states of character of certain kinds?” (xoté Tt tfic puyTic ot &rta® %07): (1) because of
capacities for affections, and (2) because of states. He explains these answers as follows: (1)
people “are called affective (aOntixoi) because of their capacities for certain affections,” and
(2) “people are said to be affected in a certain way or to be unaffected concerning those
affections because of states.””® Here, Aristotle is not saying that states of character are

capacities and/or states. Rather, the point is that the particularities of someone’s states of

25 Woolf draws a far-ranging conclusion from his interpretation of Aristotle on what character traits
are, psychologically: He concludes that the distinction between capacities and states is not entirely
clear. “Capacities are [in NE II.1 and II.5] treated as innate, whereas here, being treated as a class
of traits of character, they are acquired” (100). As I make clear, I disagree.

26 11.10, 1227b8-10: thy &pethy eivor ™y 70xiy EELY TPOOLEETIXNY PeadTNTOS THC TTEOC Nudc &y Ndéat
%ol AuTtnpoic, xalb’ Boo molde Tig Adyeton O RBoc ¥ yotpwy ¥ Avmoduevog

27 This is 1220b7 following Rowe and Dirlmeier, who read moi& &tter, against the OCT and Susemihl,
which accept Spengel’s emendation to mot6tng To. Dirlmeier translates: “mit welchen
Seeleninhalten Charakter-formen von bestimmter Qualifikation zusammenhéngen.”

28 11.2, 1220b7-10: Eotaw 3 xoTd T TG SLVAPELS TOY ToONULATWY X0l OG (g TabnTLXol AéyovTaL,
%ol xoti Tog EEgrg xal) g PO To TéiB AdyovTan TadTo TG TAOYELY TIwe 7 dmabeic elva



character are due to her particular (1) capacities and (2) states. Since character traits just are
certain states of character, (2) follows immediately: we describe someone as often angry
because of his irascibility. (1) is true in virtue of the fact that a psychological state owes its
characteristics to the capacities that underlie it, as I have explained above (I1.2, 1220b15).

(B) Regarding the conclusion that pleasure and pain accompany affections:

The issue I now raise concerns the scope of &g i 10 mwoAD at 11.2, 1220b11-13. In an article
on these particular lines, Stephen Leighton presents three alternative readings of wg éni t0
1oAL here (which I have translated as “on the whole”), arguing for the first:*

A. “Usually the species of the genus t6 by are accompanied by perceptual
pleasure or pain” (135). (i.e., most but not all species of the genus are
accompanied by perceptual pleasure or pain.)

B. “Most instances of any given species of the genus t6 mé6n are accompanied
by perceptual pleasure or pain.” (Woods’ interpretation ad loc) (135).

C. “The reason for the qualification wg émi T0 TOAD is that there are certain
700 which stir our mind rather than our body” (137).

Leighton sensibly rejects (C), but concludes in favor of (A), arguing that some of the
evidence we have just seen (concerning the ways in which particular virtues are expressed),
tells against (B). That is, if anger involves pain, it cannot be that sometimes anger is
expressed without pain. However, after his discussion of the extreme states opposed to the
mean points (all of EE 11.3), Aristotle returns to the broader psychological discussion. He
restates the relationship between affections, capacities, and states, this time concluding that

“every virtue of character concerns pleasures and pains.” In fact, many of the passages where

29 Leighton 1984



Aristotle repeats this dogma come after the passage at issue here. And, if we believe (as I
have argued) that pleasure and pain accompany every trait of character, then the repetition of
this phrase and its variants count as evidence against (A) and for (B). Leighton’s article does
not mention this preponderance of evidence.”

Consider the potential consequence for the account of character formation I develop
in the following sections: If pleasure and pain only accompany affections some of the time
(on the second or especially the first interpretation of the passage), then they might be
inadequate as central tools to develop character, or at least to complete such a process. And
the “usually” is never mentioned after this passage. The question underlying the shift away
from the “usually” in I1.2 might well be: “how would we develop character if only some
(instances) of the states of character were accompanied by pleasure and pain?” So much is
conjecture, but I hope to have shown that (B) is the more sensible interpretation.

I now return to the argument of II.1, begun in §I. We will now see Aristotle apply to
virtue his general comments about the development and destruction of conditions. States of

character, he will argue, can be formed using pleasure and pain.

V  The argument of II.1: the application to virtue

With the background presented in the last three sections in mind, let us return to the
argument of II.1, where Aristotle applies his general theorizing to virtue, via his example of
physical condition. First, recall the two principles discussed there:

P4: “The best condition [dtdfeotg] comes about [yiyveaOou]
through the best things [t®v eAtiotwyv], and . . . the best things

30 See page 69 of this chapter for these passages. Two tell directly against Leighton’s thesis: 11.4,
1221b37-39 (cf. 1222a2-5 and 11-12) and I1.5, 1222b9-10. We might characterize the difference
between Leighton’s (A) and (B) as a type/token distinction. My argument for (B) in the text favors
the token interpretation, since Aristotle ascribes pleasure and pain to all types of character trait.



are done [mpdttecbor GpLtota] in each case in accordance with
the virtue of each.” (I1.1, 1220a22-24)

P5: “Every condition comes to be [yiyvecbOor] and is destroyed
[¢pOcipecbot] by how the same things are applied.” (II.1,
1220a26-27)

Here at last are the lines following those principles and the example of physical condition:

T7: Therefore, virtue is a condition of this sort, which is brought about [yiveToi]
by the best movements [xtvfioewv] of the soul and through which the best works
and affections [Epyo xol 7&bn] of the soul are produced [wpdrtteton], and by
those same things that it comes about [y{vetat] in one way, in another way it is
destroyed [¢pOcipeTor], and the use of it is toward the same things by which it is
both developed [adEetat] and destroyed [pOcipetar] and toward which it
arranges things in the best way [mtpog & BéAtiota dratibnotv].

We can see this because both virtue and vice are concerned with pleasures and
pains. For punishments happen through these means, since they are treatments
and are accomplished [ywvépevar] through opposites, just as in other cases.”

Aristotle applies the principles P4 and P5 to virtue in the first part of T7. I label the steps of

his argument i’’-iv’’ to link them with their respective moves in §I.

In virtue:

LT}

1.

09
1.

iii”.

The best things [xtvfocetg, €pyoa, Tén]** in the soul bring about virtue.
Virtue brings about the best things [xtvioetlg, Epya, maby] in the soul.

These same things, applied variously, bring about, develop, and even destroy virtue.

31

32

1.1, 1220a29-37: xoi 1 &petn Gpo 7 TorodTy Sidbeatg Eativ, ¥ yivetal a30 te OO TAY &PloTWY
TeEL YUY KWAGELY xol G "N TpdrTTETOL TR BpLoTa TG YuyTig Epyo kol Oy, xol OO TGV
adTRY ThG PEY YiveTat, g OE @Beipetan, xol TEOG TaAdTA N XPTotg adTAG DE Y xol abEeToL ol
eBeipeton <nat> TEOg & BéATioTo dratibnot. anueiov & 6t el M€ xal AvTtnEd a3b kol N PETY
%ol N xoxior ol yop ®oAGoELS Lotpeion odoaL xol Yvopeval Sta T@Y évoavtiey, xaddmep Enl T@Y
GAA®Y, St TovTwy elotv. See Appendix B for notes on my text and translation.

Aristotle clearly does not intend a sharp distinction between what brings virtue about and what
virtue effects. The symmetry between creation and destruction in the second half of the first
sentences shows us that much. Of course there are more and less felicitous words to use when
expressing each of these, and Aristotle chooses on that basis.



iv’.  Conjectural: Exercising virtue involves these same things, toward which virtue also
disposes one well. (This matches the argument in §VII below, but I do not discuss it

here.)

Before we continue to Aristotle’s justification for these principles (in the second half
of T7), note that here, aEeton is used in addition to the generic yiyvopou used to establish
P4 and P5.% There, the point could be that a condition of a certain quality either comes
about or it does not come about. If we take ad€eton seriously, though, we will have to think
in terms of degrees (here, of virtue).**

The second half of T7 supports Aristotle’s statements in the first half. This may be
surprising: i”, ii”, and even iii” (with the exception of the point about development) should
follow directly from i, ii, and iii, even without any of the intervening text. And if we take iii”
quite generally, it seems to express the same idea as vi’ and even vii’, both of which of course
we have already seen. However, Aristotle is no stranger to multiple justifications for a single
claim. Also, the conjectural iv’ above may need more explanation than the preceding lines
would provide.

Focusing on iii”, let us consider the points about pleasure and pain and punishment
in the second half of T7.

In §II, we saw that virtues are states, consisting in capacities to experience affections
under certain circumstances. §11I argued that those affections are accompanied by pleasure

and pain, and so pleasure and pain characterize virtuous states as well. In the examples

33 We also do not see more interesting vocabulary in the example of physical condition and health.

34 It is just one word among many instances of yiyvopat, but all the manuscripts have it, and we
should think carefully about why it is present, as I attempt to do here.



adduced in §III, of pleasure and pain in the accounts of the individual virtues, the action and
activity of virtue were apparent. Virtues are concerned with pleasures and pains, then,
because the affections and actions they characteristically involve are accompanied by pleasures
and pains.

My contention is that Aristotle uses pleasure and pain in T7 because the things that
lead to and that come from virtue (its xwyoetg, €pyoa, and b7 in i” and ii”) can be
understood in terms of the pleasure and pain that accompany them. Thus having understood
the place of pleasure and pain in virtue, ii” will be immediately obvious (since xtoeLc, Epyor,
and especially 160y fit the psychological picture we have developed), and i” will then follow.
iii” and iv” will start to make more sense given all of the passages we have seen where virtue
“concerns” pleasures and pains. But regardless of the effectiveness of Aristotle’s comment
about pleasures and pains here, it should be clear that pleasure and pain do the work in
bringing about, developing, and destroying virtue.*

How? Aristotle gives one rather odd example, of punishment. The idea is a
straightforward application of principles we have already seen (e.g. vi’ in §1): apply pain in a
certain way, and a condition of a certain quality will result. Suppose I endure a (painful) fine
when I do not buy a ticket for the metro. In anticipation of such pain, I opt for the more
pleasurable alternative of buying a ticket and not being punished. This action (not the painful
fine but its opposite, the comparatively pleasurable obedience) brings about a better state of
character. And that better state of character, though it is perhaps only grudging acceptance of
the rules, results in more instances of (ticket-buying) action along with the comparatively

pleasurable (fine-avoiding) obedience that accompanies it. In general, Aristotle need not have

35 What about maintaining virtue? We can only speculate, but perhaps lacking NE VI — where virtue
just is complete virtue — we might here have an account of virtue that can always be improved.



used punishment as an example here; the point could also be made through an example of
positive motivation or any type of encouragement that involves pleasure and pain.
Interestingly, Aristotle does not mention such use of blame in the improvement or the
getting-worse of character during the accounts of praise and blame. Nor when it comes to
shame in either ethical work does Aristotle bring up this topic. In the NE, however, we do
find Aristotle referring to punishment in similar contexts.*

In this section, I hope to have shown Aristotle’s concern with the development of
character in I1.1, 1220a22-37. But there is no doubt that in T7, as in the work as a whole, his
resources are inadequate and his account far from complete. If I have interpreted the
punishment example correctly, then the relative pleasure of avoiding a fine will encourage me
to be virtuous. We could tell a similar story with other virtues, ones for which even the
exercise of the novice involves pleasure and little pain. (The same is true, mutatis mutandis,
for vice.)

But life is not so easy: the exercise of courage, liberality, and great-heartedness (we
have seen) involves significant pain.” Perhaps (1) there is pleasure alongside that pain that
can encourage the development of character. This seems unlikely, though, given Aristotle’s
descriptions of these virtues, and indeed from everyday experience of how hard it is to be
good. Maybe a connection to habit and the development of capacities is in order, drawing on
the last chapter. In this case, perhaps (2) the point is that a habit of acting in a certain way
comes about through the bare repetition of the pleasure or pain felt in the xwoetg, €pya,

and a7 involved in the exercise of a certain trait. This would fit with the habituation story

36 See NE 1I.3 as punishment as a cure and NE X.9 on the use of punishments by a legislator.

37 1 take it this is the problem that comes closest to the heart of the argument in this chapter. There
are of course other problems with the account. For example, we might well ask the question that
begins NE 1I.4, for the problem addressed there should now be clearly in view.



told directly after the text we have been considering. Other than this proximity, there is no
apparent link between habituation and pleasure and pain.

I doubt that this problem is resolvable given only the EE special books (or indeed
with the “common books” as well, though see the “Interlude” for a suggestion based on a
surprising passage in EE VII). In place of conjectures, then, I now continue to two additional
sections dealing with material that may support the claim I do think the EE establishes: that
pleasure and pain have to do with the development of virtue. I first (§VI) consider additional
evidence for the conclusions of this section. In the final section (§VII), I briefly address the
attractive solution suggested by the union of pleasure and virtue in the happiest life, to be

touched on again in the Interlude.

VI Additional evidence: from I1.4-5

We have now seen Aristotle’s main statement regarding the formation of character.
One additional passage needs our attention, given its direct comments about pleasure. We
find this passage in the same context as Aristotle’s argument that every virtue of character
has to do with pleasures and pains, which concludes at I1.4, 1221b37-39, as we have seen
above. Immediately following the conclusion of that argument, Aristotle offers additional
evidence in support of the b37-39 conclusion. The additional evidence occupies the next
several lines: 11.4-5, 1221b39-1222a5.% In presenting this additional evidence, he brings up

the role of pleasure and pain in character formation again, though somewhat obliquely.

38 maoo yop Yoyng [sic] <EEL> OE’ olwvy TEPLxe Yiveabol yelpwy xal BeATiwY TEOG THDTA Kol TTEPL
To0Té EoTiy [1 7O0ovA]- S Midovag 3E ol AOTTOG PABAODLS EIVOL QPOUEY, TG SLWOXELY %ol PEVYELY 3] (¢
U Oetl N g i Oel. 3o xal Stopilovtal mtavteg TPoyelpwe dmabelog xol NEepiog Tepl NSOV xol
AT lva TG BPETAC, Tog O xoxiog Ex TV &vavtiwy.



First, I focus on the passage as an addendum to the argument in §III. We might add

on to that argument as I have laid it out above as follows:

(7) Premise: “For the pleasure of every soul is related to and concerns those sorts of things
by which it naturally becomes worse or better.” (1221b39-1222a1; see Appendix B).

(8) Example of (7): “We say people are base because they pursue and avoid pleasures and
pains, either in the wrong way or the wrong ones” (1222a1-2).

(9) “Everyone defines the virtues with reference to impassivity and calmness regarding
pleasures and pains and the vices with reference to the oppose [dispositions]” (1222a2-5).
(10) Implied premise: (8) and (7) provide support for (9) by explaining why the latter
proposition is the case: if pursuing and avoiding certain pleasures and pains in certain ways
makes one base, then it would make sense to define the vices in terms of certain dispositions
having to do with pleasures and pains.

(11) Conclusion: (9) provides additional support for (5),*” which is restated at 1222a10-12
when Aristotle includes the result of his discussion of the mean and the result of this

extended argument in a new definition of virtue.

Second, I consider what the passage at hand has to add to our current discussion on
character formation, proceeding through its premises as I have just listed them. Start with
premise (7). Pleasure “is related to (pdg) and concerns (mepi)” those things that develop
character traits in the soul. We don’t know what those things are yet, but we know they have

to do with pleasure. Now perhaps premise (8) could be taken to ascribe the becoming base to

39 “Every virtue of character concerns (mepi) pleasures and pains” (II.4, 1221b38-39).



the pursuit and avoidance of pain, instead of just the being base. The Greek is eivor, counting
against such an interpretation, but the context of premise (7) seems to encourage such a
reading. Moreover, in the discussion that follows (I1.5, 1222a6-8), virtue is described as that
through which people are able to do what is best and in best disposing people toward what is
best.”” Now (from §III) every character trait consists in having certain sets of capacities to
experience certain pleasures and pains in certain circumstances. The virtues are such traits,
and we have just seen that they point us toward what is best. So it is likely that our
experiences of pleasure and pain — the ones that differentiate the effects of one virtue from
another — help both to point us toward what is best (as in 1222a6-8) and to develop
character traits in the soul (from premise (7)). The implications should now be clear. The
development of character that we considered in the last section is here supported by the
abilities of virtue to enable the doing of what is best and to dispose its possessor well toward
those same things.

This passage does not provide direct evidence for the claims of the previous section.
However, with 1I.1, 1220a22-37, it points in the same direction: pleasure and pain help
character to develop by encouraging or discouraging certain kinds of behavior.

Note that this general principle applies to vice, virtue, and any other state of
character: there is no reason to think that it is biased toward virtue or away from vice.
However, in §1II, we discussed Aristotle’s catchphrase “states of character are concerned with
(mepi) pleasure and pain.” I mentioned there that the epi might well stand for two separate
relationships. We have seen a great deal about the first: that pleasure and pain help to form

states of character and are the hallmarks of our experience of such states. In the next section,

40 Respectively, &’ fig Tpoaxtixol 6V Pertiotwy (the LSJ refers us to NE 1.9, 1099b31 and V.1,
1129a8) and xaf’ #v &ptoto Stdxetvton Tepl TO PEATLOTOV.



I return to the second relationship: there may be reason even* in the EE to think that the
expression of a state of character carries with it pleasure and pain proper to the fact that the
character state is being expressed. And if character is related to pleasure and pain in this way,

then virtue may well have the upper hand.*

VII Pleasure and virtue in the happy life

Aristotle is clearly concerned to establish that pleasure is proper to the happy life, or
that the happiest life is also the most pleasant.”’ As we have seen, the EE opens by asserting
that eddowpovia, as the finest and best thing (xdAAaTOV, 8pLotov), is also the most pleasant
(idtotov) of all things.* These dramatic opening lines seem programmatic, but the special
books of the EE announce the question directly only in 1.5 and declare it solved in VIII.3.

Nowhere does Aristotle specifically address the issue.*

41 Recall my comparison of the NE and the EE on this general point in the last chapter.

42 This speculation and the following section are on the edges of what we should infer when
interpreting the EE. I present them here tentatively.

43 The life of pleasure ranks as one of the three possible lives, coordinate with one of the three most
likely sources for happiness. Pleasure takes this place beginning in the proem with the epigram
from Delos (1.1, 1214a4), then at 1.1, 1214a33 and 1.4, 1215a35-b4. We see it in this context again
at I1.1, 1218b35.

44 See NE 1.8, 1099a27-28, where Aristotle makes the same point with less fanfare.

45 We need not be too concerned with the vexed question of where and how Aristotle treated pleasure
in the “original” EE. There are three references to such a discussion in the special books: 1.5,
1216a37; 111.2, 1231b2-4; and VIIL.3, 1249a17-19. In the proem (at 1.5), Aristotle marks for later a
discussion of the place of pleasure in the happy life. Dirlmeier notes that NE VII as we have it
does not fulfill Aristotle’s promise in 1.5 or contain the particulars of the summary in VIIL.3,
1249a17-21 (177-179, esp. 178). Woods agrees (54), though contrast Kenny (1978: 52-53) on NE
VII.11-14. NE VII does “make distinctions regarding the kinds of pleasures,” though, as II1.2
promises.

Relatedly, Aristotle comments on the role of pleasure in virtue-based friendship, though only once:
“the primary kind of friendship . . . is the one involving virtue and through (3ia) the pleasure of
virtue” (VII.2, 1238a30-32; see also VII.12, 1245a30-b5 on the pleasant perceiving of a friend’s



I will not adduce VIIL.3 as evidence of an answer to the question. Woods thinks that
the passage may not belong there, while Dirlmeier and (at some length) Monan argue that it
is continuous with the previous discussion of fortune. In any case, it does not contain much
of an argument as to why we should think that the happiest life is the most pleasant: its
engagement with the question takes the form of an assertion instead.*®

Given the absence of a direct consideration of the question, we cannot say anything
for certain. Aristotle could have connected the life of pleasure and the life of virtue in many
ways. To take a few: (1) Aristotle questions in 1.5 whether the happiest life might involve just
those pleasures that people attribute to the most pleasant life (though this seems unlikely).
(2) The temperate person characteristically enjoys the pleasures of taste and especially touch
(II1.2). Perhaps the virtuous person enjoys certain pleasures and not others, to an especially
great extent.”’ (3) Again as Aristotle suggests in 1.5, there may be a different way to share in
pleasure, through friendship, for example. (4) Perhaps there are pleasures that only the
virtuous person can enjoy, ones connected essentially to the experience of acting virtuously.

I suggest that this final option (positing what I shall call the “pleasures of virtue”)
has the most to offer, partially because if Aristotle had it in mind, it would help to answer
two questions raised in our discussion so far. In addition to making possible a satisfactory

answer to the question of why the most virtuous life is the most pleasant, it would give us

virtue, though the phrase is not mentioned there).

46 Woods 178; Dirlmeier 497-498; Monan 125-134. Woods writes that “What is surprising is that he
says that things that are pleasant without qualification will count as natural goods, but not satisty
the conditions for being fine.” I do not see where Woods finds this in the passage.

47 Though he does not reference taste and touch, this might be one way to explain the second of the
two alternatives in 1.5. (3) and (4) here might be other ways of explaining it.



additional resources to answer the “origin question” discussed in Chapter 1.%® For if it is
pleasant to act virtuously, then the aspirant to virtue would have an additional (and quite
natural) source of motivation to improve. We cannot say much more on the topic of pleasure
and virtue here, for the simple reason that Aristotle does not offer us more text to go on. But
since the second half of this dissertation, beginning with the next chapter, will focus on the
workings of mature virtue, I first turn in the following “Interlude” to the very question of
improvement, which as I have noted the idea of “pleasures of virtue” would begin to address.
In short: how does a person progress from Aristotle’s rather mechanistic habituation and

pleasure- and pain-driven development to a state of mature virtue?

48 See Chapter 1, page 16. That is, as Aristotle phrases it, how is “living well” achieved? More
generally, what are the sources of happiness, of virtue, and of character?



Interlude: EE VII on Becoming Virtuous

In this section, I consider the question of the maturation of virtue.' Like Aristotle’s
comments on the matter in the EE, this section is short and suggestive. And yet it is
necessary, for our conclusions in the two preceding chapters do not seem to afford a
satisfactory theory of the development of virtue.

Chapter 1 showed us that the EE presents habit as a broadly useful tool, explaining
that repetition of a certain movement results in the gaining of a capacity to make that
movement. But though the theory of habit is perhaps broadly useful, by the same token it is
not tailored to the development of human virtue and therefore brings with it no virtue-
specific resources like those available in the parallel NE account.” Chapter 2 progressed
turther than Chapter 1 on the question of virtue acquisition by arguing that the best xtvoetg,
€oyo, and maby in the soul both lead to and result from virtue, and that these three “best”
things can be understood in terms of the pleasure and pain that accompany them." Aristotle’s
example of punishment gave us a single and abstract example of the development of virtue
using pleasure and pain,” but nowhere else in the EE does he speak about how the principles

explained in Chapter 2 are actually supposed to work.’

1 I leave the question of whether virtue can always be improved to one side. As I noted in Chapter
2, since the EE does not contain what we know of as NE VI, this may very well be the case. See
the text and footnote to the discussion of T7 and i”-iv” on page 79.

2 See my conclusion, in which I propose that perhaps, in fact, they do.
3 See the list of such resources that opens Chapter 2.

4 See Chapter 2’s T7, the following propositions ii”, iii”, and iv”’, and my argument in the subsequent
text.

5 The punishment example is also in T7. After explaining it, I give some preliminary suggestions
about how the process may work.

6 There is the one exception of EE VII.2, which I consider below.



In short, Aristotle’s theory of the development of virtue in the EE leaves us without
answers to a host of questions related to virtue development that will arise when we turn to
his moral-psychological theorizing about virtue and the virtuous person. His theorizing on
these topics is extensive, as Chapters 3 and 4 begin to show. But how does he think the
agents he is theorizing about actually gain mature virtue (if they do at all)?

We might plausibly posit three crucial characteristics of the virtuous person: when
the virtuous person does something virtuous, she knows that it is virtuous, she knows why it
is virtuous, and she desires to do it for its own sake rather than for some other reason. A
complete discussion of these characteristics in the EE would require an extensive look at the
accounts of the individual virtues in EE III. But in this brief consideration of the problem of
virtue acquisition, they will serve merely to raise questions that seem reasonable to ask about
the process.’

These questions may be divided into three types, regarding what Aristotle’s theory
of the development of virtue can tell us about the desiderative aspects of virtue-development,
what it can tell us about the cognitive aspects of virtue-development, and to what extent the
theory is applicable to the development of various virtues. I now present a sketch of

questions related to each of these in turn.

7 Here is one of the many issues this superficial sketch of mature virtue will raise: in what order do
we acquire these characteristics? Take Burnyeat’s classic formulation of the problem as one
example of an opinion on this issue. “[M]orality,” he writes, “comes in a sequence of stages with
both cognitive and emotional dimensions” (1980: 70-71). He thinks that the development of a
“taste” for the noble and the just happens before one gains understanding of why such things are
noble and just but after one knows that they are noble and just (78-79). Unfortunately, Burnyeat
cites the EE only at a few non-critical junctures (e.g. 78). For a recent look at the same problem,
but also in the NE, see Jagannathan 2019. I do not know of anyone who addresses virtue
acquisition in the EE.



Desiderative aspects of virtue: Consider the virtue of honesty. Punishment might
motivate honest riding of public transit (as in the example in Chapter 2), but can it motivate
a desire to be honest, or just a desire to act honestly? At we saw at the end of Chapter 2,
Aristotle does not explicitly posit “pleasures of virtue.” But if there is no pleasure proper to
honest actions, then why should we think that the soul’s non-rational desires will ever agree
with a rational desire to do the honest thing? How, in other words, does incontinence develop
into virtue? What is more, if as we saw just above in Chapter 2, the virtues are defined as
“impassivity and calmness regarding pleasures and pains” (1222a2-5), then how can pleasure
and pain both lead to and result from virtue? On such a definition of the virtues, it would
seem that the more virtuous one became, the less Aristotle’s story about pleasure- and pain-
motivated development would obtain.

Cognitive aspects of virtue: Aristotle’s theory of habituation might perhaps account
for learning that riding the metro with a ticket is honest. Repeated instances of being
instructed with this proposition might lead to the ability to produce it for oneself and
perhaps to belief in it. As we have seen, however, Aristotle does not mention any cognitive
aspects of his idea of habituation. It therefore seems highly unlikely that an explanation
would be forthcoming from the habituated agent as to why such propositions about what is
or is not virtuous are true.® In addition, beyond the simple case of ticket-buying, the virtue of

honesty will require knowing when to be honest. Habituation as repetition will hardly be able

8 Inference to the best explanation, more than textual evidence, leads Burnyeat to the conclusion that
“practice has cognitive powers, in that it is the way we learn what is noble or just. . . . by doing
the things you are told are noble and just you will discover that what you have been told is true”
(1980: 73-74). The NE does have much more to say on the matter, though, so such conclusions are
better grounded there than here.



to give the aspirant to virtue the extensive cognitive resources she needs to determine what
virtues apply when in the endless variety of actual life.”

Applicability: Regardless of the ability of Aristotle’s theory to answer the types of
questions just raised, there is a further question: as far as it goes, does his theory actually
apply to all the virtues? The theory that the best xivnocetg, €pya, and a7 in the soul lead to
and result from virtue seems to fit well with many of EE III's examples. A wealthy person
might develop peyohorpéneia (“magnificence”) by giving appropriately lavish gifts
throughout his youth. And a person worthy of little, but one who characteristically thinks
himself worthy of what he is worthy of, might later obtain the virtue of peyoroduyio (“great-
heartedness”™), if this same attitude accompanies a rise in his worth.!® But even if we can tell
similar stories for the other virtues, there may be desiderative or cognitive boundaries on the
applicability of Aristotle’s virtue-acquisition theory, if we do not read beyond the text. Giving
fittingly and generously might bring with it pleasure from the beginning, but making the
courageous decision in military matters — or for that matter in social or intellectual matters —
might always be painful. Appropriate estimation of one’s own worth might result from EE-
style habituation, but the cognitive demands of justice will surely elude the person habituated
merely through pleasure and pain.

In all three respects, then, we run into questions about the formation of virtue given

the resources the EE has provided. I do not aim in this section to solve these problems, as I

9 As Julia Annas has remarked in conversation, the habituee will have to do this without ever
consciously thinking about bravery, or about its point, or about what kind of situations it requires
getting into.. Too much, she suggests, is here packed into the “non-rational” part of the soul,
without recognition that it requires some rational capacities.

10 For these two examples, see EE II1.5 and III.6.



do not think that Aristotle has the resources to do so directly in the EE." But there is one
passage we have not yet seen that pertains to virtue acquisition. It is as suggestive as it is
unprecedented in the treatise and unexpected in its context. We find the following comment
in a digression from Aristotle’s theorizing on friendship in EE VIL.2.

These things [what is good without qualification and what is

good for oneself] should harmonize — and virtue brings this

about. Statecraft is in charge of this, so that it may come about

for those in whom it is not yet the case . . . What is fine must be

pleasant. When these diverge, one is not yet completely

excellent. For the separation of the good and the pleasant in the

emotions is incontinence. '

In the second half of Chapter 3, we shall consider Aristotle’s definitions of what is
good without qualification and what is good for oneself. I argue there that the things that are
good without qualification are the things that are fine, and that the things that are fine, in
turn, are (primarily) the virtues and virtuous actions. These belong to and are performed by
the virtuous person. Also, we see in Chapter 3 that what is good for a particular person is
what is worth choosing for that person. Thus the harmonization of what is good without
qualification and what is good for oneself means, in a minimal interpretation, that for the
virtuous person the virtues and virtuous actions are worth choosing: they are good for her.

Be this as it may, however, such a minimal interpretation of the claim in this passage does

not tell us why they are worth choosing. We run up against one of the questions raised earlier

11 Again, see my conclusion, where I suggest that perhaps he does not need to solve some of these
problems.

12 VIL.2, 1237a2-3 and 6-9: & 8¢t ovppwviioal. xol TODTO N GEETY TOLED: ol 1| TTOALTLXY €Tl TOVTW,
OTTWC 0lg PATIW E0TL YEVTTOL. . . . GVdyxn Elvor T xoAX N3€a. GTow & TaDTo SLopwvT, 0D
oToL3al0G TEAEWG: EVBEYETOL YOO EYYeEVESDHOL dxpaaiov: TO Yo SLopwyelY Tayabov T@ NOel év
Tolg wébeowy axpooio éotiv. I consider most of this passage in a different context below, as T15
(Chapter 3).



in this section: are the goods without qualification pleasant and worth choosing because they
are good, or because they are accompanied by pleasure extrinsic to their goodness?
Aristotle turns to the importance of pleasure in the last line of this passage, his most
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direct statement on the “pleasures of virtue.” “[T]he separation of the good and the pleasant
in the emotions is incontinence,” he says, seeming to realize the importance of pleasure in the
motivation of virtuous action. But even here, it is not clear whether the pleasure he speaks of
should merely accompany virtuous action or whether virtuous action should be pleasant
because it is virtuous. For example, we can imagine the virtue of modesty being accompanied
by the pleasure of keeping to oneself without the pain of self-deprecation. But such modesty
might not be pleasurable because it is modesty: it might be motivated more from a fear of
public engagement than from a love of virtue.

What about the line in this passage about statecraft? Might that not give us a
window into the process of learning to be good? Indeed, the presence of an external agent
(the state, or the statesman) in this passage is remarkable in that nowhere else in the EE
does Aristotle discuss the role of a teacher or habituator. We might take the line in a variety
of directions, though: perhaps the state should impose fines and punishments so that the
hedonic calculations of the masses lead them to do the virtuous thing. Less plausibly, given
the lack of evidence for these suggestions in the EE, perhaps the statesman should concern
himself with instructing people as to why such laws make sense (as in the preambles in
Plato’s Laws) or even with inculcating in them a love of virtue itself. The passage is
suggestive, but we cannot draw such conclusions from it alone.

Now that we have discussed Aristotle’s only other resource to address the acquisition

of virtue, I conclude this section with a look at scholarship on the apparent virtue-acquisition



problem in the EE. As is the case with many questions in this dissertation, commentary on
the issue in a strictly Eudemian context is thin. We find the most direct consideration of the
problem in the EE in Friedemann Buddensiek’s notes on EE II and in Pierluigi Donini’s
book and article on habit in Aristotle.

Buddensiek’s comments come in the context of his remarks on the sentence about
habit in EE I1."* “[W]ir schreiben dem Text nicht zuviel zu,” he thinks, if we suspect that
there are “Anordnungen” (perhaps, “instructions”) and “dass die Anordnungen gezielt
herbeigefiihrte [“deliberately brought-about”] Wiederholungen bestimmter Art umfassen”
(2019, emphasis in the original). Buddensiek hypothesizes the necessity of such
“Anordnungen” because of the character-formation problem we have been discussing in this
section: “Da bzw. soweit Charakterformung nicht aus dem erst noch zu formenden Charakter
selbst heraus erfolgt, bedarf sie entsprechender externer Einfliisse, und zwar formender
Anordnungen, d.h. wohl: Handlungsanordnungen” (my emphasis). He refers to Hallvard
Fossheim’s suggestion of imitation as one of the ways in which such “Anordnungen” might
work."*

Donini’s book argues that between writing the EE and the NE, Aristotle read certain
comments by Plato on character development, and that these Platonic ideas prompted him to

develop his Nicomachean theory of habituation.” A difficulty with his thesis (explained in my

13 For my consideration of this passage, see Chapter 1, Section IV.

14 Fossheim 2006; see also Hampson 2019 and 2020.



note) means that we should read his comments about the EE with some hesitation. However,
these comments on character development in the EE are important, at least insofar as they
are a second species of such a sparsely exemplified genus. Donini, in a departure from
Burnyeat (1980), thinks that even in the NE, the learner may not need philosophical
instruction to develop cognitively toward virtue. INE habituation, Donini thinks, can lead a
person to decide for herself to act in a certain way, even without external guidance, for
example that of Aristotle’s lectures as in Burnyeat’s picture.'® Now Donini’s position on the
cognitive aspects of NE habituation is unique because of how much cognitive involvement it
sees in the habituation itself even without the influence of direct external instruction. We
might think that he would interpret the EE similarly generously on habituation, or at least
that he would build more into Eudemian habituation than I have done here. This is not the
case. Donini concludes in fact to the contrary that the EE has virtually nothing to say on

moral development, as we see in these telling lines:

[L]a teoria tipicamente aristotelica della virtu che e anche oggi

esposta nei nostri manuali ed e, in realta, una teoria ancora

largamente platonica, nell’ Etica Eudemia non c’e quasi niente.

(2014b: 55)
If in reading Donini’s book we hope for a generous consideration of the sentence on habit in
the FE, we will be disappointed.” We should not be surprised, however, since his thesis

depends on the idea of Aristotle developing a post-Eudemian theory of moral habituation,

inspired by the Laws to write NE IL.4.

16 See 2014a: Chapter 3 and especially pp. 61-69. Donini prominently cites NE II.4, 1105a17-1105b12.
Julia Annas has helped me with the Italian in Donini’s book; his article (2014b) is a more concise
statement of his main theses and is more easily read by the Italian novice.

17 See, however, Donini’s translation of the EE, where his commentary, though largely philological,
does consider the passage.



Buddensiek and Donini exemplify likely reactions to the EE on habituation and
moral development. While Buddensiek, at least in the one passage I have been able to read,
considers plausible ways to fill out the EE theory, Donini does not see substantial comment
on the questions posed in this section and concludes that the work has very little to say on
the matter. In keeping with my generally conservative approach to the text, I propose a
solution somewhere in the middle:"® while there certainly seem to be problems getting from
Aristotle’s theories of habituation and moral development to his discussions of mature virtue,
the EE does not generally rule out ways in which such habituation and development could
happen. Thus in a way its approach to the questions of this section may be much like its
approach to defining habituation: the theory of moral development I examined in Chapter 2
is quite general and does not enter into the specifics of how it might be applied in the case of
one virtue or another, or in the case of the cognitive or the desiderative aspects of mature

virtue.

18 I suppose this solution inclines rather more to Buddensiek than to Donini. One could surely be
much more adventurous in theorizing what Aristotle had in mind in the EE on these matters than
Buddensiek has been. Indeed, I only quote one passage of Buddensiek’s thinking on the matter,
and I hope to use it mainly as indicative of a possible approach to the problems raised in this
section.
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3  Virtue of Character and the téAog of Action

In the previous two chapters, we have seen Aristotle’s EE account of the
development of virtue of character. In this chapter and the next, I explain how virtue'
functions once it has developed. In its primary role, virtue sets the ends of action, but in
practice it does this only in concert with reason.” I therefore address virtue and ends in this
chapter and virtue and reason in the next.

In the first of the two sections of this chapter, I argue for two related claims:

1. Aristotle argues that we adopt ends through our moral character. In particular, virtue
makes our ends correct. These ends range from quite general to somewhat specific.
2. Agents desire ends non-rationally, that is, with émBouia or 6dpoc.
The second part of the chapter contains an extensive consideration of Aristotle’s divisions of
types of goods in the EE. This analysis identifies which goods it is that the virtuous agent
desires and pursues.

In contrast to the argumentation of Chapters 1 and 2, where we followed Aristotle
from EE I through the first half of EE II, in these two chapters we shall have to consider
Aristotle’s argument somewhat out of its order of presentation in the EE. Aristotle begins his
comments on virtue, reason, and action with a discussion of human beings as the starting-
points of action (II.6).> But his comments in I1.6 have their basis in the more fundamental

theory of I1.10-11 on the role of virtue in setting those starting-points, or ends, for human

1 In this chapter I use “virtue” to indicate virtue of character, since the intellectual virtues do not
enter the discussion here.

2 Cases of natural virtue are exceptions to this rule, but I do not attempt an evaluation of the
scattered references to natural virtue in the EE. It is interesting to note, however, that the
expression “natural virtue” only occurs in the EE and in the common books.
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action. Additionally, the accounts of the individual virtues in EE III contain useful evidence

for both this chapter and the next.

I  Virtue of character and the specificity of ends

Aristotle focuses the EE squarely on virtue, though he also discusses other character
states, notably vice. Because of his focus, the general point that we adopt ends through moral
character will be best seen by looking at how virtue results in correct ends, or how, as I1.10
has it, virtue makes the end correct.

The ends of our actions, whether virtuous or not, come in a wide variety. The extent
of this variety has been a subject of debate, and so I show that the ends of action, while they
can be general, are often somewhat specific. We can see this if we adopt an adequately
developed picture of the relationship between ends and the things toward the ends (tét pog
O TENOG).

Throughout this chapter, I will focus on three key passages from Aristotle’s
discussion of virtue and mpoaipeoig in the Eudemian Ethics, which we find at EE 11.10-11.

T8: Having made these determinations, we must say whether
virtue makes mpoaipeotg unerring and the end correct, so that

one pootpeiobon for the sake of what one should, or whether
as it seems to some that it makes the reasoning correct.*

4 1110, 1227b12-15: 00TV JE SLWELOUEVLY, AEYWWEY TTOTEPOY T AEETY AVOUEOTNTOV TOLET THY
TPOaiPEGLY Xol TO TéA0G 0p0GY, 00Twe Gote 0D Evexa del mpooatpelabal, i Gomep doxel Lol TOV
b15 Adyov.

1227b12 Aéyopev PL (the OCT, apparently mistakenly, has Aéywpev L; Aéyopev PC)

1227b14-15 tov Adyov PCB'L; t@dv Adywv B* (over line: tau and omega over the omicron in Tov,
omega over the second omicron of Adyov) (Rowe)



Chapter 3: Virtue of Character and the t€¢Aog of Action 98

T9: What does virtue make [correct]: the end or the things
toward the end? We hold [that it makes] the end [correct], since
neither inference nor reasoning is about that.”

T10: If all correctness has as a cause either reason or virtue, and
if reason is not the cause, then the end — but not the things
toward the end — would be correct because of virtue. Now the
end is that for the sake of which. For every mpoaipeoig is of
something and for the sake of something. Now the mean is that
for the sake of which, the cause of which is virtue, [?through]
the mpoatpeicbor for the sake of what one should. . . . Virtue is
the cause of the correctness of the end of mpoaipeotc. That is
why we judge what sort of person someone is on the basis of
their mpoaipeate, that is, what they act for the sake of, but not
what they do.®

5

I1.10, 1227b22-25: I discuss the roles of various types of reasoning in Chapter 4. English
translations use “deduction,” “inference,” and the like for Aoyiopog; note the OCT’s cuAloyLopOG.
Dirlmeier translates: “denn dieses erhélt man nicht durch schlufsfolgerndes und auch nicht durch

beratendes Denken” (43).

TOTEPOY & M APETY TOLEL TOV GXOTTOV 7] TO TTPOG TOV GXOTOY; TLOEpeDo 81 6Tt TOV oX%0TTdY, dLoTL
ToUTOL 00X EGTL AoYLapOg o03E b25 Adyoc.

1227b24 Aoyiopog I1; cuAhoyiopog OCT

(See Appendix B.) I1.11, 1227b34-38 and 1228a1-3: €i odv mdong 6pbbTnTOg 7§ 6 AéYOS ) 7
opet aitio, el un b35 6 Adyog, dudr TV dpeTny v 6pbOV ln TO TéAOG, GAN 0D T TTPOG TO TEAOG.
Téhog O¢ 0Tl TO 00 Evexa. E0TL YOO TROO TPOALPEDLS TLYOG KOl EVEXOL TLVOG. 0D UEV 0DV EvExa TO
uéooy Eatiy, 00 aitio 1 dpeth @ Tpootpeliabot 0b Evexo Sei. . . . 1228al tod d& O TéNog 6p0OY
elvor Tfig Tpoapéoewg [00] N dpeth aitio. xal Stix TODTO éx Tfig TPONLPEGEWS %PLVOUEY TOTAG TLG:
T0070 & €07l TO Tivog Evexa TPATTEL, GAN 0 Ti TTPATTEL.

1227b38 & Fritzsche, IW, Rowe, Woods; to PCBL, Dirlmeier, OCT, Simpson; to0 Kenny Ocl
PCBL, Rowe; [3¢i] Dirlmeier, IW, Kenny, OCT, Simpson, Woods; cp. 1227b14

1228a1 [00] Fritzsche, Dirlmeier, Kenny, IW, OCT, Rowe, Woods; 00 PCBL, Simpson, von Fragstein
oitioc om. PCB (no editor or translator renders the sentence without aitio)
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A Virtue makes the end right.

As we see in the passages above, Aristotle twice asks the question, “What does virtue
make correct?” His answer is unambiguous: virtue makes the end correct. As Jessica Moss
puts it in her 2011 article, “virtue makes the goal right.””

To clarity the position I will take regarding the relationship between virtue and the

end of action, let us consider a set of progressively stronger theses on the matter:

1. Virtue makes us desire the end.?

7 Moss’s article and subsequent book (Aristotle on the Apparent Good, 2012) constitute the most recent
publications on the end and virtue in Aristotle. In her work, Moss aims to offer a “more thorough
and sustained defense” of arguments found in Burnet (1900: 64-68), Achtenberg (2002), and
Fortenbaugh (1964) (Moss 2011: 206n6).

Moss’s 2011 essay problematically addresses “Aristotle’s ethics,” without looking carefully at
pertinent distinctions between the two ethical works. (Burnet, Achtenberg, and Fortenbaugh do the
same.) The resulting combination of evidence from across the two ethical works, citing one in
support of the other, prevents Moss from drawing distinctions between the two and makes for
jarring argumentation. For example, Moss introduces the titular topic of her essay with a focus on
EE 11.11, 1227b12-1228a3, but then goes on to cite NE evidence in support of her view.

We find another particularly striking example in the reasoning to a key conclusion in Moss’s 2014
article, namely, that “[t]lo grasp an entire deliberative syllogism — to reason from the starting-point
to the conclusion — is to grasp not merely that something is to-be-done but also, by seeing how it
promotes one’s goal, why” (2014: 52). She begins with EE 11.10, 1226b25-30; provides evidence of
the importance of the “laying down of the goal” by drawing a parallel to NE II1.2, 1112b11-16;
concludes partly from the NE passage that mpoaipeotg is always of something and for the sake of
something (a distinctly Eudemian doctrine, at EE 11.10, 1226a11-12); and then cites EE passages
and NE VI.12, 1144a31-33 to argue that “goals in deliberation play a role parallel to hypotheses or
definitions in demonstrations” (2014: 49).

8 In her book, Moss labels adherence to this position as “Intellectualist.” She writes that “[supplying
the content of one’s view of the end] is a privilege [the Intellectualists] reserve for phronésis (so
that, despite the apparent division of labor in [the passages that refer to virtue making the end
right], it is phronésis’s task to grasp the end as well as the ‘things toward it’); virtue’s role is
purely conative” (2012: 174).

In his review of Moss’s 2012 book, lakovos Vasiliou identifies a middle position, taken by
McDowell, between what Moss claims to defend and that of the interpreters Moss labels the
“Intellectualists” (2014: 379): “It would seem that Moss ought to agree that ‘having the right goal’
is ‘inseparable from the ability to know what is to be done occasion by occasion.” McDowell agrees
that having the right motivational orientation (i.e. the result of proper upbringing and habituation)
is not a product of argument, but still argues that virtue does not direct the operation of phronesis
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2. In addition to (1), virtue also supplies the content of one’s view of the end.’
3. In addition to (2), the end supplied by virtue can be quite specific."
I argue for (3) in this section and the next. So far as I know, Hendrik Lorenz (2009) provides
the only sustained account of a position similar to my own on the matter, though I take issue
with his argument below. Commentators have largely missed the stark differences between
the EE special books and the NE on the topic of virtue and rationality (and related topics,
such as the ends of action)." Perhaps this lack of support for (3) (or (2) for that matter) in
the literature should not be surprising. After all, an NE perspective will conflict with that of
the EE where virtue and the end are concerned. To consider a classic source on the matter,
Rackham explains EE II1.11, 1227b37-38 as follows: “Virtue by choosing the right means to

achieve the End causes the End to be realised.”'” Not only are (2) and (3) out of the question

‘from outside’, since there is no way to specify what ‘the best’ or ‘the fine’ is other than by
engaging phronésis. While Moss says her view is distinct from this, I do not see how” (379, quoting
from McDowell 32).

9 I am taking this phrase from Moss, who argues for the view. Moss (2011) characterizes her position
variously: “what virtue is doing in “making the goal right” is supplying the goal” (220); “[virtue]
literally supplies the content of one’s view of the end”) (220); and often, “virtue does the work of
making the goal right.”

10 This thesis has controversial implications for Aristotelian phronésis, as 1 discuss in Chapter 4. See
Vasiliou’s positive assessment of Moss (2012)’s “reasonabl[e] refus[al] to relegate phronésis and the
deliberation of the phronimos to mere instrumental reasoning” (2014: 378).

11 However, Lorenz argues that virtue in the EE is entirely non-rational but in the NE virtue has
rational components.

12 At I1.11, 1227b37-38, Rackham translates, “The End is therefore the object for which the thing
chosen is the mean, of which End goodness is the cause by its act of choice.” Kenny reports this
translation, noting that Rackham follows Fritzsche and Susemihl here in emending 10 to &
(Kenny 1979, 85-86). Rackham’s interpretation likely owes much less to confusion between
“mean” and “means” in English (as Kenny suggests) than it does to a Nicomachean perspective on
virtue.
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for Rackham; (1) cannot work either, as his interpretation of the matter (focused on the NE)
takes something of an opposite line.

Look back to T8, T9, and T10 above. In T8 Aristotle brings up a divergence in
commonly-held views: virtue, people say, either makes mpoaipeotg “unerring” (presumably
by making the end correct) or it makes the reasoning following on mpoaipeotg correct.” Now
we do not have any further than T9 and T10 to decide between these two options: virtue
makes the end correct. The point I wish to show, however, requires us to distinguish how
exactly it could be that virtue makes the end correct. The person with virtue ends up desiring
the correct end. But is virtue just responsible for the desire, as in thesis (1) above, or is it also
responsible for the end itself, as in thesis (2). Here I argue for the latter, focusing on the idea
that virtue gives us the end itself (and not merely our desire for it). Resisting the temptation
to look elsewhere in the EE for evidence in support of this claim, I rely on T8, T9, and T10,
the texts central to Aristotle’s explicit consideration of the issue.

According to T9, the reason that virtue must make the end correct is that “neither
inference nor reasoning is about [the end].” If inference or reasoning were about the end,
Aristotle implies, they could make the end correct. How would that happen? Presumably,
given a set of possible ends, reasoning would sort through them and identify the right one to
pursue. Reasoning does not do this; if it did, Aristotle could not plausibly deny that
reasoning had at least some role in making the end correct. But something must cause the
virtuous person to go for one end and not others. (And again, my focus here is not on the
“going for” or the desire, but on the selection of one end in preference to others.) If not

reasoning, what could it be?
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T10 helpfully posits that “all correctness has as a cause either reason or virtue.” This
eliminates the possibility that some third capacity might be responsible for what we go for.
Reason, as we have seen, is not the cause of the correctness of the end. Virtue must therefore
be the cause. And again, this is not an argument about desire but about content: we judge a
person’s character, Aristotle reminds us in T10, by the sorts of ends they have, and in doing
so, we are judging whether they are virtuous in character or not. Thus (2) holds, and
Aristotle has argued for it about as explicitly as one could hope in II.10-11.

So far, we have only seen one of the three progressively stronger theses listed above,
all of which I mean to defend in this chapter. I have argued for (2). I now turn to (3), saving
(1) for the next section of this chapter. In support of (3), I provide two types of evidence:
direct evidence, from examples of ends in the EE and from the few direct comments Aristotle
makes about the matter, and indirect evidence, consisting of philosophical considerations in

favor of the idea that the end can be somewhat specific in the EE.
B Direct evidence for the specificity of the end

Commentators on the EE take the ends of action to be rather general. For example,
Simpson gives “the fine” as an example of the end set by virtue (284), and Moss ends up

arguing that ends are fairly general after all."

13 Though Moss argues that virtue “literally suppl[ies] the content of the goal,” (2011: 225), I go
further, showing that the content of the end (Moss’s “goal”) is actually often quite specific. Thus I
object that Moss does not give virtue enough work to do, at least where the EE is concerned.

On the other hand, Vasiliou argues that virtue has too much to do according to Moss, at least in
her 2012 book. He focuses on the specificity of the mean. In his review of Aristotle on the Apparent
Good, Vasiliou contrasts Moss’s assertions that virtue supplies the content of our ends with the
examples of the end she gives: “[the end] is simply ‘the mean’ or ‘the best’ or ‘the fine.”” His
complaint is that the end set by virtue cannot be “the mean,” when the mean varies so
considerably depending on the circumstances. “In actual deliberation one typically does not know
beforehand that the issue is simply how angry to feel, but also whether to feel angry as opposed to,
for example, compassionate or fearful” (377-378).
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A first reading of the evidence in the EE seems to suggest otherwise. In examples
scattered throughout the text, Aristotle rarely mentions such general ends as the fine,
happiness, or the mean, preferring instead to give more concrete examples. And in the
accounts of the individual virtues in EE III, Aristotle gives extensive explanations not so
much of the kinds of things people aim at but of the kinds of pleasures and pains they aim
to pursue or avoid. These pleasures and pains, in turn, give us insight into the sorts of goals
that agents might have. Even when Aristotle focuses on happiness as the ultimate end for
human beings, he indicates that in our actions, our ends are more specific. I discuss these
three kinds of direct evidence in turn.

First, let us look to mundane examples of ends. Aristotle often gives an example of
an everyday end in pursuit of some more distal goal. At 1226b28, collecting one’s money is a
reason for walking, though of course collecting one’s money would conduce to wealth,
perhaps. A bit earlier, Aristotle suggests that someone might walk or sit for the sake of health
(1226a8). Does such a person aim to walk, or is the aim rather for her health? We can hardly
argue in favor of one or other exclusively: surely someone walking to be healthy aims both to
walk and to be healthy. Other examples seem to bear out this idea that people often have
multiple ends: wealth and pleasure, where no method of attainment is given, are ends at
1227a5-13, and making money or taking risks, quite generally, are aimed at the for the sake
of being happy (again, 1226a8ff.). We do not need to choose, in other words, between
proximate and distal ends, because Aristotle sensibly recognizes that people have ends of all
sorts of generality in the doing of a certain action — and they have these variously general

ends at one and the same time.
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Second, look to EE III, where Aristotle often describes virtuous and vicious agents in
terms of the things in which they characteristically take pleasure or experience pain. Courage
is “about one’s fears”;'"* temperance is eminently about pleasures and pains; mild-
manneredness is about rousing your spirit (or being roused?) at the right things; and
liberality is about reacting (rejoicing, etc.) “as one ought” (“as reasoning bids”) to gains or
losses. Such experiences of pleasures and pains come only with very specific circumstances
attached. That is, we cannot say that someone is courageous just because they feel pleasure in
aiming at happiness, broadly construed. Perhaps — as in the specific examples just given —
they do aim at happiness, but to be courageous, a specific situation must obtain and they
must take pleasure or feel pain in the right way in that specific situation. The same goes for
the other virtues listed here, and Aristotle’s repeated invocations of pleasure and pain in his
characterizations of the virtues shows us that he means the point to be quite general.

Third, and in general, when discussing happiness as a goal of human life, Aristotle
tends to talk about its constituent parts, or that which conduces to it. Thus at the beginning
of the EE, good health (edeEin) is one of the goods in which living well (10 {7y €d) consists,
and can be brought about by “eating meat and taking a walk after a meal” (1.2, 1214b12-13,
23-24). These are examples of ends conducing to happiness, and these ends — the eating and
the walking, not the living well — are the ones that we pursue in our everyday actions. When
Aristotle narrows the definition of happiness to the best of the human mpoxtd (things
achievable by action), he draws a distinction between two applications of the term. The
healthy and the lucrative are achievable by action, but so are health and wealth themselves.

He classifies the second pair as that for the sake of which we act (Gv &vexo mpdrtopey) and

14 See however discussion below regarding III.1 on the fine and reason in the account of courage.
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the first pair as things that we do for their sake (& tobtwy &vexa) (1.7, 1217a35-40). We take
walks and eat meat, then, for the sake of health. The pursuit of health (Oyieto) through
medicine recurs throughout the text.

Sometimes, though, Aristotle seems to have a more general goal in mind. Consider
the closing lines of Aristotle’s polemic against Plato in EE I, where Aristotle argues that the
common good is not achievable by action (1.8, 1218a38-b3). It cannot be, because each of the
crafts aims at something in particular, not at the same (i.e. common) good. The actions in
which the craft consists aim at that for the sake of which the craft is practiced. Medicine, for
example, aims at health (1.8, 1218b2-3). So far, the theory I defended above holds: we act in
pursuit of goals, plural (like health or wealth), not — or not only — in pursuit of some more
general and singular good.

Continue reading, however, and Aristotle seems to speak to the contrary, of some
singular good. He reminds us that we are looking for the “good itself” (010 0 &yob6v) by
which he means e0datpovia, earlier defined as the “best of the things achievable by human
action” (1.7, 1217a39-40). Tt is, he says, “that for the sake of which, in the sense of the goal;
the best thing; the cause of the things under it; and that which is primary to everything. So
the good itself will be this: the goal (td téAog) of all achievable by human action” (1.8,
1218b10-12)."

Here and elsewhere, we should not take Aristotle’s singular language to imply that
the goal of action is indeed some one, singular thing. Rather, the goal of all achievable by
human action is singular: happiness, or virtue, or just “the good,” though as we see at the end

of the passage, Aristotle’s dialectic has not yet arrived at a conclusion as to the number of

15 10 & 00 b10 Evexo ¢ TéNog EELOTOV %ol 0ETLOY TY DY’ ADTO XKoL TEGDTOV TEVTWY. KGoTE TODT &Y
gln adTO TO AYooV TO TEAOG TV AVOPWTW TEOXTDVY.
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goods. EE I closes by asking the question directly: “Regarding the human good as goal and
the best of things achievable by action, we must consider in how many ways the best of all
things is, since this is the best” (1.8, 1218b25-27)."°

In EE 1I and III, Aristotle decides decisively in favor of the plural interpretation I
introduced above: we act for the sake of many different goals, each the end of some of the

particular actions that we take."

C  Indirect evidence for the specificity of the end

I now consider additional evidence that the ends set by virtue are often somewhat

specific.

1. Practices of praise and blame

Look back to T10 above. Aristotle points out that we praise people for what they
aim at, not for how they plan to get there. We might call someone clever in pursuit of any
sort of goal, but praise for character, in particular, usually concerns the sorts of things people
go for. But given that, how could our ends be very general? To adequately assess the moral
quality of someone’s ends, surely we would need to know a great deal about them, not just
that they are aiming at happiness or the fine but that they are acting in pursuit of what they
deem to be the courageous, the generous, or the considerate thing to do. If the end that
virtue makes correct were always quite general, then our judgements of people would seem to

be limited to two appellations: virtuous for those who aimed at the fine, and vicious for those

16 T0 & ¢ TEAOG &yatBov GvOPWTL Xol TO GPLATOY TOY TEOXTDVY, OXETTTEOY TTOGOYDS TO GOLGTOV
TAVTWY, ETTELSYN TODTO GOLOTOV

17 This is not to exclude the possibility of acting for several ends at once. The picture I develop of
mpoatpeots in the next chapter is also open to this possibility.
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who did not. Aristotle seems to intend a much greater complexity of judgement in T10, and

our own experience suggests that this is the case.

2. The natural virtues

Though the EE does not discuss the natural virtues at length, they do have some
currency in the work, in particular in EE III.7, when Aristotle considers mean states that are
not virtues.

Though all these mean points are praiseworthy, they are not

virtues, nor are their opposites vices, since they do not involve

decision. They all fall under the classification of affections, since

each of them is a certain affection. But because they are natural

they contribute to the natural virtues [t @uolxdag cuuBaAreTon

apetdg]. As will be discussed in what follows, each virtue in a

way exists both naturally [¢Voet] and, in conjunction with

[practical] wisdom, otherwise.'®
Much more could be written about this passage: it is the only place where Aristotle separates
the class of mean points from the class of the virtues, and it is one of only a few places where
the idea of the natural virtues surfaces. But here we should note that the mean points that
are not virtues must involve the pursuit of certain ends. Aristotle has just summarized several
such non-virtuous, non-vicious mean points: they like the actual virtues concern correct
action in a given situation. They differ from the virtues, as we see here, because mpoaipeoig
has no part in them. What does Aristotle mean by this? It seems that he must mean that
these mean points involve correct aiming, but they do not involve reasoning. And if no
reasoning is involved in the actions that come from such mean points, then the state of
character that they represent must alone be responsible for setting the correct ends. More

generally, in any state of natural virtue (which is distinct from proper virtue in that it is not

accompanied by developed reason), virtue alone gets the agent to take the right action. If

18 EE II1.7, 1234a24-30; translation Inwood and Woolf
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virtue had the capacity only to make us desire ends and not also to set them — or if virtue
could only set quite general ends — neither natural virtue nor the “mere” mean points would
have a theoretical basis in Aristotle’s ethics. Thus the passage above, and the general idea of
natural virtue, supports (3) and (2) over just (1).

3. The lack of an account of @pdvnotc

Though I will discuss the role of reason at length in the following chapter, it is
worth noting here that the lack of a sophisticated account of @pdévnoig in the EE fits with the
picture developed above about specific ends. The EE’s silence in this regard might lead us to
a conclusion like that of Jessica Moss, who argues in her book that in both ethical works
virtue gives us our ends (2012). Her treatment of @pdvnoig has been a target of criticism,
however, especially in Vasiliou’s review." Since Moss’s thesis regarding the end-setting
capacity of virtue is somewhat weaker than my own, it follows — if my argument succeeds —
that Moss could have developed a much stronger argument if she had been writing only
about the FE.

We can take a more general look at the issue by broadening the topic from ¢pdvnoig
to the intellectual virtues in general. In the special books, the EE never discusses or even lists
the intellectual virtues. From the list of five such virtues at NE VI.3, 1139b16-17, we find
surprisingly little about cogia (“theoretical wisdom”) and especially about @pdvnotg

(“practical wisdom”) in the EE proper. Of course, téyvy (“skill”), émotiun (“knowledge™),

19 Vasiliou argues that Moss (2012) implicitly concedes that @pdévnotg involves deliberation about
ends: “She agrees that phronésis must determine things such as ‘what the fine is,” ‘what the
generous is,” and ‘what the best is.” But then she offers no reason for denying that this sort of
deliberation is a deliberation about what the end is. At this point she virtually concedes that
Aristotelian deliberation is about ends, only we should not say so” (378, Vasiliou’s emphasis).
Again, “on page 195 she claims that the phronimos is involved in ‘identitying what is fine in the
circumstances’. It is true that a good person does not deliberate about whether to pursue the fine,
but that is something with which many Intellectualists agree. The position seems to boil down to
an insistence not to call deliberation about ends what it is” (379).
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and vodg (“intellect”) appear now and then throughout these books, the latter notably in the
rather arcane concluding discussion at EE VIII.3, 1249a21-1249b25. As for coglo, Aristotle
uses it in only three contexts: adjectivally to exemplify a virtue of thought in EE II.1 with
ovvetog (“intelligent”) at 1220a6 and deivog (“clever”) at 1220a12; as non-virtue-theoretic
“expertise” at EE VII.10, 1243b33-34; and in the difficult EE VIII.2 passage on the @poviuwy
xol o0&y (1248a35).

Defined as deliberative excellence in the NE, @pdvnotlg should interest us most. But
we find no account of @pdévnoig in the EE. The EE considers deliberation as a matter of
course and not as a virtue, or as a capacity to be perfected. Nor does the ¢@pdvipog (the
person with excellent BovAcvotg) play an important role in the EE: Aristotle uses the word
once in EE III on the individual virtues (peyorodoyio, 111.5, 1232a36, acting as the @pdvrpog
would), once in EE VIL.2 on friendship (1236ab, to contrast with a foolish person), and then
at EE VIIIL.1, 1246b33: “the non-rational [parts?] of @pdvipor people have good €Eetc”
(Aristotle uses @povipwg in the preceding discussion, 1246a26-b32) and then twice in VIII.2,
again as a contrast case (1247a29) and then in the discussion of people who excel beyond
reason through some special ability (1248a35). In none of these cases, as should be clear

from my descriptions of them, do we find a proper account of @pdvnoic. It almost seems as if

Aristotle uses the word casually, even interchangeably with the other words for the human being’s
intellectual capacity. Oddly, the scarcity of @pdvnoig in the EE seems to have gone largely

unnoticed in the secondary literature, with the exception of a recent paper given by
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Christopher Rowe.” No doubt commentators’ propensity to treat the EE and NE together
accounts for much of this oversight.”'

If ends in the EE can be somewhat specific, then we can begin to explain why
Aristotle may have been less concerned to develop his account of deliberative excellence in
the work. Allowing virtue to do more of the work lets Aristotle present a quite limited

account of practical reasoning.
D Courage and the fine

The evidence we have seen, throughout the special books of the EE, supports the
idea that the ends set by virtue are, at least some of the time, somewhat specific. Toward the
end of his discussion of courage, however, Aristotle seems to support the opposite thesis,
namely, that all virtuous actions are done for the sake of the fine.

T11: But since every virtue is pootpetiny (and we have already
said how we mean this), because [virtue] makes everyone
atpetobal for the sake of something, and because the that-for-
the-sake-of-which is this, the fine, it is clear that courage too,
being a virtue, will make a person endure fearful things for the
sake of something, and [he will do this] neither from ignorance,
since virtue makes him judge more correctly, nor from pleasure,

20 “EE does not distinguish reflective activity for its own sake from practical reflection; rather the
reverse, insofar as @pdvnotlc as well as Oewpio seems to be implied to belong to the mysterious
Ocwpnrindy” (2018). Rowe cites EE VIIL.3, 1249b11-13 on the Ocwpntixdy and 11.10, 1226b25-26
on its importance in the soul. He contrasts the role of @pdévnoig in the EE with the situation in the
NE, where “the definition of the human good at 1.7, 1098a16-18 includes a provision for X.8,
1178a12-13’s idea that eddoupovia is in accordance with the highest kind of &petn.”

21 For example, when addressing what she considers the strongest evidence that virtue may be in part
rational — namely, that virtue is a €Elc mpoatpeTixn — Moss cites EE 111.1, 1230a27-29 alone to
argue that “Virtue is a prohairetic state in that its function is to make decisions correct (cf.
1144a86-9), although because it controls only one component of decisions, the ends, it needs the
help of something else — phronésis — to fulfill its function” (2011: 210). See the next sub-section for
an argument against taking the III.1 passage as direct evidence. Even if we do, though, Moss’s
assumption that the EE and NE largely agree on the topics discussed in this half of the
dissertation is problematic.
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but because of the fine, since if something is not fine but crazy
one does not endure it, for that would be shameful.?

Aristotle twice identifies TO ®aA\év as the that-for-the-sake-of-which involved in

npoaipeots. This comes as a surprise, since as we have already seen, other evidence points to

mpoaipeaots being for the sake of all sorts of ends, ends that are at most derivative of the fine.

Approaching T11 from the NE, commentators tend to see it as good evidence for a NE-based

view on which the that-for-the-sake-of-which is always the fine. For example, Jessica Moss

interprets the passage as a warning about the importance of reasoning for particularly

difficult situations.?

We should consider this passage an outlier when dealing with mpoaipeolg and the

fine because it explicitly refers back to and depends on an earlier EE discussion that does not

22

23

II1.1, 1230a26-33: &AN ETeLdN) TROO QPETY TIPOOLPETLXY), TODTO 3& TTHS AEYOWUEY ELPNTOL TTPATEQOY,
6t Evexd tvog mhvto allpeiolon motel, xol ToDTO ot TO 00 Evexa, TO xoAdy, SHhov 6Tl xal
avdpeia dpetn a30 T odoo Evexd Tyog ToLAoeL Ta QOPepd DTTOPEVELY, BoT olte SL dyvoLa,
0p0&C YO HEANOY TToLeL xpively, obte BL 7B0VAY GAN 8Tl xoAdY, ETel &v YE Ui XoAOY 7| AN
LoLx6Y oDy DTOUEVEL: ooy POV YEP.

Moss: “intellect’s role is to tell us which things are fine, i.e. which things count as fine in a given
situation. A person with good character will wish for the fine, but without the right logos (i.e.
without phronésis) may wind up (e.g.) pursuing extreme dangers to no one’s benefit, and hence
acting rashly instead of courageously” (2012: 176n54). In favor of this conclusion, Moss cites the
evidence she has assembled, which comes from both ethical works and beyond. She also refers
specifically to NE X.9: “even before he listens to logos a properly habituated person ‘loves the fine’
(is @uAdxahov, 1179b8), and while logos urges the decent person to pursue the fine (rtpotpémneofour
70D xahod YGotv, 1180a7), he will obey only because he is already ‘living for the fine’ (pog to
20OV {GvTor ¢ Adyw metbopyioety, 1180a10-11)" (221n43).

Moss needs to restrict the specificity of virtue’s end-setting to allow for the much fuller picture of
@oo6vnols in the VE. In general, Moss’s strategy of lumping the EE special books in with the NE
seems to give her too general a view of the end set by virtue of character in the EE.
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seem to exist.”* In the III.1 passage, Aristotle twice identifies T0 xaAdv as the that-for-the-
sake-of-which virtuous people aipeiobou:

1. “[virtue] makes everyone aipeiofar for the sake of something, and . . . the that-for-
the-sake-of-which is this, the fine” (todTé &o7tL TO 00 &vexa, TO XaAdY)?

2. “courage will make a person endure fearful things for the sake of something, because
of the fine” (] &vdpeiot Evexd tvog motfioet T @ofepd Dropévely, dotlel. . . 61t
XOAGY)

The import of the second passage depends on that of the first, since Aristotle introduces the
idea in the first passage and then simply applies it to courage in the second. The robustness
of the argument in the first passage depends on how we take the 61t in a28. The most logical
reading separates &1t from the preceding phrase (“we have already said how we mean
this”).? Call this Reading A. According to Reading A, the &tt phrase gives us new
information, and there is no implication that “we have already said” that “virtue makes
everyone select for the sake of the fine.” I have rendered the passage accordingly above (see
T11). But if we read the passage as bracketed by the OCT and Susemihl (Reading B), we
might well wonder where we can look before I1I.1 to see a connection between what is

mpoorpeTxdg and the selection of the fine as that-for-the-sake-of-which. It seems that

24 But see the broader discussion of courage and reason in the EE: II1.1.12-14 (courage in conformity
with reason, reason bidding us to choose what is fine), 20-21 (there is a fact of the matter about
what is to be feared), 24-25 (the coward and the reckless going wrong because they think wrongly
about what is fearful, whereas the courageous person thinks exactly the truth), and 28 (against
Socrates, courageous people know how to mitigate danger).

25 Here, éott identifies T00t6 (predicated of t0 00 &vexa) with 10 xoAdév. Kenny’s translation
inappropriately softens the point, as T0 xaAév becomes “what is noble” (2011): “[Virtue] makes a
man choose everything for the sake of some end, and the end is what is noble”

26 I have Julia Annas to thank for suggesting this reading of the passage and thus clarifying a
seemingly empty reference.
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Reading A is the only logical route. We can see this — and the impossibility of Reading B —
by looking to the only two passages earlier in the EE that discuss what is wpootpetindc.” In
neither does Aristotle make a connection to the fine.

First, at 1.5, 1216a24-26, the moAtixdg does fine actions mpooipetindg for their own
sake (T@Y x0A®Y TPAEEWY TPOOLEETIXOG adTGY YA&ELv). Though it is not entirely clear what
TPOOLPETLXOG Mmeans in this context, we can perhaps say that he mpootpettal fine actions for
their own sakes. Now this passage is remarkable because Aristotle does not even mention in
the EE that one can decide on actions for their own sakes. But setting that point aside, note
that this passage cannot be the target of back-reference in III.1 on either reading: there is no
connection between virtue (much less every virtue) and what is Tpootpetixdg (as Reading A
requires), and there is no sequence of aipeicbot, that-for-the-sake-of-which, and the fine (as
Reading B would suggest there should be). Thus while interesting, this passage is not the
referent of the III.1 passage; nor does it add to the new information we find in IIL.1.

We also find mpoatpetixnn in Aristotle’s final definition of virtue at the end of I1.10
(1227b8-10). There, virtue is TwpoaLpeTixN, but it is wpoowpetxy of the mean, not of the fine.?®
However, the surrounding discussion (in I1.10-11) seems to be the logical referent of III.1:
I1.10-11 has an extensive discussion of virtue and mpoaipeatg, so if we follow Reading A, we
can parse II1.1’s reference. But perhaps Aristotle does make a connection between the fine

and virtue or mpoaipeotg in 11.10-11, thus making Reading B possible?* In fact Aristotle

27 See also II1.6, where the peyohompemnig is also mpoatpetixdg (1233a37). This example does not
concern the fine, and at any rate, it comes after the lines with which we are concerned.

28 Cf. the connection drawn between mpoaipeotg and the mean at 11.5, 1222a31.

29 As Simpson does (56n12), but we have already seen that EE I1.11 contains no link between the
fine and the that-for-the-sake-of-which. (It does of course discuss the that-for-the-sake-of-which,
and presumably this explains Simpson’s note.)
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brings up the fine only once in his discussion of virtue and mpoaipeoig in 11.10-11, at II.11,
1228a5-8. He there uses the voluntariness of fine actions as a premise in an argument that
virtue and vice are voluntary. But he draws no direct connection between the fine and the
the-for-the-sake-of-which involved in mpoaipeoig and virtue, as Reading B would suggest.

On the contrary, II.11 repeats the idea in the definition at the close of I1.10: mpoaipeaots is for
the sake of the mean, not for the sake of the fine (I1.11, 1227b37-38). Once again, we are left
with Reading A, and the III.1 passage stands alone as the first connection of virtue to the
fine.

Suppose we take T11 (on Reading A) as Eudemian evidence that Aristotle considers
ends to be general. We may understand this as follows: while the ends of our actions are
themselves often quite specific, they may well have a connection to our final end. At the end
of the next chapter, I consider what Aristotle has to say about reflection on our own ultimate
ends. Clearly such reflection could yield the connection needed to explain the III.1 passage.
But an easier explanation is at hand: surely deliberation about a more general end can result
in more specific ends being adopted. Repeating such a process could lead to a connection
between the ends of our actions — however specific they may be — and a general goal such as

the fine.

IT Types of goods and types of agents

As we have seen so far in this chapter, states of character underlie certain desires,
which aim at apparent goods.” In order to understand how those desires bring about action

— the purpose of the next chapter — we first need to see Aristotle’s more detailed account of

30 VII.2, 1235b24-1236a15, especially 1235b25-26 (10 yip dpextodv %ol BovAntov 3 To dyabov §) TO
eowvopevoy éyofév) and 1236a9-10. Cf. 11.10, 1227a25.



Chapter 3: Virtue of Character and the t€¢Aog of Action 115
which states of character involve desires for which types of goods. Following the focus of the
next chapter, we will concentrate on what goods Aristotle assigns to the virtuous agent.

Aristotle tells us that t& dyobo are TAcovay®g, that the good is (or is said) in many
ways (VIL.2, 1236a7). To clarify the concept and its usage, he presents two distinct divisions
of good in the EE. One division, found primarily in EE VII.2, separates what is “good for”
someone from what is “good without qualification.” This division aims to isolate what is truly
good from what is good only in certain circumstances or for certain people. It also
distinguishes two ways in which we use the word “good.”

The other division, on the other hand, is central to EE VIII.3 and specifies types of
goods. Aristotle singles out goods worth choosing for themselves as particularly important.
These will be a subset of all apparent goods, which are all of the goods we desire.?” Aristotle
then divides the category of goods worth choosing for themselves into natural goods and fine
goods.

We will now focus on this second division, among types of goods. Once we
understand what types of goods there are,* it will be easier to see the first division, between

“good without qualification” and “good-for,” which I return to only at the end of the section.

31 Aristotle makes a similar distinction between the BouAntév (the object of BovAnoig) amAdg pev xol
%ot &Afbeioy and the BouAntov exdotw at NE I11.4, 1113a22-24.

32 VIL.2, 1235b25-26 (70 Yo&p dpextOv %ol BovAnTov 7} TO dyoBov 3} TO @owvdpevoy éyadov). Cf. VIL.2,
1236a9-10 and 11.10, 1227a25.

33 I do not mention the “external goods” (t& éxtog dryodd) familiar from the NE here. But they do
come up twice in the EE, programmatically at II.1, 1218b32 (where he divides all goods into goods
in the soul and external goods) and in passing at VIII.3, 1249a15. With reference to the divisions
discussed here, t& éxtog dyabd will be any goods that are not the fine goods, that is, both the
natural goods and other, merely apparent goods. Notably, the EE II.1 division works better with
EE VII-VIII as explained here than would NE’s tripartite division of goods (1.8, 1098b12-14).
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Aristotle discusses types of goods most thoroughly in the third chapter of EE VIII.
In that chapter, Aristotle begins his discussion of types of goods at 1248b16-25, where he
mentions goods “worth choosing for their own sakes” (t&t a0t@®v &vexd alpetd dyadd).* All
of these are good (1248b24-25) and goals (of action, we may assume; 1248b18-19), but only
some are also fine, viz. the ones that are praiseworthy® on their own account and the ones
which produce praiseworthy actions (1248b19-21). Health, strength and acting strongly are
examples of goods “worth choosing for their own sakes” that are merely good (and not fine).
Aristotle seems to keep these three examples in mind when he goes on to discuss “natural
goods” (t& @UVoet dryodd).”® He does this in the very next lines, contrasting natural goods
with fine goods (té& xoA& dyabd, 1248b26-37). Because of the parallel examples and the

textual proximity, it seems likely that we may identify as natural goods all those goods worth

34 Aristotle only discusses the idea of “goods worth choosing for their own sakes” here, though, so its
relation to other types of goods is unclear.

35 Woods translates émotvetd in VIIL.3, 1248b20-25 as “commended,” instead of “lauded” or
“praised” (174, cf. 11.6, 1223a10), in an attempt to capture the moral quality of the admiration.

36 See the examples listed in the table above: health and strength seem paradigmatic examples of
“virtues of the body” (at 1248b28-29) and “goods of the body” (at 1249b16-21). Bonasio argues to
the contrary that “health itself is not a natural good” (107n199), but at least here at 1248b23-26,
Aristotle seems to imply that it is. Health and strength, he says, are not fine goods, because their
actions are not praiseworthy. Again, since Aristotle has just been contrasting fine goods and goods
worth choosing for their own sakes, health seems to belong to the latter category and not the
former. It would be odd if health and strength were in some third category of goods worth
choosing for their own sakes, apart from fine goods and natural goods, even though Aristotle
explicitly lists the virtues of the body (odpatog dpetai) as examples of natural goods at 1248b28-
29.
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choosing for their own sakes that are merely good and not also fine.” Finally, goods that are
not worth choosing for their own sakes might well be classed as merely apparent goods,

A few examples will help to clarify the distinctions just drawn. In addition to
implying that health, strength and acting strongly are examples of natural goods, Aristotle
explicitly lists honor, wealth, virtues of the body, good fortune, and power (1248b28-29), as
well as goods of the body or money or friends or other goods (1249b16-21).?® Natural goods
can be harmful due to (bad) character (1248b30-34: Sa tag EEetg, e.g., being foolish, unjust,
intemperate). This is not true of fine goods, which are the virtues and virtuous actions
(1248b36-37 and 1248b21-23: justice and just actions; temperance and temperate actions).
But Aristotle complicates this simple enumeration of fine goods by saying that, actually or in
a way, any goods are fine when the aim in acting and selecting them is fine (1249a5-7). For
example, whatever is t0 mpémov (the fitting, i.e., for the noble person), whether wealth, good
birth, or power (1249a9-10), will also be fine. Finally, there are also apparent goods (quite
generally, objects of desire)* that are neither natural goods nor fine goods, and therefore not
worth choosing for their own sakes. Aristotle twice seems to mention examples of such
merely apparent goods: what departs from nature (opé @Votv) and is a corruption (I1.10,
1227a21-22), and perhaps even the naturally bad things (t& @boet dyoé&) mentioned at

VII.2, 1238a16-19. On this last point, though some people choose not to have them, perhaps

37 In the Aristotelian corpus, the expression ta @Uoet dyobfd occurs only in the EE special books,
mainly in VIIL.3 but also in VIL.2. The single occurrences at NE IX.9, 1169b20 (since the
eddaipwy possesses natural goods, he must have friends) and at Rhetoric 1.9.17, 1366b38 (things
that are naturally good, and not good for a particular individual, are fine, xaA&) do not seem to
carry any theoretical weight (Bonasio 83-84, 83n166). “Natural goods” occurs in the EE in VII.2
at 1237b31 and 1238a17; and in VIIL.3 at 1248b27, 1248b40, 1249a1, 1249a7, 1249a26, and
1249b17.

38 VII.2, however, seems to exclude friends from the natural goods (1237b30-34 and 1238a16-19).

39 VIL.2, 1235b25-26; Cf. VIL.2, 1236a9-10 and I11.10, 1227a25
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others do not so choose. These things are involved in bad fortune, perhaps especially so for

the people for whom they are apparent goods.

Now I turn to the types of people for whom various goods are good, in pursuit of an

understanding of what goods are good for the virtuous person. As a preface to his discussion

of natural goods in VIIL.3, Aristotle introduces what is fine (xaA&). He addresses the

relationship between what is merely good and what is fine and between the merely good

person (6 ayo0dg) and the noble person (6 xahoxdyaddéc). This passage occupies the lines

following the discussion of natural goods just mentioned:

T12: A person is noble because good things that are fine are
hers on their own account®’ and because she is the sort who
does fine actions also* on their own account. And both the
virtues and the actions that come from the virtues are fine.

There is a civic state of character, such as the Spartans have and
other similar people might have. It is a state of character of this
sort: there are those who think they should have virtue, but
[they think they should have it] for the sake of the natural
goods. So they are good people, for the natural goods are good
for them, but they do not have nobility. For the things that are
fine on their own account [ta xoAa O odTé] do not belong to
them, which things the noble choose. And not only these things,
but also things that are not fine by nature but are good by
nature are fine for them. For things are fine when that for the
sake of which they act and choose is fine [0D &vexa . . . xaAOV

,'Y"z]./nZ

40 Woods: “A person is fine-and-good because, among goods, those that are fine for themselves belong

41

to him.” This proposal would make most sense, with 1249a3, if it is true that what is good without
qualification is fine. I suggest this below. My translation makes most sense in conjunction with the
criterion (2) below, which is also supported by 1248b35-36 and 1249a13-14. Either translation
therefore has support elsewhere.

Spengel brackets this xat, though Rowe, the OCT, and Susemihl include it. The OCT notes xot I1:
idque A': om. A’. (Rowe and Susemihl do not have this note.) As I discuss below, it is unclear
whether the noble person does fine actions only for their own sake or whether she does fine
actions both for the sake of some natural good and for the sake of the action itself.
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Here we learn that the good person is that person for whom the natural goods are good.*
Noble people are also good, but they satisfy two additional requirements: (1) things that are
fine are theirs on the things’ own account and (2) they do fine actions on the actions’ own
account.”” By these statements, I take Aristotle to be saying that noble people have fine things
and do fine actions at least partly because they (the things and the actions respectively) are
fine things or actions and not entirely for some other reason or reasons. We also know from
the passages that (3) noble people choose fine things and (4) they act and choose for the sake
of a fine end.

Aristotle uses the Spartans as an example of merely good people, since the natural
goods are good for them. They “think they should have virtue” for the sake of natural goods.
Thus if in fact they do have virtue, they would not have it on its own account, and so they
would not satisfy (1). Nor would they fulfill (2), because any virtuous actions they performed
would not be performed on their own account, but for the sake of some natural good. The

EE, however, never says that the Spartans do have virtue or perform virtuous actions.*® And

43 1249a1-2; see also VIII.3, 1248b26-27.

44 1 will later clarify that the “things that are fine” are, properly speaking, only the virtues. Woods
may disagree with me here, as he argues that virtuous actions are primary and virtuous
dispositions only derivitively fine. Since “virtues are dispositions to act with a view to what is fine,”
Woods remarks that “[i]t seems that virtuous dispositions are properly regarded as fine because
they lead to fine actions, and not conversely” (176).

45 (2) is also supported by VIII.3, 1249a13-14: things that are good without qualification are fine for
the noble person, who “does many fine actions on their own account (TOAAGG YOO %0l XOAOG
TEGEELS B adT ETPaEey).

46 1 disagree here with Kenny and Simpson. Kenny argues that Spartans have virtue but do not
satisfy criteria (1) and (2): “Spartans are virtuous people, and so they perform virtuous actions for
their own sake, because they are the acts that virtue requires. But their evaluation of virtue differs
from that of the noble person. To the second-order question ‘what is the point of being virtuous?’
Spartans answer, ‘Because virtue pays’; the noble person answers, ‘Because virtue is splendid and
noble”” (note to 1248b38).
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it we look back to EE III, we can see why: it turns out that the possession of virtue requires

(1), and a person needs to satisfy (2) in order to perform the actions that come from virtue.”

Two passages, both in EE III, establish these claims by discussing the relationship of

virtue to the fine. While we must here rely on EE III, there is no reason to doubt either that

Aristotle thinks the ideas generalize to virtues beyond courage (indeed, he says this in the

second passage) or that the point is valid throughout the EE and not just in EE III.

T13: Courage is in accordance with reason [t® Adyw], and
reason bids a person to select what is fine [t0 xaAov]. . . . Only
the person who is fearless on account of what is fine [t T0
xoAOV] is courageous. . . . Reason does not bid someone to
endure things that are very painful and destructive unless they
are fine [xoho].®®

T14: [Virtue] makes one select everything for the sake of
something, and this “that for the sake of which” is what is fine
[tO0 xoAdy]. It is clear that courage, being a virtue, will make a
person endure what is fearful for the sake of something, not
through ignorance [dt" &yvolav], for virtue makes a person judge
more correctly, nor through pleasure [t ndovyv] but because it

47

48

Simpson develops a quite different point because he thinks that Aristotle’s discussion of the
Spartans in the Politics and NE “makes the point [in the EE] plain” (290, citing Politics 11.9,
1271b3-6 and VII.15, 1334a19-34 as well as NE X.7, 1177b4-6 and 12-15). He seems to think not
only that the Spartans have virtue but also that they would satisfy criteria (1) and (2). They are
not noble, he argues, because they do not have the “virtues of leisure,” exemplified by “the virtue
of philosophy,” though they have the “virtues of occupation,” notably bravery: “virtuous acts, like
most acts, can have two ends: the immediate end that is internal to the act, and the remote end
that is the sort of life for which the act is done.” The Spartan “intend[s] the nobility of the act” and
“holds bravery to be a noble thing”; “[t]he gentleman, by contrast, is brave for the sake of a life of
virtue.” “He intends not only, like the Spartan, the nobility or beauty of each act of virtue, but also
the nobility or beauty of a whole life of virtue, and especially of the virtue of philosophy . . . [T]he
Spartan has virtue piecemeal . . . but the gentleman has it in its fullness” (290-291). As will
become clear, I disagree on a number of points: Aristotle does not think that merely good people
have fine ends; he does not classify ends strictly as internal to the act and as the kind of life
intended; and Aristotle seems to have a unity-of-the-virtues thesis in the EE.

Woolf’s commentary drew my attention to this point (175-176).
II1.1, 1229a1-2, 4, 8-9: 7 Yop avdpeio. axohoVOnaLg @ AdYw Eativ, 6 & AdYog TO xoAov alpeliabol

%xEAEVEL: . . . O OE L TO %OAOY APOPog %ol AVIPEIOg LOVOC. . . . O 8E AOYOS TO UEYAAO ALTTNEO XOlL
@BopTIXG 0D xeEAEVEL DTTOPEVELY, B P XOAX 7.
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is fine [O7TL ®oAdV], since if it were not fine but mad one does not
endure it. For that would be shameful.*’

A note on my translation: I consistently render to xoAdv as “what is fine.” Since Aristotle
regularly switches between expressions with the definite article and those without, it seems
unlikely that he has a distinction in mind between “the fine” and “what is fine.”” Now a
keen reader of the NE will have noticed that the expression tod xohod &vexo (“for the sake
of the fine” or “for the sake of what is fine”), familiar from NE III and IV, is notably absent
here and throughout the EE.” We might think this significant.”> However, instead of just
substituting tod xoAoD Evexa for the EE’s preferred ot 10 xoAdv and &t xahdv, the NE

uses these Eudemian locutions as well.??

And, as in the EE, there appears to be no principled
distinction governing this variable usage. I therefore think it unwise in either work to draw a

sharp distinction either between 100 xoAod €vexa and the other expressions, or between

phrases using the article with xaAdv and those leaving it out.

49 TI1.1, 1230a29-33: &vexd twvoc wévto aipeiobol moLel, ol To0Té €07t TO 00 Evexa, TO XOAGY, SHAOV
6tL xol N avdpeia dpeth a30 T odoa Evexd TLvog TTOLMOEL T& POPREEO. DTTOPEVELY, (YoT olTe O
dyvorow, 6p0dc Yo PEANOY TTOLED %pively, olte S A30VAY AN &TL xoAdy, ETtel &y ye uh xohdv 7

50 Against Simpson, who thinks that people are virtuous for the sake of the noble in the EE (290;
emphasis mine)

51 We find the expression in a general form at NE IV.1, 1120a23-24 (also a28): “Actions in
accordance with the virtues are fine and for the sake of the fine.” It also occurs in particular
discussions of adowtia (IV.1, 1121b4-5), peyorompéneia and its opposite (IV.2, 1122b6-7 and
1123a24-25), and of course courage: “While [the courageous person] will fear [things a human
being can endure], he will endure them as he should and according to reason [®¢ 6 Adyog] for the
sake of the fine. For this is the end of virtue” (NE II1.7, 1115b11-13, see also b22).

52 One familiar objection to the idea that the good person acts for the sake of the fine is that the fine
might then take happiness’s place as the ultimate end. If one is especially concerned with this
problem, perhaps the EE’s avoidance of tob xahod €vexa offers a way out.

53 The good person acts St t© xoAdéy at NE 111.8, 1116b31 and 1117a8, and at NE IX.8, 1168a33-34.
Acting 61t xoA6y is common in NE II1.8 (and at NE X.8, 1178b13).
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Let us return to the substance of the two passages quoted above. T14 begins with
Aristotle’s clearest statement that 0 xaAov is the that-for-the-sake-of-which of virtuous
actions (toDT6 €oTt TO 00 Evexa, TO xoAGV). Aristotle also says that the courageous are
fearless “on account of what is fine [Stx T0 xoAov],” that they endure what is fearful “because
it is fine [Tt xaxAdv],” and that the virtuous person in general selects everything that he
selects (mévtoa) for the sake of [00 &vexa] what is fine.

These passages from EE III1.1 (T13 and T14) tell us more about which people are
noble. VIIL.3 laid out two criteria for the noble person, besides being good: (1) things that are
fine are theirs on the things’ own account and (2) they do fine actions on the actions’ own
account. Aristotle’s descriptions of the courageous person’s actions in particular and the
virtuous person’s selections in general makes it clear that virtuous people do fine actions at
least partly because the actions are fine. That is, virtuous people satisfy criterion (2). Criterion
(1), on the other hand, concerns virtue, not virtuous actions. But in the III.1 passages here,
Aristotle focuses on actions; he does not specifically address in what way virtuous people
have virtue. However, it would certainly be surprising if the virtue of the virtuous person did
not belong to the person “on its own account,” using the phrase from VIII.3. We can safely
say that virtue belongs to anyone who is virtuous on its own account. Since the things that
are fine are only virtue and virtuous actions (1248b21-23 and 1248b36-37), everyone who is
virtuous must satisfy (1) as well: things that are fine belong to them at least partly because
those things are fine things.

Who is noble, then? People who satisfy (1) and (2) are. And this will be anyone who
is virtuous and therefore performs virtuous actions. We can also draw one specific conclusion:

the Spartans are not virtuous, since they think that they should have virtue for the sake of
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natural goods. They clearly don’t satisfy (1), and so not only are they not noble (which we
knew), but they do not even have virtue or perform virtuous actions.

One final note regarding the division among types of goods that we have been
discussing. Consider the concluding sentence of III.1, 1230a26-33, the second passage
translated above: “For things are fine when that for the sake of which people act and choose
is fine.” As Aristotle goes on to say in VIIL.3, this sentence constitutes an addendum to the
idea that only virtue and virtuous actions are fine (from 1248b21-23 and 1248b36-37). III.1
has told us that the virtuous person selects everything that she selects for the sake of what is
fine. A Stoic might take this claim literally, but where Aristotle is concerned, we can assume
that the scope of the claim is limited to the things that the virtuous person does insofar as
she is and acts as a virtuous person.” Even so, within these limitations, everything that the
virtuous person selects will be fine, even when that is not a virtuous action. Aristotle
elaborates at VIII.3, 1249a4-17, making it clear that these additional things are fine, but only
in the sense that they are fine for the noble person.”

The difference between what is “fine for” the noble person and what is simply fine
reflects a more common division Aristotle makes, between what is “good for” someone and

what is “good without qualification.” This is the EE’s other division of good, as follows:

54 1 owe this clarification to Friedemann Buddensiek.

55 It may be, as Dirlmeier (495) and Woods (177) suggest, that virtues and virtuous actions are T
xohd 8L adTé (e.g. 1249a3), while té amAdg xoré (e.g. MM 11.9, 1207b34 and NE V.9, 1136b22)
would describe the other fine things — that is, whatever else is fine through the quality of the noble
person’s action and choice (495). This possibility would make sense of Aristotle’s statement at
1249a2-3 that the Spartans do not have the things that are fine on their own account.
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“Good” and “good for” in the EE (primarily in VII.2)*®

Goods without qualification Goods for a particular person
(z&x &mAGC &yoB6)™ (T Tl dryabd)
+ are worth choosing (aipetov, 1236b39- « are worth choosing for oneself (1237a1)
1237a1) * are, or could turn out to be, bad®®
* are identical with the things that are (respectively I11.1, 1228b17-22 and VII.2,

pleasant without qualification (1235b32-33) 1236b37, reading &v mwg toyn with Rowe
and Jackson in the latter)

For noble (1237a2) and even good (VIIL.3, 1249a12-13) people,
these specify the same set of goods.”
Though this table draws primarily on EE VII.2, Aristotle clearly has the division between
“good” and “good for” in mind throughout the treatise. In the following explanation, I
compare it with the first table, which detailed the types of goods in the EE. I draw the
striking — and original — conclusion that the “goods without qualification” mentioned here are
identical with the goods that are fine. This identification excludes any goods that are only fine
for the noble person, and it eschews the common equation of the natural goods to what is
good without qualification.
For any individual, the “goods for that particular person” are, for her, worth
choosing. But depending on the person’s character, such goods may be bad, or may turn out

to be bad. This is true for the large majority of people: Aristotle writes that goods without

56 Aristotle draws this distinction at 1235b32, 1236a9-10, and 1236b33-1237a2 (all in VII.2).

57 “Goods without qualification” occurs in EE VII at 1235b32, 1236b37, 1236b39, 1237a5, 1237a13,
1237a17, 1237a32, 1238a6, and 1238b7, and in EE VIII at 1249a12, 1249a18, and 1249b25.

58 Though some of the goods-for non-virtuous people may not actually be bad (or good) per se, they
may turn out to be bad because used poorly. Aristotle probably thinks that we can also describe
this good-for category in terms of what seems advantageous to a person. Though he does not often
use that term, see VIII.3, 1249a10-11.

59 The textually corrupt 1238a4-8 probably supports at least part of this point as well.
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qualification “are not good for them,” by which he means ot oA o, “the many” (VIIL.3,
1249a11-12). On the other hand, there are some goods that are simply “good,” though as of
yet we cannot make this statement more precise. These are the goods without qualification.
Aristotle gives no straightforward indication about what the goods without qualification are;
however, we do know that the two categories of goods are identical for people who are good
and (a fortiori) for people who are noble.

I propose that this second division of goods adds to our understanding of the topic
of the remainder of this chapter: the noble person and her goals. It does so via a
correspondence with the first division, among types of goods. To see this, we first need to
reject the commonly-held idea that the natural goods (from the first division) are the same as
the goods without qualification.

Commentators have often identified the natural goods with the goods without
qualification.®® Perhaps this thesis is tempting because both categories specify goods that
either seem or are bad for certain people. The natural goods, as we have seen, may be bad
for people with poor character. Wealth, for example, though a natural good, will be harmful
when used in the wrong way for for the wrong reason. Similarly, whatever the goods without
qualification are, they might seem to be bad to someone for whom other things are good.
That is, natural goods can be bad for vicious people, and goods without qualification might
seem bad to them.

This proposed identification of natural goods and goods without qualification suffers
from a lack of direct evidence. Aristotle nowhere makes the identification, nor does he

mention the group of people for whom this category of goods would be good. Goods without

60 Bonasio “posits [this] as an hypothesis” (85). The index of the EE OCT (127) and Woods (177)
also suggest this idea. I cannot understand the sense of Woods’ very brief argument for this claim.
Besides citing VIII.3, 1249b25 and its context, he writes *
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qualification are good for the good person, as we have seen, but it is not clear that this holds
for the natural goods as well. Conversely, the natural goods are supposed to be common
objects of desire, but the goods without qualification are specifically opposed to the objects of
desire of specific individuals. Thus the identification of these two categories seems to require
an additional proposal, that what is naturally good and good without qualification is good for
any person in some sort of standard state. But such a “standard state” is hard to define, since
Aristotle himself never suggests the idea.’'

Two pieces of indirect evidence have been used to support this idea internal to the
EE. Woods argues that “the run of the argument [from VIII.3, 1249b17 to the end of the
treatise at 1249b25] shows that the same class of goods must be intended in each case” (177).
Bonasio also relies on implication to establish her point, pointing to Aristotle’s discussion of
what is good and pleasant without qualification for the body at VII.2, 1235b33-1236a7.%
Woods’s argument relies on the rhetorical structure of the last line of EE VIII, which, or so I
claim, can just as easily be interpreted to be referring to the discussion not of the natural

goods but of a different category, the goods without qualification.®

61 Thus Woods: “[T]he notion of being good simpliciter (haplds), as opposed to being good for a
particular person, seems to be explained in terms of being good for anyone in a normal, natural
state” (174). Bonasio also suggests a novel conception of a “standard state” in her dissertation. She
develops it in great detail, primarily to discuss for whom the natural goods are good.

62 Bonasio: “The good-simpliciter and the pleasant simpliciter go hand in hand when the body is
healthy. The comparison with the healthy body suggests that what is good-simpliciter is not what
is good for an ideal or exceptional individual. Conversely, the comparison with the healthy body

suggests that what is good-simpliciter is good and pleasant for the individual in a standard state”
(2019).

63 Woods seems to take the rhetorical structure of the last lines of the EE (just discussed) to suffice to
confirm the idea that the natural goods are the same as the goods without qualification, “as indeed
has been assumed by previous commentators” (177). He refers the reader of his note on VIII.3,
1248b37-1249a16 to his note on I1.10, 1227a18-30. There, he argues that for the virtuous person
(and for only that person), what appears good to her is good for her, and that this “coincides with
what is good without qualification” (148-149). However, if the goods without qualification are the
same as the natural goods, then the goods without qualification can be bad for non-virtuous users
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I now address Bonasio’s argument from VIL.2.%* In the VIL.2 passage, Aristotle has
just introduced the distinction between what is good without qualification and what is good
for a particular individual but not without qualification. He then establishes that what is good
for a body without qualification is what is beneficial for a healthy body and that what is
pleasant for a healthy and complete (6AdxAnpog) body is pleasant for a body without
qualification. (1235b33-1236a1).% Aristotle then presents an analogy by saying that, with
reference to the discussion of the body, we should think “similarly about the soul” (1236a1:
ouoiwg d& xal émt Puyic). Without bringing up the good again, Aristotle draws the following
analogy: as the child or wild beast is to a mature (xafeot®tar) human being, so the base and
foolish person (padrog xal Gepwy) is to the decent and wise (mtetxng xol QEGVLLOG) person.
Bonasio takes this analogy to indicate that, as with the pleasant for the body so too with the
good for the soul, what is without qualification is what applies in the case of mature or
healthy specimens. But Aristotle’s focus has been squarely on the pleasant ever since
1235b33. And even when he finally brings up the good again, in the last sentence of the
discussion, he says that good and fine things (t& dyafda xal to xoAd) are pleasant (not good)

for the decent and wise person (1236a5-7).

of them. But Aristotle contrasts goods without qualification and goods for a particular person
because of the very fact that the latter are, or could turn out to be, bad. The merely contextual
evidence of Aristotle’s rhetoric at the end of the EE is not enough to overcome this disagreement
between the text and Woods’ argument that the goods without qualification are the natural goods.

64 Bonasio’s list of the occurrences of “goods without qualification” is incomplete, oddly leaving out
this very discussion (at 1238a1-7), which, or so I argue here, runs contrary to her identification of
natural goods and goods without qualification. See Bonasio 85n170.

65 See also a parallel consideration at III.1, 1228b24-26: Aristotle labels as fearful without
qualification those things that are fearful to most people and to human beings by nature.
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I propose instead that the things that are good without qualification are the same as
the goods that are fine. This proposal excludes any goods that are fine because they are fine
only to the noble person. Two passages suggest this thesis.®
First, in an important discussion abstracted from his line of argument on friendship,
Aristotle indicates that the good without qualification is not what is good for any person in
some standard or natural state (as Bonasio would have it) but what is good specifically for
the virtuous person:
T15: These things [what is good without qualification and what
is good for oneself] should harmonize - and virtue brings this

about. Statecraft is in charge of this, so that it may come about
for those in whom it is not yet the case . . . What is fine must be

66 Here are two small points in addition to the two passages I draw on in the main text. These two
points rely on passages first directly before and then directly after the passage quoted as my main
evidence in the text.

First, at VIL.2, 1237a4-5, Aristotle writes that things that are good without qualification are by
nature good for a human being. It may be that in the EE, Aristotle considers virtue to be ‘“natural”
in the sense that according to nature, human beings are virtuous. If I am right about that, then this
1237a4-5 passage will support the identification of the good without qualification and the goods
that are fine, for the goods that are fine will be “by nature” good for a person — that is, when that
person is noble.

Second, consider the next discussion in VII.2, which deals with virtue-friendship (1237a9-30).
Aristotle several times links what is good without qualification with this sort of friendship. Since
only noble people have virtue (as I have already established), the link between the good without
qualification and the fine follows — though only indirectly, since Aristotle is here discussing
friendship and not goods. Here are the connections he draws. First, the friends in such friendships
are good without qualification (&mAdg dyaboi: 1237a10-11). Second, Aristotle appears to remark
directly at 1237a17 that “the virtue of someone who is excellent by nature is good without
qualification” (7] Yo TOD @VOEL oTOLdOLOL APETN GTTAGS dyabdy), thus giving us a sole example in
the EE of what is good without qualification: virtue. (However, this phrase is clouded by the
preceding and succeeding lines: translators render the preceding line (¢otw yop 6 &vBpwmog TéV
@VoeL oovdaiwy) as an hypothetical (so, “suppose that a human being is excellent by nature”),
thus casting doubt on the finality of what Aristotle says at 1237a17; as for the succeeding line (7 3¢
oD i éxelve), it is unclear what the dpeti of someone who is not excellent would be. Perhaps,
though, we should understand é&pet? in a more general sense here. Finally, after linking the good
without qualification and the pleasant without qualification (1237a26-27), Aristotle comments that
good things enjoy each other (1237a28), and that this applies even to the incomplete person
(&teMig), it of course applies to the completed person, who is the excellent person (omovdaiog:
1237a30). Thus in the last line of the passage, Aristotle links the good without qualification to the
noble once more.
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pleasant. When these diverge, one is not yet completely

excellent. For the separation of the good and the pleasant in the

emotions is incontinence.®”
On Bonasio’s interpretation, bringing people to a standard or natural state would be enough
for what is good for oneself and what is good without qualification to harmonize. For anyone
in such a natural state, the natural goods are good, and the goods without qualification
would be too, under her identification of the natural goods with the goods without
qualification. However, in this passage we see that the harmonization of what is good without
qualification with what is good or pleasant for oneself only comes with virtue, which requires
continence.”® Complete excellence (owovd) téAeta, though Aristotle never nominalizes the
expression in the EE) brings about this harmony, and Aristotle even tells us here that we
cannot have such harmony without being omovdatog TeAéws. For Bonasio’s thesis to hold,
everyone in the standard state would not only have to have self-control, but they would have
to be omovdatlog TeAéwg as well. It is abundantly clear that Bonasio does not intend this.

A second though more textually problematic consideration appears at VIII.3,

1249a17-19. This passage primarily supports the idea that the things that are good without

qualification are identical with the things that are pleasant without qualification — that is, if

we read the text with Rowe and the OCT.* According to this text, things that are pleasant

67 VIIL.2, 1237a2-3 and 6-9: & del cup@wvAoaL. xol TODTO N AEETY TOLEL XolL 7 TTOALTLXY ETTL TOVTW,
OTwe 0lg PATE E0TL YEVNTOL. . . . GVEYxn ElvoL TO xohd 73éa. HTay 3 TabTor SLoPwvi, 0D
oToLANI0G TEAEWG EVIEYETOL Yap EyYevéaDal dxpaoiay: TO Yo SLo@wyely taryadov T@ NOel v
Tolg abeaty dxpooio EGTiv.

68 Aristotle even seems to say that when we are continent, we are virtuous. Perhaps he is thinking of
a unity of the virtues thesis, but even so, continence is not the same as temperance.

69 The sentence begins with xol mept Ndoviig & elpntor moldy Tt ol i dyabov, on which all
manuscripts agree (with variations of L’s & glpntow). In the following clause, Rowe and the OCT
do not follow PCB, which read xal 61t Té& € OmAdg NO€a ayodo instead of L’s ol 6t téd Te
OTTADG NOEa Xol XOAd xol T Te ATA&DG &yaba 3éa. Rowe follows Ald. in bracketing the second
xof. The OCT keeps this xal but brackets the next te, possibly following the Latin translation.



Chapter 3: Virtue of Character and the t€¢Aog of Action 130
without qualification are fine. This statement implies that the things that are good without
qualification are fine (instead of merely good), given the EE VII identification of the things
that are pleasant without qualification and the things that are good without qualification.
Thus we find evidence in VIII.3 for my proposal as well, albeit rather indirect.

Regarding this evidence in VIII.3, we might think it surprising that Aristotle remarks
shortly before the VIII.3 passage that goods without qualification are fine for the virtuous
person (at 1249a13). On the other hand, the final clause in the sentence just discussed asserts
(in my translation of Rowe’s text) “the things that are good without qualification are
pleasant,” which is not far from the identification of the things that are pleasant without
qualification and the things that are good without qualification in EE VII. The clause is
especially important given its participation in the sentence with the other claims, as well as
the possibility that “without qualification” was left off of the final “pleasant” because it had
just been stated.

If what is good without qualification is indeed identical to what is fine, then we

know even more about what the noble person pursues. Both divisions of goods will apply to

Fritzsche suggests xal té& ye. In any case, I think, the entire sentence can be translated as follows:
“it has been said concerning pleasure what kind of thing it is and how it is good, and that the
things that are pleasant without qualification are also fine and that the things that are good without
qualification are pleasant.”

According to Dieter Wagner’s edition (1970), the Latin translation reads “. . . et quia que
simpliciter delectabilia et kala et que simpliciter agatha delectabilia,”with one of the three
manuscripts omitting — apparently by mistake — the latter part, i.e. “et kala et que simpliciter
agatha delectabilia.” (Note that this is not the same omission as that of PC.) If we translate this
Latin as “and [that] because that which is pleasant without qualification is also fine, also that which
is good without qualification is pleasant,” then the point I am making is perhaps even a bit clearer:
the causal structure of the sentence only makes sense if we identify what is “fine” in the first clause
with “that which is good without qualification” in the second. And this, of course, is the point I
have been defending. If, on the other hand, we translate the quia as “that” (the conjunction
introducing indirect statement), then the translation will merely be the same as I have indicated for
L (modified by Rowe) above. Many thanks to Friedemann Buddensiek for helping me with the
complexities of the Latin translation in this regard.



Chapter 3: Virtue of Character and the téAog of Action 131
her. The first division tells us that, while the natural goods are good for her, the goods that
are fine are the ones she pursues for their own sakes. And the second division will tell us
that though the goods without qualification are good for good people (as well as for noble
people), they are only good for good people in a derivative sense: since they (the goods
without qualification) are the things that are fine, good people will be benefited by them, but
only the noble person will select them for their own sake.

Given the picture developed in this section of the ends of the noble person, I now
proceed to consider what the noble person’s rational capacities have to do with her pursuit of

those ends.



4 Rational Capacities and Virtue of Character

In the preceding three chapters, I have argued (1) that qualities of character are
habituated through repetition; (2) that this repetition consists of experiences of pleasure and
pain; and (3) that while all agents desire natural goods as ends, the virtuous agent pursues
natural goods as fine goods, since they are the proper ends of virtuous action.

One does not need to be familiar with the contrasting account presented in the
Nicomachean Ethics to be surprised at the lack of involvement of the agent’s rational
capacities." The Eudemian Ethics explains a great deal without the involvement of agential
reasoning because it defines virtue of character as a quality of the non-rational soul.
Moreover, the same affections that characterize states of character account for their
development. Thus from beginning to end, character involves propensities to feel certain
affections, and in particular pleasure and pain. In virtue of those affections, someone who is
courageous and generous — or rash and spendthrift — feels non-rational desires for ends that
are specific enough to lead to action.

Human beings are eminently rational, though, as Aristotle will be the first to say, and
it is their rational capacities that translate their desires into action. How does this happen?
And given the extensive responsibilities of the non-rational part of the soul, how much work
does the rational part of the soul actually do? These two questions will guide the current
chapter. Throughout, I focus on virtue of character. Since this is human virtue, and since
human beings are distinctively rational, rationality must play an important role in virtue, the

topic of this dissertation.

1 In Chapter 1, I discussed the rational structure that will be present in a well-habituated agent.



In Chapter 3 we encountered choice (Tpoaipeotc), one activity of the rational part of
the soul, but only in the context of its aiming at the natural goods that we desire. (My
translation “choice” should not be read too literally, since Aristotle’s mpoaipeotc connotes not
only preference but purpose, and it is less concerned with the actual taking of action than it
is with the expression of moral character, that is, it is literally “ethical.”®) In fact, choice is a
key concept in Aristotle’s action theory in general, since choices are both for the sake of the
natural goods and of the action taken to obtain them. Because it has these two aspects, choice
connects states of character with the rational activities of deliberating (BovAevotc), believing
(36Em), and wishing (BovAnote). I present an explanation of Eudemian action theory by
focusing on choice (mtpoaipeotg) and its components in Section I. After this answer to the first
question posed above (how do rational capacities translate desires into action?), the
remainder of the chapter constitutes a three-part answer to the second question (how much
work does the rational part of the soul actually do in virtue of character?). The rational part
of the soul facilitates virtue of character by using contemplation of god as a standard (6poc)
for deliberation (Section II), by being naturally inclined toward intermediate affections,
desires, and actions that are “as reasoning indicates” (&g 6 Adyog) (Section I11), and by

contributing, through the actions it underwrites, to the habituation of character (Section IV).

I Choice and the translation of desire into action

Our non-rational desires, discussed in the last chapter, motivate our behavior® for the

sake of their objects, which are our ends. Sometimes we go after a desire “without thinking,”

2 Translators attempt to capture some of these features. For its preferential nature, “decision” is
common; also “rational choice” (NE, tr. Crisp and Broadie 1991: Chapter 4, 81) or “deliberate
choice” (EE, tr. Kenny), and even “preferential choice” (Lawrence 2004: 283ff.). For its
purposiveness: “purposive choice” (Kenny 1979: 69n1), “purpose” (Greenwood 1909), and, perhaps
the best, “commitment” (Chamberlain 1984: 155-157).



as children and animals would. But when we act as human beings, our distinctive rationality
must be involved.* Given a range of desires, we deliberate about how to achieve them.
Deliberation determines which ends we can and should pursue, and through what plan of
action we can do so. It also turns some of our non-rational desires for ends into rational
wishes for those same ends, and it results in a belief that the action we take conduces to our
wished-for end. We then take the first action necessary to follow the plan our deliberated
determined. Aristotle thinks that we make a choice of this first action for the sake of a wished-

for end,” on the belief that the action conduces to the end. Thus choice (tpoaipeaic), the

4 In his more technical moods (e.g. I1.6), Aristotle reserves the term “action” (pd&Lc) for movement
where the human being is a “controlling starting-point” (&py7 x0pLo).

5 11.10, 1226a11-13 and 1227b36-37. The theory of mpoaipeoic in the EE depends on these two
explicit statements of the idea that wpooaipeoic is of something and for the sake of something.
Contrast my interpretation of the second passage with Broadie’s (1991: 179-80).

Aristotle comes close to saying something similar in NE VI.2, especially in 1139a31-36: because the
efficient causes of mpoaipeolg are dpekLg and Adyog 6 Evexd TLvog, TPoaipeaLs requires a state of
character. In the lines following this NE passage, Aristotle discusses the importance of end-
directedness and a motive for thought (perhaps as a part of wpoaipeotg). But nowhere in the NE
does Aristotle specify mpoaipeotg with reference to two objects, as he does in the EE. The explicit
connection between mpoaipeotc and the end in the EE draws virtue of character and mpooaipeatg
closer together in that work than in the NE.



taking (afpeotc)® of an action, pursues a goal original desired non-rationally via three
capacities of the rational soul: deliberation, wish, and belief.

As 1 discuss these three capacities below, it will be convenient to use common
Aristotelian examples to illustrate their functions. We desire health and happiness, Aristotle
remarks, and we believe that we should be healthy or act well. We choose to take a walk or
to sit down for the sake of our health, and we choose to make money, or to take a risk, in
order to be happy (e.g. I1.10, 1226a6-17). This example will guide my explanation of choice,
for it includes all three elements I now discuss: through deliberation, we identify walking as

conducive to health or money-making as conducive to happiness; we wish to be healthy or to

6 Aristotle remarks that mpoaipeotg is ofpeotg of one thing mpé another at 11.10, 1226b6-8 (Rowe
prefers péd to pGg here against the manuscripts). I suggest that Aristotle usually uses ofpeotg for
the “taking” of an action, whether or not this acting is also chosen. We might also translate
“selecting,” as some sentences’ grammar forces me to do, but this should not imply consideration
of other possible objects. At I1.5, 1222a31-33 Aristotle says that exercise-loving mpoatpetixal €€elg
will be health-loving in every ofpeotc. Thus “selection,” “decision,” or “choice” are overtranslations.

Strikingly, Aristotle prefers aipeoig to mpoaipeotg in EE VIII, and mpoaipeaotg to oipeotc in EE 1-
III. Of the occurrences of ofpeotg and its forms in the EE, we find non-technical usage early in the
EE in 1.5 (1215b21, 1215b35, 1216a15, and 1216a21) and explicit contrasts with mpoaipeotg in I1.5
(by way of definition at 1226b7 and 1222a33) and in II1.1, where reason orders to oipeofor what
is fine (1229a1-2 and in 1230a26-33). At II1.5, 1233a4-6 peyoroduyio is the best disposition
concerning the afpeotg and use (ypfiolc) of honor and the other honorable goods. I leave out the
many occurrences of alpetdv and its forms, since Aristotle seems to prefer alpetdg to *mpoaipetoc*
throughout the EE, though he does use the latter throughout (and only in) II.10.

Other than in these places, ofpeotc and its forms only occur in VIIL.3, where Aristotle uses the
word several times. As we have already seen, goods aipetd for their own sakes are goals (1248b18-
19) and any goods are fine when that for the sake of which people do and aipobvtor them is fine
(1249a5-7). Also, for the mpdEetg and aipéocetg about natural but not praiseworthy goods, the
omoudaiog needs a 6pog for their possession, ofpeotg, and avoidance; later, Aristotle specifies as
best whatever afpeotg and acquisition (xtfotg) of natural goods most conduces to contemplation of
god (1249a24-b3, 1249b16-19). Against these several instances stands a lone occurrence of
mpoaipeotg at 1249a2-4, already seen above: “the things that are fine on their own account do not
belong to them, which things the noble choose.”

Aristotle’s very extensive usage of aipeolg and its forms in EE VII contrasts dramatically with EE
I-111. Its usage might be deemed non-technical in a book on friendship, but mpoaipeotig is common
in VII as well. Perhaps further investigation would reveal more about what Aristotle is doing here.



act well; and we believe that taking a walk will improve our health, or that making money
will also make us happier.

Deliberation (BovAecvotg) and reflection make choice possible,7 so we should start
with deliberation in order to understand choice. Beginning with a desire for some end,
deliberation identifies a plan of action that conduces to that end. Aristotle’s model of
deliberation proceeds from the distant to the proximate or from the general to the specific:
from the desired end to the first action needed to take to achieve that end (I1.10, 1226b12-

13). The action identified by deliberation will not always be some means to the end but may

be the achievement of a constituent part of the end, or an action that tends in the direction of

the end.® We should think of these actions quite generally as “things toward the end.”® They
will be the objects of choice.

The previous paragraph summarizes Aristotle’s main Eudemian discussion of
deliberation (EE I1.10). But the discussion there focuses on individual instances of

deliberation and lacks a broader perspective on the phenomenon. Suppose, quite plausibly,

that we desire both health and happiness. These desires will occasion deliberation about their

achievement, but with only an afternoon to spare, we might not be able to act on both of

these desires; indeed, if inclement weather keeps us in our apartment, our desire for health

7 E.g. [1.10, 1226b8: t0b7o [i.e., mpoaipeotg] 3& ody 0ldv Te divev oxédews xal BoLATS

8 Aristotle gives some examples of a straightforwardly logical deliberative process: the practical
syllogism. Consider the grammarian in I1.10, 1226a34-37. The relevance of the practical syllogism
to Aristotle’s ethics is debated. For doubts, see Wiggins (1980: 33), Segvic (2011: 166), and Annas,
1993: 92-93, nn. 144-151. For various explanations of what the practical syllogism does, see
Gottlieb (2006: 220), Broadie (1991), and Reeve (2006). Contrast Tuozzo (1991: especially 197 and
202).

9 & TEOg TO Téhog (11.10, 1226a7-8). At 11.10, 1226b11, deliberation concerns “whether this or that
is conducive [to the end]” (nétepoy T6de 3} T6de ouvteiver) and it is about “the things aiming at
[the end]” (tepl &8¢ T®V €ig TODTO TELVGVTWY).



may have to go unfulfilled. Thus deliberation may address more than one desire at once, and
it may identify some of our desires as more worth pursuing or more practically pursued in
the present. This elaboration of Aristotle’s idea of deliberation will be useful in discussing the
6poc of VIIL.3 (in Section 2), but it also helps us to see why, through deliberation, we wish
for desired ends.

Wish (BovAnotc), for Aristotle, is a kind of desire, one that belongs to the rational

part of the soul."

Wish enters the picture when deliberation identifies a non-rational desire
that, for ethical or prudential reasons," is worth pursuing. Aristotle’s characters wish for
happiness and health, as we have seen, but also for wealth and pleasure, and for the fitness

or health of others.'? Such wishes are for the same ends as non-rational desires are, but our

wished-for goals are the ones that our deliberation determines we can and should pursue."

10 DA 1I1.9, 432b5; NE 111.2, 1111b11-19 and V.9, 1136b6-7; Topics 1V.5, 126a12-13; and Rhetoric 1.10,
1369a1ff. Contrast Politics V11.15, 1334b20-25 and Gauthier and Jolif on NE I11.2, 1111b19 (ad loc):
in its essence, they write, BoUAnoig belongs to the non-rational part of the soul. See also
Buddensiek (2017: 42). Aristotle warns against precise distinctions among the elements of the soul
(NE 1.13, 1102b26 and DA 11.10, 433b1-4).

11 I make the distinction between ethical and prudential reasons frequently in this chapter, but I do
not intend by it a strict division between the two. Practical wisdom takes all reasons into account.

12 Wealth and pleasure: I1.10, 1227a16. Fitness of others: I1.10, 1226a17-18 and 1227b28. Health of
others: 11.10, 1226a34-37 and I1.11, 1227b25-30

13 Wishes are for ends: EE I1.10, 1226a6-17, especially al13-14 and a16. Note that at al4, wish is
“above all” (uéhota) about the end. Wishes cannot be for things toward ends as such, but since
we wish for some of the natural goods we desire, wishes are not just about our ultimate end (cf.
the pursuit of pleasures and avoidance of pains at I1.4, 1221b32-34). In the picture of multiple
cycles of BovAevoic/Bodinoig/mpoaipeotc developed below, wishes may well be for ends subordinate
even to the natural goods desired in the first such cycle.

Miiller (2017), Nussbaum (1978: 335-336), Meyer (2011 and 2016), and Segvic (2011: 173) agree
that the object of BoOAnoic need not be eddonpovia, or even explicitly tied to the final end. There
must be some connection, but it may be implicit or well in the past (see Michael Frede 2011: 27).



Aristotle does not make this process explicit; he merely says that deliberation is responsible

for the wishing in choice:"

T16: It is clear that choice is a deliberative desire of things up to

oneself, for we deliberate about [or: wish for] all the things

which we choose, but we do not choose all the things we wish

for [or: deliberate about]: By “deliberative,” I mean [something]

the starting-point and cause of which is deliberation."
In the ethical works, Aristotle divides desire (6pekLg) into three species: appetite (mtOopio)
and spirit (Bopdg), which T discussed extensively in Chapter 3, and wish (BovAnoic). Aristotle
begins his discussion of choice with this division because of the common opinion that choice
is identical with desire, or that it is a kind of desire (I1.10, 1225b24-26). We find T16 well
into Aristotle’s explanation that choice cannot be any of these three kinds of desires, when he
has already concluded that choice is not wish. He then remarks in T16 that choice is instead
a deliberative desire, using 6peELg, the general term for desire. Perhaps Aristotle avoids the

expression “deliberative wish” because of the origins of choice in non-rational desire and the

idea (which I have just proposed) that deliberation brings about a wish for something we

14 Choice requires wish: I1.10, 1226b17-18 and implied at I1.7, 1223b39-1224a4. Contrast Hardie
(1980: 164).

15 11.10, 1226b16-20: 37jAov OTL 7 TPOMiPETLS HEV ETTLY OPEELG TV EQ° DTG BOLAELTIXY. ATOYTA YOO
BovAevopeba [or: BovAdueba] & xol Tpoorpodpedo, ob LévtoL Ye & BovAdpebo [or: BovAsvdpedal]
mévto mpootpodpebor Aéyw 8& BovAsvTinAy Mg dpyN b20 xod aitio BodAsvaoic éot.

b18 BovAdpeba Victorius; volumus in the Latin translation; fovAevépebo PCBL. At b18-19:
BovAduebo P'L; BovAevdpebo PCB, ev added over the second omicron in P. Rowe notes that the
evidence at b18-19 suggests that both recensiones (L and PC, though I am not sure where B fits in)
will have had BouAdueba there. He argues from the sense of the passage that both recensiones must
also have had BovAduefa at b18, but the manuscripts do all read BovAsvdpebo.

In these two locations (b18 and b18-19), I adopt BovAevdpebo and BovAduebo. The sense is clear,
though the point is not as neatly expressed as it would be with BovAdueba and BovAducbor.
BovAevdpebo and BovAevdpeba (also possible) would bring unsuccessful deliberation to mind (see
MA VI, 701a3-5). Aristotle surely recognizes that internal or external circumstances may interrupt
deliberation.



already desired. But in any case, T16 shows us that Aristotle thinks that wish, as the
desiderative component of choice, originates with deliberation.

Belief (36Ea) has a role in choice as well. Aristotle’s belief is a capacity of the
rational soul, since it entertains propositions about what is true and false (I11.10, 1226a4).
Like wishes, beliefs are about ends: we believe that we should be healthy, for example, just as
we wish for health (I1.10, 1226a13-15). How does belief arise? Aristotle seems to think that
deliberation gives rise to beliefs. There are two ways that this could work, both of which fit
with Aristotle’s text on the matter but to neither of which he seems to give preference. Belief
may simply confirm a wish: we believe that we should be healthy. Alternatively, as I have
alluded to earlier, our beliefs may assert that the action deliberation recommends conduces to
the wished-for end. While the first and simpler alternative has the support of Aristotle’s
examples at I1.10, 1226a13-15, the second alternative ties belief to the result of deliberation
and explains why we might reasonably act on the results of our deliberation.'

Aristotle indicates the place of belief in choice a bit before T16. Choice is, he says,
“based on (éx) wish and deliberative belief.”"” In this phrase we have all three components
under discussion: deliberation, wish, and now belief. Choice is “based on” these components

because they are its material causes:'® wish and deliberative belief make up choice, and so we

16 This second alternative may also have the support of 11.10, 1226b21-23, where Aristotle writes that
deliberation gives us “a view about why” (O6AnLg T0b diéix i) we do what we do. Perhaps when
goal-directed deliberation results in a belief that the chosen action conduces to the goal, the agent
has gained a dta .

17 11.10, 1226b4-5: g EE dupoly dpo, b duew yop DTTAEYEL TG TEOXLPOLIEVY TodTo and b9: €x
36Eng BovAevTindg €otiy M) Tpoaipeots. See also 11.10, 1225b32-1226a18. Some translations of
1226bb5 mislead: “both are present when one decides,” for example, implies that wpoaipeatg
involves some occurrent event. I argue in other work that this is not the case.



have an answer to a question at the outset of I1.10: Is choice desire or belief? (1225b23) No,
but neither is it something else entirely. It is both a desire (specifically, a wish) and a belief.
Choice is therefore both desiderative and evaluative, since it consists in these two psychic
phenomena." Finally, since (successful) deliberation identifies an action with which the agent
can begin the process of reaching her wished-for end, the object of choice will be an action.*
Recalling the two aspects of choice mentioned above, choice is of this action and for the sake of
the wished-for end.

In sum, non-rational desires lead to deliberation, which occasions wish and belief.
Choice consists of deliberative desire and belief, and we choose actions that aim (or so our
deliberation indicates) at some of our original non-rational desires.

This entire process need not be confined to the rigid sequence just summarized.
Aristotle surely recognizes the complexity of human moral psychology, and he seems to think
that instances of this sequence work both in parallel and in succession. Once again, though
his account in 11.10 presents a more straightforward picture, common experience suggests
that his action theory is more complex. Above, I noted that the example of deliberation
directing wish toward certain desires supported the idea of the §pog in VIII.3 (discussed in
Section 2). Here, too, the example I am about to give solves a problem elsewhere in Aristotle.

This time, the problem concerns three ideas that seem to challenge the picture just presented.

19 Rachana Kamtekar has helped me arrive at this position on the structure of choice. In the
secondary literature I find only Mele defending a similar point (1984: 154ft.).

I argue in other work that all the phenomena under discussion are évepyeion (“activities”) as
opposed to xwroelg (“movements”) or even other psychic phenomena. Choice is related to action
only in an explanatory, and not a causal, way.

20 And so choice is certainly not action. Hardie defines it as “itself an action or the beginning [efficient
cause] of an action” (1980: 163). Lawrence seems to equivocate, defining choice as a “taking of one
thing . . .” (emphasis mine). Is it: “Justin Gatlin took the baton,” or “The Americans take it that
they have won”?



(1) After specifying the three kinds of desire at the beginning of I1.10, Aristotle rules
out appetite and spirit because people “make many choices without spirit or appetite.”!
How can choices not involve spirit or appetite if, as I have argued above, choice begins
with non-rational desire?

(2) As we saw in Chapter 3, virtuous agents choose an action “for the sake of what
is fine,” or “for the sake of the fine.” Some commentators maintain that both choice and
wish, and not just for the virtuous person, must be about our final end.* How can all
choice and wish actually concern the action and the proximate end, respectively, if
virtuous action involves more distant objectives: our final end, or “the fine”?

(3) Common experience seems to suggest that we do not deliberate about every

choice we make, and that some of our choices happen quite quickly. How is this possible,

if deliberation precedes every choice?*

Suppose, that Axel (a carpenter) is virtuous. He has a non-rational desire for happiness (his

final end), as all people do. Among his other desires are wealth (so that he can exercise

magnificence and generosity) and health. Axel’s correct conception of happiness includes

virtuous activity. Now imagine that Axel finds himself unemployed, just having lost his old

position in an economic crisis. His desires for wealth, health, and happiness all come to the
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Aristotle states this and also gives evidence: spirit and appetite always involve pain (because one
does not have what one desires), but many choices do not involve pain. EE 11.10, 1225b27-31: &t
3¢ %ol olc OTPYEL EUEL TADTO, TTOAAX %ol &vev Bupod %ol émbupiog TEooLpodyTaL: %ol &v Toig
miébeoty Gvteg od mpootpodvtaL, b30 dAAa xopTepodaty. &t Emtbupio pey xol Oupog del peta
AOTtne, TTpoopobuebor SE TTOAMG xal dvev AOTTNG.

See Broadie (1991: 183ff), Anscombe (1965: 69-70 and 1969: 76-7), McDowell (1980: 361), and
Dorothea Frede (2006).

The EE never raises this concern explicitly, but it is endemic in Aristotle’s Eudemian (and
Nicomachean) presentation of choice and deliberation. My response to this worry will also address
perhaps more serious problems in the NE concerning action in response to quickly-changing
circumstances: see I1.4, 1105a31; II1.8, 1117a18-22; and VI.12, 1144a19.



fore. As we have seen above, deliberation might determine that, where his career is
concerned, he cannot worry about health as well as wealth and happiness. He determines
additionally that applying for only well-compensated carpentry work is the surest way for his
choice of employment to make him happy, for then he will be able to be generous while
practicing a skill in which he excels. As a result of this line of deliberating, the only wish
relevant to further deliberation is a wish for wealth. Axel eventually finds remunerative and
enjoyable employment. Finally, suppose that his partner finds a new job, this time in faraway
Minnesota, and he must give notice. He is not back to the drawing-board, because previous
deliberation informs his current thinking. Having generalized his conclusions from before, he
immediately starts looking for carpentry work at a well-respected firm.

Life’s complexity produces many such vignettes. This non-remarkable example
solves all three problems above. To (1): his choice of work in Minnesota might not involve
non-rational desire for wealth; instead, a wish for wealth just is the desire that begins
deliberation. To (2), this particular wish for wealth need not concern Axel’s final end
(happiness). Perhaps at one point, back in his first job search, Axel’s soul searching connected
his non-rational desires for wealth, health, and happiness. But perhaps not: he might only
make the connection if pressed. In any case, if those who insist on the final end as the object
of choice are correct, we can explain how Aristotle can think this by giving either an
historical or a hypothetical explanation. As for aiming at the fine: Axel’s virtue ensures that
when he bargains about his salary, he does so at least in part because of the virtuous actions
he will be able to perform with the resultant savings.”* And to (3): deliberation does precede

Axel’s choice to apply for high-paying Minnesotan carpentry jobs, even if that deliberation

24 Since wishes are not necessarily tied to our final end, choices will not necessarily involve it either.



does not feature in his assumption that that is what he should do.* This assumption may

well come from either (i) a choice in the past always to act in a certain way in job-seeking

circumstances, or perhaps (ii) a habit constructed out of repeated choices in such

circumstances. In either case, his action may well be deliberate, even though no occurrent

deliberation is involved.?

One final comment on a key idea in this extended example: It seems entirely

reasonable to posit multiple cycles of deliberation followed by wish followed by choice, where

the choice of one cycle either is to deliberate further or where the chosen action leads to

deliberation prompted by the wish of a previous cycle.”’” We need not concern ourselves with

the specifics: indeed, Aristotle never says anything explicit on the matter. But such a solution

will be necessary in order to resolve tensions in his account of choice.?

At the beginning of the section, I commented that agents go for desires even

“without thinking,” as animals and children do. Such pursuit of desire features in the lives of
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There is no evidence in the EE (or, I would venture, the NE), that the virtuous person need be
able to produce the reasons for her actions. Choice entails deliberative belief, even if this belief is
not accessible to the agent at the time of the choice. Contrast Cooper (1975: 9-10).

In other work, I argue for a different but complementary thesis, that chosen behavior can be
entirely without occurrent deliberation since choice is an évépyeta and action precipitates from it.

I mention below that virtue is a €Elc mpoatpetixy. In addition to the reasons given there, virtue in
particular involves choice in the sense that (much more than in other types of character) many
such BovAevoic-Podinoic-poaipeotic cycles must be present in the virtuous person’s soul at any
given time lest the person not be able to respond swiftly enough in all those situations that do not
admit of or require time for deliberation.

To my knowledge, only Buddensiek and Simpson make suggestions along these lines. Buddensiek
gestures at what he calls “cascading BovAnotg-mpoaipeotg pairs” (2017: 63). And according to
Simpson, Aristotle thinks that in any given instance of choice, we do not deliberate about or choose
the end. That allows that after deliberating about something and making a choice as a result of
that deliberation, that object of that choice might become an end of another choice. Simpson gives
the example of the bridle-maker and the horse-rider from NE 1.1, 1094a9-14.



every adult human being. Choice, too, occurs in all types of agents.” But choice occupies a

special place in the life of the virtuous person, since virtue requires choice.”® Aristotle speaks

several times of virtue as a €Eic wpoorpeTixy, a “state that involves choice.”" Because of this

close connection between virtue and choice, the process described above changes in the case

of virtue in two notable ways. First, the virtuous person’s deliberation is the best of its kind.

In the NE, Aristotle refers to excellent deliberation as @pévnotg (“practical wisdom”). And

though that term does occur in the EE, Aristotle never defines it as anything out of the
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Choice can thus be better or worse. See EE 11.10, 1226b13-15 and 1I.11, 1228a1-2. The reasoning
yielding BovAnoig is even not always better than the “reasoning” of appetite or spirit (Michael
Frede 2011: 21-22; cp. DA II1.10, 433b8-9). Deliberative quality is part of quality of character, but
it would be misleading to say that character determines choices (or their quality), because of
deliberation’s role in each individual choice. Rachana Kamtekar has helped me to see this point.

At b15: the manuscripts’ % xelpov %] BéAtiov is amended by Rowe, the OCT, and Susemihl follow
Fritzsche, emending to ei yeipov % BéAtiov. Inwood and Woolf and Simpson read the manuscripts’
text; Dirlmeier, Kenny, and Woods read the emendation.

Aristotle writes that “either all of some of the virtues are mean points” at 1.5, 1222b13-14: ot
dpetal i) oot 7 TovTwy TvEG Ecovtal TRV LECOTATWY (see also Rowe, note to todtwy at b13).
The text is not in dispute, though Woods deletes at and todtwy to produce the converse of what I
have translated here (21: “all or some of these mean states will be virtues”). Though that, too, is
true (see I11.7, 1234a23-25), Aristotle may be thinking of the intellectual virtues (so Woods 21), or
perhaps justice (so Simpson 32n4), virtues that are not intermediate states. Or perhaps some
virtues are not intermediates between pleasure and pain (Woods citing Dirlmeier on Kapp, though
Dirlmeier translates “die Tugenden entweder lautet Mitten oder aber einige dieser Mitten sein
werden,” which seems to match Woods’s interpretation). At any rate, II1.1, 1230a26-29 clarifies
that since “all virtue concerns choice . . .” (oo &pet) TPoaLpeTxy . . .), and so courage, too,
involves making choices.

I1.10, 1227b8, see also II.11, 1227b40-1228a1 and 1228a11-15. The adjectival -tx1 connotes
“specializing in” or “productive of,” added to the word for the thing that is produced or specialized
in.

The NE ties virtuous action to choice explicitly at II.4, 1105a31-2. Moss’s explanation of this
passage suggests a similar interpretation of virtue as a : “This will mean not that the reasoning
which culminates in the decision is itself an exercise of virtue . . ., but that virtue has not been
manifested unless its function has been fulfilled, i.e. unless it has set a goal toward the realization
of which a decision has been made” (2011: 210).



ordinary; like the @pdvipog (the practically wise person),* ®pdvnotg seems to have little
special significance in the EE. Still, by dint of her virtue, the virtuous person will deliberate
correctly. A second unique feature of the virtuous person’s action-theoretic process owes to
her non-rational capacities instead of her rational ones. In a passage clearly aimed at the case
of virtue, Aristotle tells us that the that-for-the-sake-of-which in virtuous choices is the
intermediate (EE 11.11, 1227b37). Just like non-virtuous choice, virtuous choice is a
deliberative desire for some end. But virtuous deliberation aims excellently at the correct,
intermediate, ends.

Now that we have seen how desire leads to action, both in the general case and for
the virtuous person, I turn at long last to the second question posed at the beginning of this
chapter: given the great extent of the capacities of the non-rational soul, how much does the
rational soul contribute to virtue of character? We can imagine both a minimalist and a
maximalist answer to this question. As we will see in the remainder of this chapter,
Aristotle’s Eudemian answer takes a middle road: he manages to describe interaction between
the non-rational and rational parts of the soul that leaves virtue largely to the former but

reserves key roles for the latter in the deliberative process.

II The standard for deliberation

In this section, I explain that practical wisdom looks to a guiding standard (6poc)
when determining which goals to pursue and how to pursue them. Aristotle specifies the

standard in a difficult passage of VIII.3, in the final lines of the EE. In VIIL.3, we add to our

32 NE VLT7: the @pdvipoc, the practically wise person, is the person unqualifiedly good at deliberation.
She tends to aim, in accordance with her calculation, at the best human goods achievable with
action.



understanding of deliberation from EFE II, since Aristotle now addresses a situation familiar

from all of our lives: how do we deliberate about multiple desires, even if all of them are

virtuous? There are two relevant passages in VIIIL.3:

T17: [As in the case of a doctor] so too for the excellent person,
concerning actions and selections of the natural but not
praiseworthy goods, there should be some standard for the
possession and for the selection and avoidance of the abundance
and dearth of material goods and of successes. Earlier on, the
“as the Adyog” was mentioned. But this is as if someone said in
matters of nutrition “as medicine and as the Adyog™: it is true
but not clear.*

T18: So, whatever selection and acquisition of natural goods,
either goods of the body or material goods or friends or other
goods, will most produce the contemplation of god, that is the
best, and this is the finest standard. But whatever either through
deficiency or excess hinders serving and contemplating god, that
is base. It holds in this way for the soul, and this is the best
standard, being lease aware of the non-rational part of the soul
as such.*
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VIIL.3, 1249a24-b6: o0tw xol @ omovdaiw TePL ToG TEAEELG ol olpéaelg a2b TdY QUOEL YEVY
éyoB@y 0dx Emouvet®dy 1249b1 3¢ dei tiva eivan Bpov %ol Tic EEewg %ol Thc alpéoswe %ol [mepl]
QLYTIC YENLETWY TTARBOLC %ol OALYOTNTOC XKoL TV EDTUYNULETWY. &V PEY 0DV Tolc TEdTEPOY EAEYON
T0 ®¢ 0 AGYOoG, TODTO & €aTly BoTEP v el TS €V Tolg TeEPL TNV TPoPNy bb eimteley w¢ 7 totpLxn xol
0 A6yog TN ToDTO & AdAnbEg LEY, 0L capeg OE.

b3 &AéyOn: Some commentators take the subject of éAéxOm to be the 8pog (at b1; Dirlmeier 105,
Simpson 188).

VIIL.3, 1249b16-23: #tig 0dv olpeoic xol xTAoLg T@Y PLOEL AyoddY ToLioeL pdAtata Ty Tod 00D
Oewpiow, ) odPorTog ) YONUETLY 3} EIAwY 3] @Y EA ALY ayabdy, adty &pioty, kol 0dtog 6 6Pog
%xGAALoTOg ftig & 1) 8L Evdetay b20 %) 3U OmepBoAny xwAdel Tov Oeov Oepamedety xol Hewpely,
obty 8¢ Padn. Eyel 8¢ tobTo Tf} Yuyd], xal ovtog [tTic Yuyicl 6 pog dptoTog, TO fixtota
aioBdveabor 10D EAAOL pépovg ThHe PuYHC 7| TOLODTOV.

See discussion of this passage below.



Nothing has prepared us for these passages, and in particular the idea in T18 that the dpog is
the service and contemplation of god. Elsewhere in the EE, Aristotle only uses 0e6¢ (“god”)
or feiog (“divine”) in a moral-psychological context once,” a bit earlier in EE VIII:

T19: Or is there some starting-point beyond which there is no
other starting-point, and this [hypothesized starting-point] can
do such [a thing] because it is such [a thing]? This is the thing
being sought: what the starting-point is of movement in the
soul. But it is clear: just as god [moves everything] in the
universe, [god] also moves everything there [? in the soul]. For
in a way the divine in us moves everything. And the starting-
point of reason is not reason, but something greater. But what
could be greater even than knowledge <B": and intelligence>
except god? For virtue is an instrument of intelligence (vodg).*

35 A Thesaurus Linguae Graecae search confirms this.

36 VIIL.2, 1248a23-29: 3| Zott Ttc dpyn g 00x oty EAAN EEw, adtn 8& dtix TO TotodT [T0] elvou
T0L0DTO dVvorTaL TToLely; TO 8e {nrodpevoy a2b TodT €oti, Tl M TG XYNoEWS dEYN €V TH Yoy
O7jhov 37 Gomep év @ GAw Dedg, xal TTaY Exel wivel. ®LVEl YaP Twg TavTa TO €v Nulv Beloy, Adyov
& GpyN 00 AGYOS, GANG TL XEETTTOV. TL 0DV BV XPELTTOV %Ol ETULOTAUYNG €N TOTE <XOL VOD> TANY
0ecdg; M Yoo GpeTh T0D YOO Gpyowov.

a24 duix T0 ToLadTN [10] elvor ToLodTo dVvarton ToLely Rowe: Storti Totodtn TO glvor TO TOHTO
dvvacahor morely PCL; Sttt tolahtn o t0070 Stvacbon motely B; Sua 1o toradtn [t0] elvan [t0]
TotodTo Svvarton motely Walzer; quod tale secundum esse tale potest facere BE; 611 totodtn <xoto> 10
eivot TO ToLoDTo ddvotal otely Dirlmeier; [Stoti] ToLOO TN TR eivot <tO> ToLoDTO SVvorTon TOLELY
Susemihl; St tO Totad T YE glvar ToLodTO ddvoartar Totely Jackson. Rowe accepts Walzer’s
emendation, changing it slightly. Rowe suggests that tolobto was corrupted to the manuscripts’ 10
tobto and that this caused the change of SVvatot to SVvacbot. Rowe argues against the relevance
of mentioning the 1o elvaw of the starting-point, as Dirlmeier’s <xort&> t0 €iva TO TOL0DTO,
Susemihl’s T® eivor <t0> ToLobT0, and BF’s secundum esse tale might.

a26 xol may éxel xwel Jackson (and Rowe); xol méy éxetvey PCBL; et omne illud Bf; [xal] x&v
éxeivn Spengel; xivel xav éxeivep Ross; xol wav éxeivo Dirlmeier; xatl oy éxel v <xtvel> Kenny
(World’s Classics) (Rowe lists these readings.) Rowe argues against a “sudden éxeivog” and “adds
[to Jackson’s proposal] the thought that perhaps éxeivo was a prior stage in the process of
corruption, induced by the neuter méyv and the omission of xwvel by haplography [the next sentence
certainly begins with xuvel], with éxeivo then itself being corrupted into éxeivew = éxeive.”

a27 o0 missing in PCB

a28-29 in motE Rowe: ein Spengel; imor PCBL; [eimot] Jackson (following BF, having added &in
after &v in a28). Rowe: “the delaying of €in and the addition of mote, I suggest, signal that the
question being asked is a surprising one.”



I quote T19 in its entirety here because only there does Aristotle come at all close to using
“god” in a way that might inform his usage in T18. Aristotle tells us that the divine in us
moves everything, and he implies that the starting-point of reason is god. Perhaps this makes
sense in light of T18: the service and contemplation of god should direct our action, and if it
does, then we are not the starting-point of our own reason; instead, god is, or the divine in
us is. This is certainly speculative, but T19 and T18 do not have any supporting texts in the
EE.

T17, T18, and T19 are some of the most puzzling passages in the Eudemian Ethics.
We will consider other aspects of these passages — and especially of T19 — in the next two
sections, but here I remain focused on the 6pog. What is it? And supposing it is “service and
contemplation of god” (whatever that may be), what role does it play in virtue of character?

Aristotle’s use of 6pog in T17 and T18 harks back to I11.7 and especially to 11.5, in
the conclusion to Aristotle’s discussion of intermediate and extreme states. Both passages give
examples of dpot; these standards serve as reference points with which to judge how one
ought to act. In III.7, Aristotle compares two descriptions of how the intermediate person
should act by calling them both &pot. He concludes that instead of taking care not to offend
the target of a joke, the witty person should be sure to please the person who is a good judge
of jokes.” II.5 contains a more general statement about pot, sensibly so, for the term first
occurs there. We read in I1.5 for the first time in the EE about a 0pog: Aristotle recommends
that we should understand t0 péoov with reference to some dpoc.

T20: The intermediate will be sometimes in pleasures, for there
is both an excess and deficiency here, sometimes in pains, and

a28-29 <xal vod> Spengel (and Rowe); [et scientia] et intellectu BF

37 1117, 1234a18-23



sometimes in both. The person exceeding in enjoyment exceeds

in pleasure and the one exceeding in being pained exceeds in

the opposite, and these either without qualification or with

respect to some standard, such as when one does not act the

way most people do. But the good person acts as one ought.®

T21: Now that the account has been grasped, of states relative to

the affections, both excesses and deficiencies, and of the opposite

states, in which people are in accord with correct reason (we

must later examine what correct reason is and toward what

standard we should look when defining® “the intermediate™), it

is clear that . . . %
Consider T20 first. As in II1.7, T20 suggests a 6pog referencing “what most people do.” (“As
one ought” might or might not be meant as another example of a poc.) While “what most
people do” does not come as a recommended 8poc, it certainly makes sense in the context of
I11.7 (with the two standards for the witty person) and VIIL.3 (both T17 and T18 above). If
we lived as most people do, we would have the standard for our possession, selection, and
avoidance of material goods required in T17. It would be similar in kind — but much wider
in scope — than the standards listed for the witty person in IIL.7. (“What most people do”

would certainly be an easier standard to follow than the “service and contemplation of god”

recommended by T18.)

38 11.5, 1222a12-17: €otow & N pecd™g OTE LEY v Ndovalg, xol Yo DTEPBOAN xal EAAeLPLS, OTE & &v
AOTTOLG, OTE & €V aupoTépaLs. O Yo alb OTePRAAAWY T@ Yalpely T@ NSl OTEPPRAMEL xal 6 TG
AvTeiobon @ Evovtie, xol TadTo i GTAGS 3} TEOS TLvar Bpov, olov dtow Pl Og ol ToAAoL: 6 &
ayoog g del.

39 On “define” for Aéyey at 1222b8, see EE 11.1, 1219a39-b1 (&1t 8& 10 Yévog %ol TOV Hpov adTiig
Aéyopuey xoA&G, pnoptdpto 1219b1 T Soxodbyta ooty uiv: “That we have defined the genus and
6pog of [happiness] well, what seems to be the case to all of us testifies”) and NE VII.4, 1148a5
(Ttepl Thg oWPOTLXAG ATTOADOELS, TEPL G AEYOUEY TOV GMOEEOVO Xol GxdAaoTov . . .: “Of the
pleasures concerning bodily enjoyments, concerning which we define “temperance” and
“intemperance” . . .), LS] s.v. Myw (B), A.IIL.9.b cites the NE passage and Gorgias 494B. Note that
the OCT’s line numbering is off in the EE 11.1 passage (though I reference it here, at always).

40 EE 11.5, 1222b4-9: émel § elAnmTon 1 Stodoyn TV EEewy %ol Exaato tor Ta07, xot al OrepPoial
%ol EANElPELG, ol TOV Evavtiny EEEwy xal’ g Exovat xoata Tov 0p00Y Adyov- Tic 8" O 6p00g AdYoc,
%ol TTPOG Tivar Oel 6poY ATTOPRAETOVTOG AEYELY TO LEGOV, DATEQOY ETILOXETTTEOY: (POVEQOY OTL . . .



T21 goes some way toward clarifying the two passages from VIII.3 where Aristotle
tells us we need a standard and then specifies the standard as the “service and contemplation
of god” (T17 and T18). In T18, Aristotle explicitly connects the standard with the
intermediate. Though he does not specify the standard for us in II.5, or indeed in III.7 or
anywhere else before VIII.3, it is clear from I1.5 and III.7 that we need a standard for how
we pursue the intermediates between pleasures and pains. From Aristotle’s discussion of the
intermediate and from the table of virtues in I1.3, we know that all the virtues are
intermediate between excess and deficiency in pleasure and pain. So the standard will not
only guide us in certain matters (as in wit at II1.7), but in all matters of virtue.

In fact, by the time we arrive at the end of the EE, we might think that Aristotle has
given us not just one standard for virtue but two: with the introduction of the term 6pog in
I1.4 (T20) comes the sentence: “But the good person acts as one ought” (&g d¢t). Nowhere
does Aristotle explicitly say that the g et is a dpoc: it is merely implied in T20, and then
perhaps contradicted — or perhaps explained — by VIII.3. Aristotle makes extensive use of &g
det throughout the accounts of the virtues. If this is not just a platitude but refers, for
example, to how the virtuous person would act, then VIII.3 may indeed run contrary to it.
Or perhaps, if we assume that the virtuous person follows the prescription set out in VIIL.3,
then the two may refer to one and the same standard. (As to what “service and
contemplation of god” may mean in VIIL.3, we can only conjecture.*')

What role does the dpoc have in virtue, whatever exactly the 6pog may be? I now
suggest an answer, working from the account of choice developed above and from the

account of goods discussed in the last chapter.

41 Others have done this, with varying degrees of confidence. Kenny ad loc. suggests that the service
of god refers to acts of virtue.



My suggestion begins with the everyday observation that we have multiple
simultaneous desires. Suppose that I desire both the physical health of my grandmother, the
psychological well-being of my sister, and my own financial stability, to name a few. When I
have some free time from my studies, I often deliberate about how to use it. Should I stay at
home, cognizant of my savings? Or should I visit my sister, or my ailing grandmother? I
cannot do both of the latter, and either of them conflicts with my first end. While I might
compromise, electing to stay home now and extend my holiday trip to my sister’s place, 1
cannot wish simultaneously to visit my grandmother and carry out such a plan. We do not
wish for things we know are impossible, Aristotle reminds us. This situation clarifies a role
for a deliberative standard, as follows:

My initial set of desires cannot be completely fulfilled. When I deliberate about them
and settle on some course of action, my action will be for the sake of my wished-for end,
which will have as its object the object of one of my desires. As I have explained above,
deliberation gives rise to this wish and to the belief either that my action conduces to the end
of the wish or simply that I should pursue this wished-for end. In any case, when I choose
the action, my choice will be of the action and for the sake of the wished-for end. So far, so
good.

But in between T17 and T18, Aristotle complicates this picture with reference to god.
In this passage, Aristotle likens the medical art to the soul, or perhaps to the rather
mysterious Bewpntindév.”” Opposed to the non-ruling element in each (the body and the
desires, respectively) are two types of ruling elements: one that is émttaxtixog (order-giving),

and one that is 00 &vexa. A doctor’s actions are “ruled” by medicine, the order-giving ruler

42 See 11.10, 1226b25-26.



in his art. But in a different way, health rules his actions, since he performs his work for the
benefit of his patients’ health.

Similarly, in the soul, Aristotle says, @pdvnotg rules the desires, since @pdvrnoig gives
orders as to what we should wish for. In the example above, it was under orders from my
deliberation (BovAcvotg) that I wished for the psychological well-being of my sister and my
financial stability when I made my plan of action. Above, I indicated that my action would
then be for the sake of the ends of these wishes, and indeed that is what Aristotle says
throughout I1.10 about choice. And yet here, we read about another for the sake of. Practical
wisdom, Aristotle tells us, gives orders for the sake of god — not that such orders are good for
god, but insofar as god is the end or the that-for-the-sake-of-which of its ordering. Thinking
about the example given here, or indeed about the moral psychology of action in the EE in
general, is it a problem that our action seems to be both for the sake of our desired ends and
for the sake of god?

Given our discussion of types of goods in Chapter 3 and the first section of this
chapter, we can answer in the negative: there is no conflict between these two ends.
Deliberation, as we have seen, needs some standard with which it can navigate the natural
goods. In VIII.3, Aristotle specifically writes that our pursuit of natural goods should be
guided by such a standard, and from the discussion in the last chapter, we know that we
desire the natural goods, whether we are virtuous or not. In the case of the virtuous person,
then, god (or the service and contemplation of god) will serve as the 00 &vexa (the that-for-
the-sake-of-which) of practical wisdom. (Thinking back to I1.5, the “as one ought” might also
fill this role, or perhaps as noted above the two coincide.) Because of this first 00 &vexa, the

wishes of the virtuous person will be directed toward the correct natural goods, for which, as



fine goods, she wishes. But when she acts, she does not act for the sake of god, or for the
sake of the service and contemplation thereof. She acts for the sake of the ends of her wishes:
such an end is the 00 &vexa of her action. As we saw in the last chapter, she will act for the
sake of what is fine, because her wished-for ends, though natural goods, are fine for her.

Thus the standard set in VIII.3 guides deliberation, but wished-for ends guide action.*

III Virtue as reasonable (&>c 6 Adyoc)

In this section, I argue that the affections and desires with which virtue makes the
end right (as discussed in Chapter 3) are reasonable and natural, as I go on to explain those
terms. Action, too, will be reasonable and natural when it follows on such desires and
affections. My argument rests on two main grounds: Aristotle’s regular usage of the
expression wg 6 Adyog to refer to how one ought to desire or act, and his apparent naturalism
in the EE. I discuss the two in that order.

g 6 AoYog is best translated “reasonable.” It is an evaluative standard for states of

character, pleasures and pains, beliefs, and actions.”* Two types of evidence support this

43 Against Lorenz 2020.

44 This thesis applies to the NE as well, though I cannot argue so here. Outside the EE and NE, we
only find the expression ®g 6 Aéyog 6 dp06¢ or a form of it in the Magna Moralia, at MM 1.34.23-
26, 1197b38-1198a20. According to this passage, the natural virtues are to the teAéwg dpetal as
dewvdTrg is to ppdvnolg. The natural virtues eiol 3¢ O xal €0l xol mpoorpéoet, and they are évev
AGYoUL ywoeLlopévy. On the other hand, the teAéwg dpetal are those peto Adyov, or TEOG TOV AGYOV
xol Ty mpoaipeaty. They come later (Emtywvépevar) in the work. This passage also remarks that in
contrast to Socrates, ethicists now do better: they say that virtue is T0 xotoe Tov 6p00v Adyov
mpdttely T xoAd. This still isn’t quite correct, though, because the Adyog might not actually be
guiding the action. “We” define virtue, the passage concludes, as T petét Aoyov elvor v 6Py
TEOG TO XUAGY.

In M Z and H, Aristotle uses the phrase 6 Adyoc to refer to a formula or schema describing how
something works (see Z, 1034b20). For example, 6 Adyog is the formal cause of an eclipse (H,
1044b12). We see similar usage of the phrase (though with &g as in the EE) at MM 11.7.6,
1204b20-22, where the author refers to the argument of those who oppose pleasure.



thesis: first, that the phrase is used in a wide variety of contexts, and so it cannot refer to any
one specific part of Aristotle’s action theory; and second, that in certain passages, Aristotle’s
language suggests an evaluative interpretation of the phrase rather than a psychological one.
Interpreting &g 6 AGyog evaluatively clarifies its important role in VIIL.3 (see T17 above),
where it is one of only two direct links between the remarkable EE VIII and the rest of the
EE." The likely meaning of g 6 Adyog therefore adds to our understanding of how Aristotle
thinks reason interacts with virtue, our theme for this chapter.

Aristotle uses the expression &g 6 Adyog and its forms in EE II, EE III, and of
course in EE VIIL.3. Consider the variety of its usage below (sometimes with the adjective

0006¢, “correct”):

* 1II.3, 1220b21-35: Aéyog and émiotnun order the intermediate, which produces the best
state. See Appendix B.

e IL.5, 1222a6-10: “Virtue is taken to be the sort of state from which people are able to
effect the best things and through which they are most excellently oriented concerning
the best thing. And that in accordance with correct reason (td xortat TOv 00OV
AGYov)“® is the best and the most excellent. And this is the intermediate relative to us

between excess and deficiency.”"’

+ I1.5, 1222a34: in exercise, the slacker will be contrary to the “cwg 6 Adyog”

« II.5, 1222b4-14: mean states are xota TOv 0pH0ov A6yov; forward reference re 6 6pb6og
Adyog and oG Tiva del GPov ATORAETOVTOG

45 The other such link is Aristotle’s reference to the pog, just discussed in the previous section.

46 T include the one instance of the expression “in accordance with correct reason” (xotéx TOv 6p00V
AGYov), as Aristotle seems to use it the place of &g 6 Adyog 6 6p06¢ or similar.

47 &mel & Omoxerton &EeT elvor N ToLadTn EELC A’ Mg TTpakTLXol TAY BedTioTtwy %ol %o’ fiv dpLoTo
dLaxetvtol TTePL TO BEATLIGTOY, BEATIOTOY OE Xal GELOTOY TO XaTto TOV 0p00Y AdYoVv, ToDTO & €0TL TO
péaov OTEPROATS xol EMAeiPewe all T¥ig TEOG NUAC



« 1111, 1229b6: someone enduring harmless things g 6 Adyog but fearing death would
be cowardly

o 1IL.4, 1231b33: 10 péoov is “tg 6 AGyog (6 6p06c),” “og Sel,” and TO PéAtiotoy

« 1115, 1233a22: 10 ptxp®y Gvto GELov . . . is . . . ®¢ Yap 6 Adyog xeAevel Exel

o II1.6, 1233b6: 6 3¢ %ot &Eloy xol G 60 AOYOS UEYAAOTIPETTNG

VIIL. 3, 1249a21-1249b6: see T17 above.

First, note the wide variety of elements that are wg 6 Adyos. This variety eliminates the
possibility that Aristotle thinks that the Adyog should guide one specific part of the process
leading from desire to action. For example, we might think that deliberation should be so
guided.” But the application of the phrase to desires, which do not follow from but give rise
to deliberation, implies the contrary.

Now consider the final instance of the expression, in VIII.3. This comes from T17
above. We might read this line from VIIL.3 to say that the 6pog of the excellent person was
earlier specified to be wg 6 Adyog. If VIIL.3 references a passage in the Eudemian special books,
it most likely refers to I1.5, 1222b4-14, as only there does Aristotle mention the two terms in
the same breath. And yet in neither passage does Aristotle actually make an explicit
connection between the 6pog and what is &g 6 Adyoc. We need not assume they are one and
the same; indeed, if they were, why would Aristotle speak about them separately? In VIII.3
then, Aristotle is merely drawing out an implicit conclusion from earlier in the work, that our

understanding of the term t0 péoov should be guided by the Adyoc.

48 So Lorenz 2020. Additionally, we have already seen in the previous section that Aristotle tells us
we should have a standard for our pursuit of natural goods. I have argued there that this standard
guides deliberation.



IV Reason’s influence on character

The previous two sections have each offered a thesis on how reason interacts with
virtue. Adding their conclusions to the outline of action in the first section produces a
complete summary of Aristotle’s action-theoretic picture. After I present this summary, I
argue that while the rational part of the soul does not cultivate or direct virtue of character,
Aristotle leaves open the possibility for deliberation to influence virtue through action.

Expanding the summary from the beginning of this chapter with the theses of the
past two sections, we arrive at the following, focusing on the virtuous person. Virtuous
character consists in dispositions to be affected in intermediate ways, experiencing
intermediate amounts of pleasure and pain. Pleasure and pain occasion non-rational desires
for various natural goods. The virtuous person exercises practical wisdom to sort through
these desires and endorse some of them. This endorsement leads to rational wishing for those
(non-rational) desires’ ends. Practical wisdom also works to determine a plan of action that
conduces to the (now rationally) wished-for ends. In all its work, practical wisdom proceeds
with an eye to enabling the “contemplation and service of god.” Though his deliberation is
excellent, it still needs a standard to guide it, and this (contemplation and service of god) is
the best standard (8pog) for taking action regarding the natural goods. Finally, the virtuous
person chooses the last action identified by deliberation, which is the first in his plan to
achieve the goals he desires. The resultant actions as well as his whole character — notably his
non-rational desires and his affections — are both reasonable (®g 6 Aéyog) and natural.

From this picture, the rational soul might seem to be confined by non-rational desire
on the one side and action on the other. That is, since the process just described begins in

desire and ends in action, it seems that there can be no rational influence over a state of



character, even though rational capacities do have influence over action. However, from the
first half of the dissertation we know that states of character result from repeated action.
Every action, then, (as well as every movement, more generally) makes a contribution to the
character of its agent. And the rational soul directs action. Thus not only can our rational
capacities influence who we become; they must.

I have just offered a philosophical argument in favor of this interpretation. But it
makes good interpretive sense too. I now consider two passages that bear on what I have had
to say so far in this section.

First, in EE 1.2, Aristotle writes the following:

T22: Concerning these things, noting the fact that everyone
capable of living according to their own choice lays* down some
end (oxomdg) for living finely, whether honor or reputation or
wealth or education, looking toward which he will do all his
actions, since not arranging (cvvtetdyfon) life with respect to
some goal is a sign of great foolishness, we should first in the
matter at hand distinguish, neither hastily nor lightly, in which
one of our [goods] living well [is] and without which it is not
possible for human beings for this to exist.”

49 Dirlmeier and Simpson treat b6-b14 as a single sentence. Doing so allows them to understand Jet
(b11) as the main verb, followed by the accusative subject understood from éntotioavtog (b6) and
the infinitive Stopioacbot (b12). They thereby avoid having to supplement 3¢t or the like at this
point in the text. Kenny, Woods, and Inwood and Woolf (as well as P% in the margin) do so,
changing the sentence from descriptive to prescriptive (. . . should lay down . . .”). Rowe follows
Dirlmeier and Simpson and refers to Woods’ textual note on the matter (185-186). Kenny (1978:
191-192) wonders why Aristotle lists these candidates here instead of referring back to his
distinction between the lives of wisdom, pleasure, and virtue. Reading émiotioavtag alone and
leaving 3¢t for the second part of the sentence (as I do but as Kenny does not) makes his list easier
to understand: these are commonly-adopted goals, not goals we “should” adopt.

Against my reading, Woods notes that both éniotricavtag with a dependent accusative-infinitive
and péAtoto 81 introducing a main clause are unusual (185). Rowe suggests taking the noun
clause in the dative: “paying attention, in relation to these things, [to the fact] that . . .” (ad loc); the
statement that not setting oneself a goal for action is very foolish might be evidence either in favor
(Rowe, ad loc) or against (Woods, 186) the declaration that everyone does this.



Here, Aristotle prefigures the distinction between the natural goods and goods that are fine
that we have seen in Chapter 3. Some of the first (natural goods) are necessary conditions for
happiness, but only the second (goods that are fine) are constituents of it.”" The passage also
makes plain just how common it is for people to organize their lives with respect to some
goal. It would be a “sign of great foolishness,” in other words, for someone to use their
rational faculties only to determine the best course of action in every circumstance. Rather,
Aristotle seems to think, everyone who is able to directs their actions toward some goal. This
statement may be the closest Aristotle comes in the EE to speaking explicitly about rational
involvement in the habituation process. According to the philosophical analysis just
presented, if he is indeed commenting on rational involvement in habituation here, he might
be thinking of the fact that we have rational influence over our action, and that our actions
develop our character. On the other hand, we could also take the comment to refer to the
6pog defined in VIIL.3: rather than thinking about how to act in order to direct her own
habituation and the character that results, perhaps the oxomdg here could refer to the “service
and contemplation of god,” toward which the noble person will direct her deliberative
activity.

Second, when discussing courage, Aristotle writes that “[c]ourage is in accordance
with reason [t® Aéyw], and reason bids a person to select what is fine [td xoAov].”* This
thought might seem to run contrary to the conception of reason’s influence on virtue
developed in this section so far. Is Aristotle saying that instead of being built up by (non-

rational) habituation, states of character answer directly to reason (6 Adyog)? This is unlikely,

51 Some confusion about the good life comes from elevating items from the first group into the
second. See the following lines, especially b24-27.

52 T11.1, 1229a1-2: 7 yop dvdpeior axorodinatg @ AdYw Eativ, 6 & AGYOg TO xoAov alpelabo
xeAevet. See text T13 to Chapter 3 above.



for in the previous chapter we saw that the natural goods are fine for the virtuous person.
And in this chapter, we have just seen that the excellent person has a standard, for the sake
of which he deliberates. Construing t0 xaA0v as either the natural goods or the service and
contemplation of god, we can say that both are reasonable goals for virtuous action. When we
read that “reason bids us select what is fine,” we should see in this the fact that virtuous
action (and desire, etc.) is reasonable because it aims at what is fine.

We saw in the first half of this dissertation that habituation in the EE does not
involve active rational capacities on the part of the agent. Even here, having considered the
interaction between reason and virtue, we can see that the EE still posits no direct influence
between our rational capacities and our character, contrary to some interpreters, who would
draw the EE into the orbit of the NE on this point. But in each of the ways just outlined,
Aristotle does allow for agential influence on the development of our character. His theory of
action and his theory of character development intersect in at least these two ways, and from

their intersection we can see how he might think we can improve.

53 We might also think problematic the idea that virtuous action is for the sake of “t0 xoAov,”
especially if we translate 0 xoAov as “the fine.” For example, “[virtue] makes one select everything
for the sake of something, and this ‘that for the sake of which’ is what is fine [t0 xoA6v]” (I11.1,
1230a29-30: &vexd tvog Tévta alpeiobor oLel, xol To0T6 €Tl TO 00 Evexa, TO xoAdv. See text
T14 in Chapter 3 above.) I have argued against such a translation, but in any case, the response to
the objection in the text should alleviate concern here as well.



Conclusion

The four chapters of this dissertation each address an aspect of either the
development of virtue of character or of its functioning when mature. At the end of the final
chapter, I noted a potential continuity from the beginning to the end of this dissertation. That
is, there may be ways in which mature virtue and the development of virtue interact. And yet
the dissertation falls naturally into two parts, the first two chapters looking forward from a
state of unformed character, and the second two chapters looking inward on a state of actual
virtue. These two descriptions also characterize Aristotle’s various reflections in the Eudemian
Ethics: nowhere does he effectively bridge the two perspectives, as we have seen in the
Interlude. In this brief conclusion, while reviewing what we have discussed in the chapters
above, I want to suggest that this bifurcation may illuminate a thoroughgoing skepticism on
Aristotle’s part that philosophical treatises or lectures have a role to play in everyday,
practical morality.

To see why, begin by considering a passage from early in EE I:

From Chapter 1, T2: [W]e do not want to know what courage is
but to be courageous people, nor what justice is but to be just
people, even as we wish to be healthy rather than to know what
health is and to be in a good state rather than to know what
being in a good state is.'

As this passage seems to suggest, given its include in Aristotle’s treatise, the academic subject

of virtue may well interest us because we are intent on improving ourselves and on helping

1 EE L5, 1216b22-25: 00 yép €idévar BouAduebo T oty dvdpeion dAN elvar dvdpeiot, 00dE i éott
dLxotoolyn GAN eivor dixotol, xobdmep kol OyLaively LaAAOY 3| Yvwoxely Tl E0Tt TO DYLadveLy xol
€D b25 &yew Tty EEy paAhov 3] yvddoxety Tl ot TO €0 Exewv. On this point, see also T4 in Chapter
1, though note that an alternative reading of the end of T4 would lessen its contribution to the
point. (Most manuscripts agree on the text I print and translate for T4.)



those around us to improve. If we are of an intellectual cast, we might think that in order to
develop the virtues, we must first answer two questions: what is virtue, and how does it come
about? And we might turn to each other, or to recognized experts like Aristotle, for such
knowledge.

In Chapter 1, I considered Aristotle’s perspective on T2 and on these two questions,
which I called the essence question and the origin question. He insists on the greater
importance of the latter, writing that it is most important to know how virtue originates. But
I argued that his enterprise in this regard is intellectual and not directive in nature; the
knowledge that results will be practical knowledge, in a technical sense that is opposed to
theoretical or productive knowledge. In short, his practical inquiry into the origins of virtue
will yield knowledge, not action. He does not in the end seem interested, at least in EE I and
IL, in the everyday question of how to improve.

But perhaps, we might think at the conclusion of Chapter 1, this initial lack of
interest is merely part of his didactic strategy. The texts discussed in Sections III and IV of
Chapter 1 weed out nature, learning, knowledge, the divine, and luck as candidate answers to
the origin question, leaving practice, specified as habit, as Aristotle’s answer. Perhaps Aristotle
first needs to teach us that habit forms character before we can get to work on becoming
better people.

This supposition may be partly true of Aristotle’s approach to similar questions in
the NE. After material in NE I similar to that in the EE, we learn in NE I1.4 about a multi-
step process of virtue acquisition, and Aristotle addresses common questions about how this
process works. But I want to suggest that in the EE as a whole and not just in books I and

II, Aristotle’s approach is thoroughly intellectual. That is, his lack of interest in the



practicalities of how to improve may be thoroughgoing. Furthermore, I will suggest that he
has good reason to adopt this approach, for he sees the process of virtue acquisition as
unresponsive to direct instruction and potentially exclusive of direct rational involvement
altogether. So while interest in his topic doubtless derives in part from a wish for practical
direction, Aristotle does not provide it at least in part because he believes he cannot do so.
Such, at least, will be my suggestion in this conclusion.

The remainder of Chapter 1, as well as Chapter 2, fits with this suggestion. Aristotle
devotes a single complex sentence to habit in the EE, in which he seems to delight in
presenting a maximally general account of the phenomenon. As I remark at the outset of
Chapter 2, features familiar from the NE are notably absent from the theory of habit in the
EE. But in the context of my suggestion here in the conclusion, this absence may make some
sense. Suppose that Aristotle has a poor opinion of the efficacy of explicit instruction — or
even of rational involvement — where character development is concerned. He would then
have good reason to avoid describing habituation as a partially rational process; he would be
well advised to avoid drawing an analogy to skill, where direct instruction is often of
paramount importance; and he would certainly not hold forth on the importance of a teacher
or a model for character development. And indeed there is significant additional evidence
against the idea of rational involvement on the part of the agent, seen in Chapter 2: the
theory of the development and destruction of conditions through pleasure and pain supports
habit as presented in EE II.2 but does not suggest any directive capacity for rationality or
instruction.

In the Interlude, I raised a number of problems about the maturation of character,

since the theory considered in Chapter 2 does not seem powerful enough to bring a person to



a virtuous state. I concluded with a rather textually circumspect suggestion, that Aristotle
leaves room for various solutions to these problems but that he does not comment on them
or endorse one or another directly. I think this conclusion most warranted by the text we
have, inclusive of the VII.2 passage considered in the Interlude. But the suggestion I am
making at present may also be plausible: on the present suggestion, Aristotle will have left
these apparent problems unanswered in part because they are not problematic and in part
because the answers are obscure to philosophical and psychological theorizing. For example,
an apparent contradiction between the idea that “virtue is calmness regarding pleasures” and
Aristotle’s theory of pleasure-motivated development might dissolve when we consider
character development as a whole instead of the development of a single virtue. And, on the
other hand, if we ask how a person habituated through pleasure and pain can gain a
cognitive grasp of the demands of justice, we may simply be asking a question to which only
personal experience can give an answer.”

Chapter 3 presents a two-part examination of non-rational desire and virtuous ends.
The second part of the chapter considers Aristotle’s classification of goods at length in
preparation for Chapter 4. But the first part of Chapter 3 provides support for the idea that
external instruction — and again perhaps rational capacities in general — have little work to do
in the actual formation of virtuous character. In that part of the chapter, I show how virtue of
character makes our ends correct. The non-rational desires of the virtuous agent give her a
set of potentially specific ends that she desires to pursue. Only then do her rational capacities

work to endorse and achieve those ends, as I show in Chapter 4. In the context of the

2 If the suggestion I am making in this conclusion turns out to be correct, then we need not
categorize all the questions raised in the Interlude as either poorly thought-out or unanswerable. It
does seem that Aristotle needs to posit pleasures proper to virtuous activity in order to facilitate the
theory explained in Chapter 2.



formation of virtuous character, non-rational desire might direct behavior to such an extent
that the agent’s rational capacities or her ability to listen to instruction has little influence
over her development.

Such a conclusion from the content of Chapter 3 supports the suggestion at hand but
disagrees with the proposals I make at the conclusion of Chapter 4. In that discussion, I

quote the following passage.

From Chapter 4, T22: [E]veryone capable of living according to

their own choice lays down some oxomdg for living finely,

whether honor or reputation or wealth or education, looking

toward which he will do all his actions, since not arranging life

with respect to some TtéAog is a sign of great foolishness.?
My concluding ideas in Chapter 4 suggest, partly on the basis of T22, that there are ways in
which our rational capacities can influence the development of our character. Since repeated
action habituates character, I write, we can influence our characters by focusing on acting well
and even by deliberating about what sort of character will result from the actions we take.
Also, earlier in Chapter 4, I argue that excellent deliberation will have as its 6pog the
contemplation and service of god, and it seems likely that this dpog will turn out to have
something to do with virtue and virtuous activity. Thus excellent deliberation, too, would
have virtue in its sights. In sum, we might say that deliberation aims at the development of
virtuous character by identifying virtuous ends from among those ends supplied by non-

rational desires. I consider these ideas plausible in light of the textual evidence adduced in

Chapter 4 and the unanswered questions of the Interlude. That is, these proposals regarding

3 EE 1.2, 1214b6-11: émotioovtog dmavta Tov Suvapevoy iy xota Ty adTod Ttpoaipeoty Oéabon
TLVOL GXOTTOV TOD XOADG (Hjy, 7itot TLpny 1) 36Eay ] TAodToV %) Todelow, TPOG OV ATOPRAETWY
TOLNOETOL TIAT0G TG TPGEELS, b10 wg T Ye N ovvtetdybot Tov Blov TEAg TL TENOG APEOTHYTG
TOAATc onpelov éotiv. I argue in Chapter 4 for my interpretation that the quoted part of the
sentence expresses an observation and not an exhortation.



how our rational capacities might guide the development of our character have the potential,
at least, to solve some of the problems that split this dissertation in two.

On the other hand, if I am right in the suggestion of this conclusion, these attempts
to bridge the developmental story and the account of mature virtue may be solutions to
problems that Aristotle does not have. From Chapter 1, we know that the inquiry of at least
the beginning of the EFE is practical in that it attracts and interests students aspiring to
become good, but it does not direct their aspiration; rather, it merely gives them knowledge
about virtue. My suggestion so far in this conclusion has been that this approach is principled
in that Aristotle does not think that rational inquiry or rational direction is even able to
influence character development, whether through a philosophical treatise or a teacher of
virtue or even one’s own reason.

What is more, the ideas I propose at the end of Chapter 4 have limitations
corresponding to this suggestion. Suppose, as I do there, that Aristotle thinks the virtuous
person uses her rational capacities to identify specific actions that will change her character
for the better. Or again, suppose that in her endorsement of certain non-rational desires, she
limits her pursuits to the most virtuous épot: the service and contemplation of god. Even so,
it might well be the case that such rational direction of character is not possible without
mature virtue. And so while the virtuous agent might well experience significant interaction
between her non-rational and rational capacities where the further development of her
character is concerned, this interaction might not have been possible in her journey to virtue
in the first place. Instead, the achievement of virtue might rely solely on the mechanisms of

habituation, pleasure, and pain discussed in Chapters 1 and 2.



What about the many questions about how the process described in the first two
chapters works? Aristotle might think it better — and so might we — to devote our energy to
experiencing the answers for ourselves rather than to attempting to formulate them

philosophically.
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Appendix A: Concordance of Manuscript Sigla

In the dissertation, I work primarily from Christopher Rowe‘s draft text of the
Eudemian Ethics (2020). 1 also consult the editions of Franz Susemihl (1884) and the Oxford
Classical Text prepared by R. R. Walzer and J. M. Mingay (1991)."' The concordance of
manuscript sigla presented in this appendix illustrates the manuscripts used by each of these
three editions and by Immanuel Bekker in his 1831. It also indicates the sigla associated with
each manuscript and the correspondence among them.

Nearly a century after Susemihl’s edition was published, Dieter Harlfinger’s study of
the manuscripts established three manuscripts as the primary sources for the others (1971).
Two of these had been used by Susemihl: the Codex Vaticanus (13th century; abbreviated P =
Susemihl‘s Pb) and the Codex Cantabrigensis (1278; abbreviated C, Susemihl‘s Cc), both part
of Susemihl’s primary manuscript grouping, I11. Susemihl had not included the third
manuscript identified as primary by Harlfinger: the Codex Laurentianus (15th century;
abbreviated L). Harlfinger’s new research on the manuscripts made Susemihl‘s edition
outdated. An Oxford Classical Text edition was prepared over the next twenty years, whose
various editors were able to make use of Harlfinger’s conclusions and other developments.
Though the OCT edition’s editors published the first apparatus criticus to consider L, the
willingness with which they emended the text has rightly been the subject of some criticism.”

Their edition cannot be used without Susemihl’s to hand as well.

1 W. D. Ross began the work that led to this edition.

2  Thus Barnes 1992



Appendix A: Concordance of Manuscript Sigla

168

In Christopher Rowe’s description of this history, he emphasizes the need for a new

edition of the EFE, taking a fresh look at Harlfinger’s research, reconsidering emendations

made in the OCT, and correcting apparently not infrequent misreadings of the manuscripts

(2015). Rowe himself has started to produce such an edition, in part in preparation for the

2017 Symposium Aristotelicum, which focused on EE II.

(as described in the OCT) Rowe OoCT Susemihl* Bekker
Codex Laurentianus 81.15, saec. xv L L
Codex Vaticanus 1342, saec. xiii P pP° 1k pP°
Codex Cantabrigensis 1879, CE 1278 C C c
Codex Victorii V, fort. V c?
Codex Palatinus 323, saec. xv (*Romano-Palatinus 165) D D¢
Codex Venetus Marcianus 213, saec. xv Mare. MP 2 MmP
Codex Oxoniensis, e Collegi Corporis Christi 112, saec. xv |Oxon. Z Z
Editio Aldina, CE 1498 Ald. Ald.* Q?
Versio Latina ab anonymo, a Bekkero (1831) edita Al In.
Versio Latina De Bona Fortuna (EE VIIL.2 and EE A? Bf
VIIL.3, 1248b8-11: see Dirlmeier, EE, 119)
Fragmentum Latinum (EE VIII.3) A?
Vir doctus Basiliensis (*Operum Aristotelereorum ed. Bas."*? Bas."*?
Basileenses tres)
Codex Ambrosianus E 40 sup., saec. xv Ambr.
Demetrios Chalcondyles in Ambr. E 40 sup. Chalc.
Constantinus Lascaris in Matrit. 4627, saec. xv Lasc.
Codex Laurentianus 81.4, saec. xv Laur. 81.4
Codex Laurentianus 81.12, saec. xv Laur. 81.12
Codex Laurentianus 81.20, saec. xv Laur. 81.20
Codex Neapolitanus III E 5 sup., saec. xv Neap.
Codex Ravennensis 210, saec. xv Rav.
Codex Urbinus 45, saec. xv Urb.

3 C'runs through page 1214 (Susemihl, xxxi). Then C° picks up from 1215.

4 Ald. runs pages 1214 through 1218 (Susemihl, xxxi). Ald. is not explicitly included in II.




Appendix B: Text, Translation, and Commentary

Key passages with significant textual problems

I EE 1.1, 1220a29-37"

%ol N &peTn &pa M TotadTy diabeotg Eatiy, ¥ yivetal a30 te OTO TOV GploTwy TEPL YUYV
AWAGEWY %ol G TG TTEATTETOL T BpLota Thig Puyiic Epyo xol Tébn, xol OO TOV ADTGY
TG PeY yivetaw, o 8¢ @beipeton, xol? mEOg TadTR’ N YeTiog adTHC OO GOV %ol abEeTor kol

pbeipetan’ <xol>® mpoc® & Bértiota Sratifnot.® onueiov & 61l mepl NOéa xal Avmmped a35

xol? N BpeT %ol 7 xoxior al Yo xohdoelg tortpeion ool xol YLvOuevow i TGV EvovTiwy,

xo0amep ETL TOV GAAWY, Ot TOLTWY Elaiv.

1 Cf. NE 11, 1104b4-1105a13, esp. 11.3, 1104b13-16.
2 xot PC: om. L

3 todta PCL; tadta all editions, Bonitz, Rowe, Inwood and Woolf. A parallel with the t@v adtdv at
the beginning of the line would be best, perhaps, but the meaning is clear enough (and, unlike at
the beginning of the line, here the verb is only expressed on one side of the comparison; this might
account for the tadTa instead of a TadT). See also the note below, though it is unclear from Rowe
or the OCT whether, the first time the phrase appears, it contains tTadto or tadte. (I suspect that
the manuscripts print the former both times.)

4 The editions note that PC repeat mpog todtxx . . . @beipeton. Rowe adds that tadta has no crasis
mark and a circumflex and that the second time round xat precedes the phrase. This may be one
reason to add xol before wpog (see below).

5 Rowe and the OCT, following Langerbeck, supply xai before mpdg. (Susemihl does not.) See the
note on mwEOG TaOTY . . . PhelpeTon just above.

6 Tpog: Twg PC
7 Russell supplies a xat after a.
8 SwtiBnow PC (not M*), OCT,: dratibnot L, Rowe

9 ol missing in M*



Therefore,'° virtue is the sort of condition both which is brought about by the best
movements'' of the soul and through which the best works' and affections of the soul are
produced,"” and by those same things that it comes about in one way, in another way it is
destroyed, and the use of it is toward the same things by which it is both developed and

destroyed and toward which it arranges things in the best way."* We can see this because

10 Aristotle has been investigating “those things through which [character| comes about [yivetou Six
Tivewv]” (1220a14-15). He lays out two principles (which are clear “by induction”) and draws a
conclusion: “Let us assume first that the best condition [St&bfeotg] comes about through the best
things, and that the best things are done in each case in accordance with the virtue of each”
(1220a22-24). . . “Also, [let us assume that] every condition comes to be and is destroyed by how
the same things are applied” (a26-27).

11 Dirlmeier: “[Ar.] denkt an woOnuoata, oy . . . [die] gehdren in den Gesamtbereich von Lust und
Unlust (21b36).” He refers us to EE 11.2 and II.4 for more on 7é6y as a xivnotg in the soul; he
also references Rep. 583e9 and Pol. VIIL.3, 1337b42; and he notes that “Durch die
Charakterisierung des Innerseelischen als Bewegung . . . unterscheidet sich EE bekanntlich von
MM und EN” (ad loc). See also Dirlmeier on 1220a34 on the idea that virtue and vice have to do
with pleasure and pain. The NE (II.3, 1104b13-16) uses this idea to show that virtue and vice are
about affections and actions, since affections and actions are guided by pleasure and pain. The EE
goes further with the idea, justifying it because “trials (i.e., assigning pain) stem from the
conviction [das Strafverfahren (ndmlich Unlust zu verhéngen) auf der Uberzeugung beruht]” that
pleasure and pain are (the?) criteria by which one can tell the goodness or badness of an action,
since a bad action comes from the temptation of pleasure or a good one omitted from fear of pain
(239).

12 “works” for &pya (Dirlmeier: Werke), though the meaning seems to be parallel with the xtwroetg
(“movements”) just mentioned

13 See note on mpdttechor dptaTo above.

14 Arum Park has suggested this translation for wpog Tadt and on, in preference to a previous
attempt on my part, which read: “ . . . and it is both developed and destroyed by those things
which the use of it [concerns] and toward which best things it is inclined.”

On this passage, see Kapp 1912, 34-48, esp. 39, quoted in Dirlmeier: “Ar. in EE die Tugend 'durch
ihre Beziehung auf ndovai und ADmar und nicht, wie in EN, auf md0n und mpdEerg definierte.” Der
Lust-Unlust-Komplex aber ist platonisches Erbe [inheritance], auch in EN; aber Kapp gelingt
[works . . . to show] es, nicht nur durch platonische Texte, sondern auch durch Einbeziehung
[interrelationship] von Partien aus der aristotelischen Politik und Physik, zu zeigen, daf§ EE
gegeniiber EN 1104b4-1105a13 die grofsere ,Urspriinglichkeit® verrdt [that EE shows the greater
natural authenticity when compared with EN 1104b4-1105a13]. ” (Dirlmeier 237). Dirlmeier thinks
that Kapp was (“in the main”) successful in showing this, but notes that “nach 1912 nicht mehr
vorstellbar war, wie eine Vorlesung vom Typus EE nach EN hitte gehalten werden kénnen” (237).



both virtue and vice are concerned with pleasures and pains. For punishments happen
through these means, since they are treatments and are brought about because of opposites,

just as in other cases.



IT EE11.2. 1220a39-b7

émel & €oTi T0 NBog Gomep %ol O Bvopo onpadver 1220b1 Tt &md E6ovg Exer thy émidoaoty,

gbileton 3 TO O AYWYTS LN ERPOTOL TG TOANGXLG XLvelobot Twe, oVTwWS 1dN TO

gvepYNTLXOY, %ol €V Tolc dupyoLc™ ody OpduUeY: 0DSE Yo By popELéxtg Ptdhng &vw tov AlBov

003¢mote Totfioel To0To ph bb Big'® 8td Eotw ABog ToLTO, YuYTig xarTd EMLTOXTIXOV AGYOV'

duvopévou'® § dxohovbelv Td Adyw mordtne.”?

15

16

17

18

19

xol &y toig apvyorg PCB (Rowe ad loc.: “B with mark indicating doubt?”), Ferreira; 6 év taig
Poyaic L; 6 év toig adyorg Rowe, OCT, Susemihl, Simpson 2012.

The reading adopted by Rowe, the OCT, and Susemihl requires mixing the 6 of L with the toig
aupvyorg of PCB. taic Puyaic is nonsensical: 6§ AlBog is clearly the contrast case for the (ensouled)
human being. I punctuate with Ferreira before and after this clause. Ferreira remarks that “6 is not
strictly necessary since transitive verbs may well have their objects omitted” (129).

My punctuation differs from Rowe’s here (he has a full stop) and in a39 (comma after onpaivet). I
discuss both choices later in this section of Appendix B; the full stop is particularly consequential.

700g T00TO Puyiic xoTd EmToxTivoy Adyov PCL: todto Ao Puyfic ol Emitoxtinoy Adywy B.

Only Rowe’s B has the variant xaf . . . Adywv, though M" also (Bekker and Susemihl) transposes
70og and tobto. The transposition makes no difference to the sense; elsewhere, Aristotle uses both
the printed text (xol €otw Avtipoolg T0DTO, XoTdPaoLs xol améaots al avtxeipevar: De Int. 6,
17a33-34, cited in Ferreira 2017:130) and the transposed text (todto xbpLov €otw: Politics V1.3,
1318a33). B’s text would define 700g as something like “the quality of the soul and of
commanding reason, but (and?) of that which is able to follow reason.” Perhaps we can construe
B’s text differently, but at any rate Suvapévov & . . . does not make much sense if we have not
already seen one way in which #foc has to do with Adyoc.

A marginal note in a second hand in P reads duvapévn. adopted by some editors (see Ferreira 131
and Susemihl’s “Addenda et Corrigenda,” 123).

But as Ferreira observes, “it is a part of the soul, not a quality of a part of the soul, that is capable
of following reason” (ibid.). Thus the differing genders make sense: a part (neuter) of the soul
(feminine) is able (neuter) to follow reason. Dirlmeier (240-241) and especially Chamberlain (181)
discuss the striking parallel definitions in Stobaeus from which this emendation comes.

For textual variants and emendations of this final phrase see my discussion just below.



But since character (#00¢) is [possibly: what it is] as even its name indicates® because it is
capable* of development through habit (¢00¢),”* and that [which becomes habituated]
becomes habituated® by a non-innate pattern of behavior by moving [or being moved]
many®* times in a certain way, eventually® in this way [becoming] the thing able to be active
[or able to activate], and we do not see [this] in inanimate things, for though you throw a
stone up countless times, you will never do this without force, let character therefore be this,
a quality of that® in the soul which is able to follow reason in accordance with commanding

reason.”

20 Perhaps with Ferreira’s suggestion to take domep with éoti (2017: 124-126).

21 LSJ s.v. énidootg A.IV: é. &yetv: “to be capable of progress or improvement” (emphasis mine), citing
Tht. 146b and Smp. 175e. Since the definition of character (b5-7) clearly relies on this discussion, it
is unlikely that the potentiality here implies the possibility of another way for character to develop.
Ferreira suggests we read it to imply that habit might not lead to stable character (2017: 126).

22 £06og could be “custom” (Simpson) or “habit” (most others), and perhaps also “habituation.” For
€0ilw, LS] has “accustom” or “become accustomed.”

23 With Ferreira, “[t]aking the substantivated prepositional phrase as subject of the main verb in the
clause . . . é0t{épevov may be mentally supplied after uh éuepitov” (127). Rowe agrees.

24 Ferreira has “several times” (124), but surely habituation requires more than several repetitions.
25 See LSJ s.v. #om 4.d.

26 My translation “that” stands in for the understood subject of duvapévou. As footnoted ad loc. in the
text I have printed above, the gender of Suvapévou indicates that motdtrg is not its subject. Instead,
its understood subject will be a part or aspect of the soul. This understood subject “is able to
follow reason.” And this makes sense: character is specifically in the non-rational part of the soul.

In a rare article dedicated to this passage, Chamberlain misses the chance to use Suvapévou to
specify the non-rational part of the soul. He imports Fritzsche’s tod d&Adyov péy instead, because “it
is appropriate to state in the definition that [700c¢] is located in the irrational soul.” Then,
dvvopévou & axohovblely @ Adyw “is not to the point” because “it seems strange that Aristotle
should be reminding us that the irrational soul ‘can nevertheless follow reason™ (180). With
dvuvauévy, he translates: “. . . a quality which, though located in the irrational soul, can
nevertheless follow the orders of reason, in accordance with commanding reason” (179-180).



Chapter 1 involves substantial discussion of the philosophical issues raised by this
passage. Footnotes to the text and translation above address textual issues and choices I have
made in translation. In neither of these two places have I been able to address what I will
call the “xota Emitoxtinoy Adyov problem.” This problem must appear insignificant to editors
and translators, for there is no commentary on it, even in the cases of the few translations
that avoid the problem.28 For the topic of this dissertation, however, the xata émttoxtinoy
A6yov problem must be addressed. It is raised by the text and translation of the final phrase

of this passage (Quyfg . . . ToLdTNG).

A The xota emitoxtixov Adyoy problem

We can start to see the problem by looking at the text agreed upon by all but one®
manuscript (and which I have printed above). In that text, xato EmttoxTixdv AGYov seems to

describe either (a) Quyfic . . . motdtng (“a quality of soul”),” (b) the understood subject of

27 Compare NE II.1, 1103a14-23 and MM 1.6, 1185b37-86a8. For a fairly exhaustive list of
interpretations of this passage, see Ferreira (2017).

28 As far as I am aware, only Donini notices the xoto émitoxtixoy AGyov problem (1999: 203),
though perhaps due to the brevity of his commentary he does not discuss its implications.

29 In what follows, I will simply refer to the text I have adopted as the MSS text. See my note to
Adyov above for the alternative text, found only in B.

30 We may think this because dvvauévoo & axorovbely 1@ Aéyw is perhaps most natural as an
embedded clause. If we remove it, our phrase simply reads (uyfic xoTo ETLTORTIROV AGYOV
ToL6TYG, in which case xatd EmitoxTinoy Adyov seems to describe a “quality of soul.”

Kenny (with the OCT’s text) takes this route: “. . . a quality governed by the prescriptions of
reason, which inheres in that part of the soul which, although non-rational, is capable of obedience
to reason.” Similarly Simpson’s odd ““ . . . a quality of soul in accord with a reason in command of
a being-able to follow reason” (46). Simpson explains: “moral character . . . is a quality of soul . . .
that is in accord with a reason that gives commands (the custom comes about through extrinsic
guidance)” (247). Also Ferreira: “a quality of the soul in accordance with command-giving reason,
but of that which is capable of following reason” (124).



duvapévou, or (c) the soul itself,* instead of (d) the following of reason that a part of the
soul is able to do (as in my translation).”” Now (b) and (c) make at least conceptual sense:
the soul, or a part of it, might be in accordance with commanding reason. We have to work
harder to imagine, as in (a), that a quality of the soul (or indeed #f0g itself,* since Af0¢ is
here defined as a quality of the soul) could be xata émitoxtixdv Adyov. In any case, all three
possibilities are unacceptable on philosophical grounds. In the sentence as a whole, Aristotle
is defining character in general, not specifically virtue of character (as in the NE). Surely

Aristotle is not saying that every state of character is in some way xoté Emttoxtinoy AGyov.™

31 If we do not take xotd émitaxtivoOy AGyov with Quyfic . . . otdtng (as suggested in option (a)), it
might describe either this understood subject (option (b)) or the soul itself (option (c)).
Chamberlain (179n15) points to the difference between (a) and (b)/(c), citing older examples of (b)
or (o).

32 As I note in more detail on page 178 below, both Inwood and Woolf and Woods tack xotx
gmToxTiOy Adyov on to the end of their translation of the phrase following a comma. It seems
possible to construe their translations with any of the four interpretations offered here.

33 Donini seems to take the phrase in this way in his main translation: “percio resti stabilito che il
carattere e, conformemente a una direttiva razionale, una qualita della parte dell'anima irrazionale,
ma capace di seguire la ragione” (35). He follows the text of the OCT, but also translates
Dirlmeier’s text, to much different effect (203-204). I discuss his second translation in a note on
page 178 below.

34 Here is Di Basilio’s conclusion to his argument that only when reason has developed — or, stronger,
only when reason has developed and when the non-rational part of the soul listens to it — do we
have character. As I discuss in Chapter 1, Di Basilio interprets 11.2’s &ywy7 as one’s own Adyoc.

Full activation of reason . . . is momentous because it enables one to
form one’s character. Indeed, the EE conceives of character as the
quality of the non-rational part of the soul in so far as it can follow
reason’s precepts ([I11.2,] 1220b5-6); this means that strictly speaking
character cannot be acquired before one is finally active in a certain
way as the result of the guidance provided by such a non-innate
principle to act accordingly. Aristotle seeks to mark out what ethical
character is so as to set it apart from other qualitative states of the
non-rational part of the soul, and does so by saying that following
habituation the non-rational part of the soul is qualified in so far as it
can follow reason’s precepts. That is why, for instance, having a sweet
tooth or being fond of bitter foods fail to describe a certain ethical
character ([11.10,] 1227b10-11). (14)



But this is the result of reading xoté Emitaxtindy Adyov with interpretations (a), (b), or (c).
On the contrary, it seems that most states of character are not in accordance with
commanding reason.” So, the only plausible reading of the passage seems to me to be (d), as
in my translation. A part of the soul is able to follow reason, and xota émiToxTindy AGYOY
tells us more about how that following happens. Namely, the part of the soul is able to follow

reason “in accordance with commanding reason.” Whether or not the part of the soul of

Di Basilio’s perspective raises several questions in addition to the main problem I see with this
type of view — viz., it seems that many types of character do not require the non-rational part of
the soul listening to the rational part, or even the presence of fully-developed reason at all. Here
are other problems for Di Basilio’s argument:

1. What are examples of “other qualitative states of the non-rational part of the soul”? Aristotle
mentions qualities of the soul in only this context.

2. What are we to do with passages that seem to locate the impulse for character formation
outside the soul, most notably VII.2, 1236bb39-1237a3? Though Di Basilio allows that factors
other than one’s own reason may play a role in character formation, his thesis seems to
require that political character formation (as in VII.2) could only take place once citizens’ own
reasoning was already guiding their development.

3. At 11.10, 1227b10-11, Aristotle tells us that certain pleasures and pains (e.g. being fond of bitter
foods) do not have to do with character. Di Basilio cites this remark as evidence for his idea
that all character traits require rationality. But if all inclinations to pleasure or pain that do not
involve reason are not character traits, then the intermediates and extremes mentioned at II1.7,
1234a23-30 would also not qualify as character traits. This seems problematic: inclination to
spite (pBdvog, 1234a30) does give a person a certain sort of character (roidg Tig T0 R0,
1227b11).

As for the remark at I1.10, 1227b10-11, it seems instead to be a consequence of Aristotle’s
definition of the intermediate in terms of pleasures and pains (Woods 151). Having defined the
intermediate in this way, Aristotle needs to clarify which pleasures and pains — and so which
intermediates — indicate character. He does not do this satisfactorily here or elsewhere. Note
also that it is not clear from the context of 11.10, 1227b10-11 that the excluded tendencies do
not involve choice. So perhaps the criterion lies in the types of pleasures and not in rationality.

Finally, Charles Chamberlain, whom Di Basilio cites, considers the stronger version of Di Basilio’s
thesis, namely that character may only arise when reason has developed and when the non-rational
part of the soul listens to it. Chamberlain asks “the question [of] whether all souls possess #fog or
only a lucky few [whose desires have been sufficiently modified].” He answers in the negative:
“though the actual achievement of virtue is rare, the potential for it is present in all human souls in
the form of ffog . . . [but] even the presence of %0og cannot guarantee that all humans will reach
that goal” (183, citing NE I1.9, 1109a29-30 and NE VI.13, 1144b4-6).



which character is a quality actually does follow reason for any given quality of character, it is
at least able to do so.

I propose that we can read (d) from the MSS text, as my translation shows. But
would it be better to emend the MSS text? Some editors and translators have chosen to
emend the MSS text by bracketing 8’ alone or both & and t® Adyw. They give various
reasons for doing so, none of which I find compelling.*® On their grounds, I do not think
such bracketing necessary. However, bracketing 8’ or 1@ Adyw may be justified to avoid the
xoToL ETTLTOXTLXOY AdYOV problem, if we do not think that interpretation (d) can be delivered
by the MSS text. I now consider these possibilities.

Suppose we bracket both 8’ and t® Adyw. Rowe does so and sees wg 6 Adyog
completing dxoAovbely, as I suggest without bracketing in construal (d). Rowe does not
mention the &g & AGyog problem, but his emendation does avoid it.”” Setting aside 8’ for the

moment, Rowe’s bracketing of 1@ Adyw seems unnecessary. We can see this from Dirlmeier,

35 See my discussion in Chapter 4 of the role of the phrase w¢g 6 Adyog in virtue. If virtue is in
accordance with reason, any other state of character will not be in accordance with reason.

36 In what follows, I discuss these editors and translators: Rowe, Dirlmeier, and Donini, in an
alternative translation in his commentary.

37 Rowe complains that keeping t® Adyw results in “odd repetition”; he does not mention the xotx
ETLTOXTLXOV AGYoy problem. My translation sees the two instances of Aéyog playing different roles
in the sense of the phrase. As I discuss alongside the introduction of this passage in Chapter 1
(T5), t® Aéyw tells us what a part of the soul is capable of following and xoté émtoxTinOy AGYOY
tells us more about the following.

Rowe writes ad loc. that “[t]he proposed reading strips back the account of %0og to the bare
essentials, as well as avoiding the anyway odd repetition of Adyog, and the partial reduplication
involved in xotd €mitoxTiOy AGYOV . . . dxoAovbely T® Aéyw. We end up. on this reading, with
just ‘a mowdtng of [that part] of soul that is capable of following according to reason’ (for
axorovbeily used without a following dative and with a prepositional phrase, see [II1.6,] 1233b2-
3).” T do not see Rowe’s éxolovbeiv at 1233b2-3; perhaps he means 11.8, 1224b31 (with no dative
and with &x: 6t e0B0g &x yevetfic &xorovbel xal Eveott).



who brackets only §’.*® Like Rowe, he does not mention the xatd &mitoxtindv AGyov problem
in proposing his text, instead arguing that on the basis of the parallel definition in Stobaeus,
only the 8" should be omitted.”” As in the case of Rowe’s text and suggested translation,
Dirlmeier’s translation avoids the xoto émitoxtinov Adyov problem without addressing it
head-on.” So there is certainly no reason to bracket T AGyw, since Dirlmeier produces a
completely sensible translation without doing so. Indeed, bracketing t® Adyw deprives the
passage of the two different specifications of the relation of character to reason that I have
already explained.

So far as I am aware, no translation prior to my own avoids the xotd €mitoxTi*OY

A6yov problem while keeping the 3’.* Perhaps we ought to translate: “a quality of the soul,

38 I do not address the other emendations Dirlmeier makes, as they do not pertain to this particular
point. Nor are they particularly compelling, since we can make sense of the MSS text without them.

39 Though Dirlmeier looks to Stobaeus to delete the d’, he maintains that the definition in Stobaeus is
a deterioration of that here in EE I1.2, at least where EE’s Suvapévou is concerned: “In [Stobaeus]
ist Suvapévy Verschlechterung der Vorlage, denn es ist unaristotelisch zu sagen 7 wot6tng dvvarton
énaxohovbely. . . . Im folgenden mufl dann nur noch das & entfallen (s. Stob.)” (241).

Besides bracketing 8’, Dirlmeier follows Fritzsche’s supplemental tod &Adyov péyv after Aéyov. He
translates “. . . der Charakter ist eine Beschaffenheit des irrationalen Seelenelements, das in der
Lage ist, nach Mafigabe des befehlenden Rationalen dem Rationalen zu folgen” (22).

40 Though not happy with Dirlmeier’s text, Donini deems it better than the OCT, which his main
translation follows. Here is Donini with Dirlmeier’s text: . . . resti percio stabilito che il carattere e
una qualitd della parte dell’anima irrazionale capace di seguire la ragione conformandosi a una
direttiva razionale” (1999: 203-204; emphasis mine). The gerund “conformandosi” might make
even more explicit than my translation does the place of xota émitoxTinov Adyov: character is a
quality of the non-rational part of the soul that is capable of following reason by conforming to a
rational directive. It is additionally noteworthy that Donini uses “conformarsi” instead of
“conformar.”

41 Inwood and Woolf and Woods produce translations that can be read to avoid the xota
ETLTOXTIXOV AdYOV problem, but both use a comma before Suvapévov, making my interpretation
less likely on their readings.

Inwood and Woolf follow the OCT, translating “a quality of the part of the soul that is irrational,
but capable of following reason, in line with reason’s ability to command” (19). The OCT does not
bracket either 8’ or @ Aéyw (though it does adopt Fritzsche’s supplement). Woods translates “. . .



but (3¢) of that in the soul which is . . .” In any case, I do not think my translation too much
of a stretch for the EE given the MSS text. But as an alternative, I suggest bracketing the 8’ —

again, solely for the purpose of avoiding the xoté mitoxtinoy Adéyov problem.*

B The parallel passage in II.1

Before I turn to the punctuation of the text, consider II.1, 1220a10-12, a close
parallel to the text under consideration.*’ Aristotle tells us that “the virtues of character
belong to the non-rational [part], but to that which by nature is capable of following the part
having reason. For we do not say that someone is a certain sort with respect to his character
(H00c) because he is wise or clever but because he is gentle or bold.” The text reads al &
NOxal 10D AAGYOL LEY axoAoLONTIXOD dE xaoTd PHALY TG Adyov EXOVTL: 0D YOO AEYOUEY
Toldg Tt 10 Aog ETL coPdg ) detvdg dAN Tt Tpdog 3} Bpaove.* Here, as in the I1.2 passage,
character belongs to the non-rational part specified as that which can follow (the part having)
reason. Including the &” (with L) seems to result in a pinpointing of the aspect of the soul to
which the virtues of character belong. They do not belong simply to the non-rational part of
the soul but rather to that aspect of the non-rational part of the soul that “by nature is

capable of following the part having reason.”® This makes good sense: the Bpemtixdy, for

a quality of the part of the soul that is non-rational, but capable of following reason, in accordance
with a prescriptive principle” (16; see 189), following Ross (1915: 156) in this section. The OCT
takes up Susemihl’s printed text, though see Susemihl’s “Addenda et Corrigenda” (123) for more
on the passage.

42 With Dirlmeier’s commentary (240-241), Chamberlain states that keeping & would imply “a lost
contrast” (179). If this is so, Dirlmeier’s bracketing will be preferable to Chamberlain’s adoption of
Fritzsche’s supplement.

43 T also discuss this passage as part of T5 (Chapter 1).

44 The MSS are in agreement here, except that PCB do not have L’s d¢ following axoiovbrntix0d.
45 This reading of the current (I1.1) passage gives us for free one of the results for which Chamberlain
emends the I1.2 passage. He says in support of his emendation that “70o0g seems to be . . . the part



example, cannot follow reason (pace Buddensiek 2019), or at least not at all in the sense that
the dpexTixéy can.

The fact that I1.1 seems to parallel the current (I1.2) passage has made the former a
ground for various emendations of the latter. Rowe, for example,thinks that his bracketing in
the I1.2 passage was introduced to match the I1.1 passage.” Though I have argued against
such bracketing above, it is worth noting that the occurrences of 3’ in the two passages might
well be related, at least in sense. That is, because only L has 3’ and PCB do not in II.1, if we

bracket &’ in II.2, we should adopt PCB’s text in II.1.

C A syntactic argument for my construal of the passage

Let us return to the II.2 passage, with which I began this section of Appendix B
(EE 11.2, 1220a39-b7). I now discuss its syntax, both as the manuscripts deliver it to us and

as various translators®® emend it. In my analysis of the various texts adopted, I include

of the irrational soul which can listen to reason” (180-181). (Perhaps he means that %00o¢ is a
quality of this part of the non-rational soul, though he does not make this explicit; he seems not to
mark the difference in his own translation, though he does in his discussion of Stobaeus.)

46 Buddensiek is much more certain that the 6pemtixdv cannot be subject to habituation than I am,
but he does not seem to think that Aristotle is doing as much here as I do. Buddensiek translates
“. .. eine dem anordnungstfihigen logos-entsprechende Beschaffenheit des Teils der Seele, der in
der Lage ist, dem logos zu folgen” and remarks that “[Aristoteles] fithrt nicht aus, was es im Fall
der formbaren Teile ist, dem sie ihre Formbarkeit verdanken” (2019).

47 Rowe ad loc.: “Fritzsche’s supplement of tod &AGyov péy after Aoyov makes this account of 76og
mimic the description of the ethical aretai, only a few lines before [here in II.1, 1220a10], even
more closely than the patently corrupted text in the MSS (Quyfig xortde Emitoxtixdv Adyov
duvopévou & dxohovbely Td AoYw Toldtng) already does. I speculate that the transmitted text has
its origin in a gloss referring back to those lines (a process that Fritzsche’s supplement would in
effect complete).” As I have argued above, the MSS text reads well enough, so I do not see why
Rowe asserts that it is “patently corrupted.” Nor does Ferreira, whom Rowe refers to earlier in his
discussion of this passage.

48 1 do not consider editors’ texts in their own right in this section. Susemihl adopts the manuscripts’
text for the crucial lines (a39-b3, except reading 6 for xaf in b3), so his text could give construal
(a) or (b). The OCT contains significant emendations; I consider a few translations of it.



consideration of the spacing and punctuation printed with the text.” In an attempt to make
the run of my argument a bit less murky, I distinguish five different syntactic construals of
the passage. Each of these construals is dependent on several choices: the text translators
adopt, how they punctuate and space that text, and how they read the resultant Greek. I then
use these five construals to argue for my own choices in each of these respects.” I shall
expect any syntactic ambiguities in the texts translators adopt to be preserved in their textual
punctuation and spacing and reproduced in the translation they produce.” I have tried to
accomplish this in my translation, which is printed identically at the beginning of this section
of this Appendix and in Chapter 1.

To set construals apart from one another, we may divide the unpunctuated text of

the manuscripts as follows:

Rowe’s text deserves its own mention here, since no one has yet translated it. (Buddensiek (2019)
works from Rowe’s text but does not adopt it completely.) In a39-b3, Rowe prints the manuscripts’
text, with & for xai in b3. He punctuates notably in two places: a comma after onpaiver and a full
stop after Bia. Finally, he suggests the following sense for (5): “that is how [we] already [get] the
[whatever it may be that is] capable of acting [in accordance with the acquired 700g].” From this
information we clearly cannot construe Rowe’s text as any of (a)-(e). It seems closest to Ferreira’s
(a), but I am not sure what we would do with the érei, since Rowe separates (1)-(7) from (8).

49 Tt may of course be the case that without punctuation and spacing, the manuscripts’ text (or some
emendation of it) contains important ambiguities. I lay on the editors and translators (and on
myself as well) the burden of spacing and punctuating the Greek to reflect these ambiguities, or at
least of bringing them to the reader’s attention.

50 Having presented the five possibilities, I argue eliminatively for my interpretation. It is of course
possible that I have missed some better interpretation of the manuscripts’ text, or some
unobjectionable emendation that should be adopted because of the perspicacity of its syntax.

51 And so I shall not focus on the translations themselves except where they go beyond what I take to
be the least precise interpretation of the syntax of the text on which they are based. Also, in some
cases I have been forced to rely on translations to determine punctuation of the Greek, since many
translators do not print a (punctuated) text and some do not make clear that they follow their
edition’s punctuation.

52 I add the spaces upon which all manuscripts agree. Editors and translators have only made one
change in the spacing — viz. Jackson’s reading of 6, . for &t (reported in Ross 1915: 156).



a39 (1) émel & ot 10 ABog (2) Gomep xol TO Evopo on-
b1 padver (3) étL &md €6oug Eyer Ty énidooty (4) €0ileton 8¢ T O
BywYTig P EREHTOL TG TOAMGxLS ®tvelobot T (5) odtwe %07
10 Evepyntixdy (6) xal &v toig dupiyorg ody dpduey (7) 0DSE Yo
av poptaxts Pidhng &ve tov Alboy o0JEToTE TOLNOEL TODTO U
b5 Bia (8) 3o Zotw ABog T0DTO PUYTG XOTH ETLTORTLUOY
A6yov Suvopévou & axohovbely 1@ AdYw
mototng (EE 11.2, 1220a39-b7)
First, (6)-(7) is quite clearly parenthetical. If we read xol v toig dpvyors as I have done,
then there need be no syntactic relationship between (6)-(7) and the remainder of the
passage.” If we read & &v Toic dupvyore, (6)-(7) will tell us more about something in (1)-(5),
but unobjectionably so, from a syntactical point of view. Either text provides a contrast with
the case of a stone, which implies perhaps that having a soul is a necessity for habit to result
in character. But this is a matter for my discussion of the semantics of the text in Chapter 1.
The other parts of the sentence (or sentences, if we punctuate with some
commentators) are rather less clear than (6)-(7). Buddensiek (2019) helpfully presents several
alternative construals, working from various translations and their text. I expand and
reformulate his list here, noting who adopts which construal and on the basis of which
textual emendations they do so.”* Note that in the cases where translators split the passage

into multiple independent clauses we may well infer logical relations between these clauses

that go beyond the syntax itself.”” But in presenting the five possibilities below I remark only

53 Ferreira comments on the émel 3¢ ... 3¢ . .. xaf structure in Aristotle (2017: 129-130). I consider
his comment at the end of this section.

54 Emendations of the text seem to form the basis for all construals; that is, punctuation and spacing
do not play an important role. Jackson’s reading of 1t is the single exception. In each construal, I
note deviations in lines a39-b3 from the near-univocal manuscript text, which I have printed. After
b3, the text is less problematic in (6) and (7), and in (8) the textual problems do not affect the
syntax of the passage as a whole.

55 In the cases where translators do divide the text into multiple independent clauses, I do not think
that there are any grounds for drawing specific conclusions about the syntactic structure of the



on the logical relations that each translator sees in the syntax, punctuation, and spacing they

adopt.”® In Chapter 1, I discuss the semantics of my own text, spacing, and punctuation.

(8):

Here are the five construals of our text, with my division into sections (1) through

(a) (1)-(3) are a dependent clause, explaining the main clause (8). (3) explains (1) (my
main construal), or (3) explains (1)-(2) (Ferreira). (4)-(5) is parenthetical.”’

(b) (1)-(5) are a dependent clause; (8) is the main clause. (3) (followed by (4)) explains
the way in which (2) gives reason for the thought expressed in (1) and (5). (5) then
follows on (1), the two explaining (8).°®

(c) (1)-(3) are a dependent clause, explaining the main clause (8). (3) completes (1) with

(2) parenthetical. (4)-(5) is also parenthetical.”

56

57

58
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whole. For example, what the 3.6 that begins (8) refers back to, if it is syntactically separate from
the éref in (1), is rather unclear.

Only in the case of the manuscripts’ text (with or without the 6 for my xai in b3, which Simpson
and Buddensiek read), do multiple translators interpret the syntax of the text differently, yielding

(a), (b), and Buddensiek’s (c). In two other cases, translators arrive at the same syntactic structure
with different texts (as I explain in my footnotes to (¢) and (e)).

I do not remark on Di Basilio’s construal. He translates and prints Dirlmeier’s text, but leaves out
(6)-(7) entirely, working with (1)-(5) and (8) in two separate parts of his paper (4, 14 respectively).
I do not see why Di Basilio curtails the passage after évepyntixéy, printing but not translating &met
as in Woods and Kenny. Because Di Basilio’s translation misses out €mnet, he ends up with
construal (e) instead of Dirlmeier’s (d), despite following Dirlmeier’s text (and Jackson’s &, Tv).

Ferreira (124), with no emendation, and my own construal (also with no emendation)
Simpson (both 2012: 546 and 2013a: 26), with & for xaf in b3

As Buddensiek (2019) remarks regarding Simpson’s text, while (3)-(4) could be explaining (5),
this would separate (2) from what seems to be an explanation of it in (3) and leave (2) instead
nonsensical.

Buddensiek, with no emendation, but Rowe’s 6 for xai in b3 and reading 6, Tt for 6t with
Jackson; and Donini (34-35), with the text of the OCT, which brackets éoti in a39, 6t in b1, and
76 in b3 (Donini manages this complex construal of the OCT’s text because, unlike Woods and



(d) (1)-(5) is an independent clause, and (8) is another. (3) follows on (1) with (2)
parenthetical. (1)-(3) explains (5), with (4) parenthetical.*’
(e) (1-(3), (4)-(5), and (8) are independent clauses. (3) completes or explains (1) with
(2) parenthetical. (5) follows on (4).%
I now consider each of these construals in turn, working generally backwards, from (e) to (a).
I end by arguing that we have good reason to prefer (¢) or (a) to the other construals, and
that the best translation will focus on (a), allowing for two variants of it.

As the punctuation in my text should make clear, I think that the overall structure of
the sentence is &nel & oti T0 A0g . . . 3O Eotw ABog T0DT0.* Taking (8) as an independent
clause separated from (1) with a full stop — as in (d) or (e) — deprives &nei of its role in
explaining the definition of character in (8) via the ideas in the first few phrases. If (8) is
indeed separate in this way, émel must instead introduce a clause dependent on either an
understood &o7ti in (5) or on (3)’s &yet. These are the strategies of construals (d) and (e)
respectively.

Start with (e). To make (e) work, Woods and Kenny bracket éoti in a39 with the

OCT, and Inwood and Woolf keep éoti and translate it existentially: character “exists.” If the

Kenny, he actually translates &rei.)

60 Dirlmeier (22, 239-241), with Jackson’s &, Tt for &1t and [t6], both in b1; Donini (203-204),
following Dirlmeier’s text

61 Inwood and Woolf (19), bracketing only the t6 in b3; Woods (15-16, 99, 188-189), following the
text of the OCT; and Kenny, following the text of the OCT but with o016 instead of [t4] in b3

By bracketing éoti, Woods and Kenny see (3) completing (1). Inwood and Woolf translate éo<ti
existentially, so (3) explains why character “exists.” Thus for Inwood and Woolf, the dependent
énei-clause is simply (1), but Woods and Kenny have to leave énei out of their translation, even
though the OCT includes it, to yield (d). (Perhaps they see émei and dt6 as redundant?)

62 Ferreira remarks that “[t]he anacoluthon in the period, with 516 opening the conclusion, will not
result unfamiliar to any reader of Aristotle” (2017: 130).



OCT’s emendations are necessary for (e), as Woods and Kenny must think, we should not
prefer (e), since (a) or (b) can be read from the manuscript text, or so I argue. (c) is
dispreferable for the same reason, if with Donini we achieve it with an emendation (the
OCT’s bracketing of ¢oti, which makes (3) complete the thought of (1)). As for Inwood and
Woolf’s existential €oti, I think it much more likely that ¢oti has a more informative role, as
every other construal. At any rate, (e)’s dividing of the passage into three independent
clauses ignores the syntactic possibility that rel in (1) provides reason for the definition in
(8.

Next consider (d), which results from Dirlmeier’s text. Dirlmeier brackets té in b1
but otherwise follows the manuscripts, with Jackson’s 6, T for &t also in b1. From this text
Dirlmeier and Donini construe the passage as in (d). This construal puts (1) and (3) together
to explain (5), but it is not at all clear why we should think that (1) and (3) provide any
support for (5). I would translate as follows: “Since character . . . is something that develops
from habit . . . [it is] in this way eventually the thing able to be active [or able to activate].”*
We seem to get new information in (5), not information that can in some way be justified
even in part by (1) and (3). There is no hint of activating (or of activity) in (1) or (3) (or
indeed in all of (1)-(4)). Since other construals avoid this problem, I suggest we abandon (d).

This leaves us with three possibilities: (a), (b), and (c). All follow the text of the
manuscripts, in contrast to (d) and (e).** Ceteris paribus, reading the manuscript text is

preferable to emending it, so if we find a decent candidate in (a), (b), or (c), we should prefer

63 Here is Dirlmeier: “Indem aber der Charakter (thos) . . . etwas ist was sich von der GewShnung
(&thos) her ausbildet . . . ist er auf diese Weise letzten Endes das aktivierende Element” (22).

64 Buddensiek reads Jackson’s 8, Tt for &t to produce (c). Both Buddensiek and Simpson read 6
instead of xaf in b3. But Jackson’s reading does not change the text, and the &/xai dispute does
not concern the difference between construals (a), (b), and (c), since it does not occur until (6).



it. According to all three of these construals, émeil introduces a clause explaining the definition
of character in (8). The three construals differ primarily regarding what forms a part of the
énel clause, and therefore also regarding what reasons the syntax provides for (8)’s
definition. In this respect, (b) stands out from (a) and (c).

So, consider (b). According to (b), (5) follows on (1), so that (5) has a syntactic role
in explaining (8). I would translate as follows: “But since character . . . is eventually in this
way the thing able to be active [or able to activate], . . . therefore let character be this, . . .”
However, the syntax of this construal raises two problems. First, why would the fact that
character “is eventually in this way” 70 évepyntixdy support the definition of character as a
quality of the non-rational part of the soul and with some relation to Adyog in (8)? I italicize
“10 évepynTixdy” in the previous sentence because on construal (b), the basic structure of the
sentence cites €Tt T0 R00¢ . . . TO &vepynTxdy as a reason for (8). This emphasis need not be
so prominent, as I explain in my consideration of (a) below. Here is the second problem: why
would the fact that %60g comes from &fog (cited in (2) and explained by (3) and (4)) give us
additional (xaf) reason to think that character is eventually t0 évepyntixéy (as we learn from
(1) and (5))? As in the first problem I posed for this construal, we need to pay close attention
to what exactly is syntactically a reason for what. Here, the intervening material in (3) and
(4) may indeed be a reason to think that character is eventually t0 évepyntixdy. But the
structure of (1)-(5) in (b) is simply &net & €oti T0 Ro¢, omep xai TO Svouo onuaivet . . .
10 &vepynuxdy. So the syntax of construal (b) has it that the fact that #0og comes from €fog

gives us reason to think that #0og is eventually T évepyntixdy, whereas it seems instead that

the main reason for thinking that n6og is T0 évepyntixdy must have something to do with the



explanation of to 6vopo in (3) and (4). And we can achieve that more precise logical
structure syntactically with a different construal — namely, with (a) or (c).

On to the final two possibilities, (a) and (c). These differ only in their understanding
of the connection of (3) to (1) and (2). In both of them, (4)-(5) is parenthetical and,
syntactically, only the thought in (1)-(3) supports the definition in (8). This route avoids the
first problem with construal (b) because the thought about to &vepynuxdv in (5) is not
connected directly to the definition in (8). Of course, the presence of (5) — and indeed all of
(4)-(7) — will factor in to our understanding of (8), but there is no special syntactic emphasis
on to &vepyntxdy. (a) and () also avoid the second problem just raised in consideration of
(b). Whereas (b) construes an abstruse syntactic connection between (2) and (5), (a) and (c)
treat (4)-(5) as parenthetical, and their syntax does not imply such a connection. So, since (a)
and (¢) avoid both of the problems with (b), if they are sufficiently clear themselves, we
should prefer them to (b). I now argue that they are indeed sufficiently clear.

Following Buddensiek’s (c), I would translate as follows: “Since character is . . .
something that is capable of development through habit.”® Here, (3) completes (1), and (2) is
parenthetical. Following Ferreira’s (a), on the other hand, we would take onep with éoti:
“since character is as [even?]® its name indicates because it is capable of development
through habit.” In this case, (1)-(3) is a single thought, with (3) explaining (1)-(2). Finally, as
an alternative to Ferreira but still on construal (a), we might take éoti veridically, translating

“character is what it is as even its name indicates because it is capable of development

65 Buddensiek: “Da . . . der Charakter etwas ist, das von Gewdhnung her sein Wachsen hat” (2019). I
rejected Donini’s (¢) above, on the grounds that it unnecessarily emends the text. Only by
emendation can Donini produce his attractive translation of these lines: “poiché il carattere . . . ha
il suo sviluppo dall’abitudine” (35).

66 Ferreira leaves the xai in a39 untranslated (124), which does indeed seem best for Ferreira’s
version of construal (a).



through habit.”” Again, as in Ferreira’s construal, (3) does explanatory work: it explains (1),
with (2) parenthetical.

Each of these three construals seems reasonable to me. Each keeps the manuscript
text, with reasonable punctuation and spacing. Each boasts a syntax that avoids esoteric
connections between parts of the passage. And each draws the passage together into one
complex thought. I think (a) slightly preferable to Buddensiek’s (c), though, for the following
reason. Buddensiek reads 6, Tt in b1 with Jackson. This requires understanding éot{ in a39
as (at least)®® copulative, but the intervening etymological observation in (2) then separates
¢oti from its subject complement (tt). This separation makes Buddensiek’s (c¢) marginally
less attractive than either of the construals I have mentioned in connection with (a), neither
of which see (2) as intervening in this way.*” Because either of the construals of (a) seems to
me quite possible, and because both adopt the same punctuation and spacing, I have
attempted to allow for both in the dissertation. I print the text they have in common, and I
have added “[possibly: what it is]” in my translation of (1).

In this final section on 1220a39-b7, I take myself to have produced a comprehensive
consideration of the syntax of the passage. It will be clear from my argumentation that I
prefer something of a minimalist approach where syntax is concerned. That is, I prefer

syntactic construals that leave ambiguous controversial logical connections between parts of

67 Julia Annas suggested I consider this possibility, which is not perhaps quite as awkward as
Buddensiek’s “is something” for éott . . . T, but does not commit us to taking domnep with éoti, as
in Ferreira. Inwood and Woolf also treat £t absolutely, as existential. See Kahn (1965) on eivou.

68 If we do not separate §tt, €o7i could either be translated as predicative (as copulative, with
Ferreira’s reading of (a)) or as absolute (as veridical, with my reading of (a), or as existential, with
Inwood and Woolf). But in any of these cases, we need not try to pin down a specific translation of
éoti. Kahn (1965) argues that in most cases, syntax tells us little or nothing about eivat. I take my
vocabulary in this note from his article, where he describes various semantic features of the verb.

69 Thus I object more broadly to Jackson’s 6, tt, as I do not see any other way to read it.



the passage. Those logical connections are then semantic matters, and the reader can weigh
for herself the evidence for and against each of them. Therefore, some of the implications (of
the syntax of certain construals) cited above as reasons against those construals may indeed
find warrant in the text, but it would be a mistake to adopt a syntax that requires or implies
them.” Construals (a) and (c) are in part superior to the other construals because they transit
the syntactical ambiguity of the unpunctuated manuscript text most completely.
As a final observation, I will draw attention to a comment of Ferreira’s on the xa{ of

b3, which begins (6). Here is Ferreira:

PC[B]’s™ xadf . . . deserves scrutiny. In Aristotle’s works one

finds passages where xoal introduces a third premiss after a first

premiss introduced by émel 3¢ and a second premiss introduced

by 8¢: EE 111.5, 1232b27-31 [8¢ 1. 29, xat ibid.], Phys. IV.12,

220b32-221a9 [d¢ 1. 1, xai 1. 4], M 0.2, 1046a15-20 [3¢ 1. 16,

xol 1. 17]. Seen from that perspective, PC[B]’s xaf results not

only acceptable, but even preferable to L’s &, contrary to what all

editors except Manuzio (who knew only the lesson 0 &v taig

Poyaic) seem to think. (Ferreira 2017: 129-130)
If this is compelling (and I have no reason to think it should not be), then the syntax of the
entire passage has more structure than any of (a)-(e) makes explicit. Three premises would
support (8): (1)-(3), (4)-(5), and (6)-(7). Ferreira comes the closest to making this argument

structure apparent in English, but he no doubt intentionally refrains from making the syntax

of his English require it: after “since” for énel in a39 and “and” for d¢ and xaf in b1 and b3,

70 Here is an example: I have argued that éref introduces a dependent clause that provides reason for
the definition at the end of the passage, in (8). Simpson (with construal (¢)) may be correct first
that (5) follows on (1) and second that the pair explains (8). But we can draw these two
conclusions semantically if we start with construal (a) or (c). (a) or (¢) would be preferable in this
case because their syntax does not require that (5) follows on (1) or that (5) and (1) help to explain
(8), but they leave that possibility open. Similarly with (d), which agrees with the first point
Simpson makes here.

71 Ferreira did not have Rowe’s edition. Rowe attributes xai here to PCB (Rowe ad loc.: “B with mark
indicating doubt?”)



he translates 3.0 €otw NBog ToDTO in bb with “given that, be character this, . . .” This
translation allows for the complex énel . . . 3¢ . . . xai structure without forcing it on the

reader. I hope that my translation (“therefore” for 3t6) achieves the same result.



IIT EE 11.3. 1220b21-35

&V ATTOoVTL OLVEYEL XOl OLOLPETRD ETTLY DTEPOYN %ol EAAELPLG Xal PLECOY, XOL TODTA 7] TTPOG
BAANAQL §) TTPOC MBS, OLOY &V YouvooTLXT, &V latpuxdi, év oixodoutxd], &v xuBepvnTixd, xol &v
b25 omoLaody [sic] TEAEEL xol ETLOTNLOVLXT] XOL AVETULGTNULOVLXT] XOL TEYVLXT] XL ATEYVW. 1|
UEV YOp %ivnolg ovveyég, N 8¢ TPAELS xivnolg. v TaoL 3 TO PETOY TO TPOG NUaG BEATLOTOY,
TODTO YAP EOTLY MOG ] ETLOTAUYN XEAEVEL XL O AGYOS. TOVTOYOD OE TODTO Ol TOLEL TNV
BeAtiotny €Ev. xol ToDTO b30 dHA0oy SLax Thg EmMaywYTig xal ToD Adyov- T YO EVavTio
@Oeipel GAANAQ, T & ExEa Xotl OAANAOLG XOL TG UECW EvovTio: TO YO LECOY EXATEQPOY TTPOG
Exdtepoy €atiy, olov TO 1oov Tob ey EAdtTovog peilov Tod petlovog 8¢ EAattov. HGoT Evéyxn

™y ROy Gpethy Ttepl péa’ dtto elvan xol b35 peodtrTo TV

In every divisible continuum there is excess and deficiency and intermediate, both relative to
each other and relative to us. For example in gymnastics, in health, in building, in navigation,
and in any action whatever, both scientific and unscientific, both skilled and unskilled. For
movement is continuous, and action is movement. In all cases the intermediate relative to us

is best, for this (tobt0") is as knowledge and reason order.”

72 Cf. EE 11.1, 1219b26-31 and 1220a8-11, and I1.2, 1220b5-7: Aristotle suggests that — since we are
looking for human virtue — we assume that there are two parts of the soul that share in reason
(petéyer AGyov) by nature (t& . . . mepuxévar; Tig Puydic and xoté voty in 1220a9-11). It falls by
nature to one “to give commands” (mitédrtrety in all three passages) and to the other “to obey and
listen” (meibeobon xol dxovety at 1219b30) or “to follow” (&xorovbéw at 1220a10-11 and 1220b6).
Here, knowledge (¢miotiun) and reason (AGyog) “order” (xeAever at 1220b28).

On parts of the soul, see EE 11.1, 1219b32: divisibility into parts makes no difference, and Aristotle
does not take a position. Similarly, Aristotle writes at EE I1.4, 1221b31 that not every part of the
soul has desire, “if the soul has parts” [ei peptoty €ativ].



In every case this (todto?) also produces the best state. And this is clear from induction and
from reason: for opposites destroy each other, and extremes are opposite both to each other
and to the intermediate, for the intermediate is each opposite relative to the other, just as the
equal is greater than the lesser and less than the greater. So virtue must be concerned with

certain intermediates and be some intermediate.

This passage begins EE 11.3. In it, Aristotle introduces his Eudemian™ idea of the
intermediate™ relative to us, which occupies a key role in the account of virtue developed
throughout EE II. This introduction of the intermediate contains comments on knowledge
and reason; thus it is especially important for my consideration of the relationship between
virtue and reason in Chapter 4.

The key lines of this passage are 1220b27-29 (“In all cases . . . best state.”). By
beginning a new paragraph with the sentence at 1220b27-28 (“In all cases . . . order.”), some
translations™ imply that this sentence begins a new idea, and that the two sentences in
1220b27-29 follow one upon the other. Reading these two sentences in context allows us to
see that the passage comments on an important difference between the role of reason in

virtuous action and the role of reason in virtuous character: virtuous action is “as reason

73 “Eudemian” because, among other differences, in the EE, virtue “concerns (ept) certain mean
points and is some mean point (ueodtnro Twvé),” (I1.3, 1220b34-35) whereas in the NE, virtue is a
mean disposition (Stébeotg; 11.8, 1108b11-13) or “lies in” a mean.

74 1 follow Lorenz (2020) in translating péoov as “intermediate.” The concept of a mathematical mean
does not fit well with Aristotle’s idea in I1.3, and while he attempts to rectify the situation (e.g.
11.5, 1222a22-b4), the precise denotations of “mean” cause more confusion than they are worth,
especially when the vaguer “intermediate” allows for more specification in context. (For criticism of
the concept as Aristotle introduces it, see Woolf 102.)

75 Notably Inwood and Woolf and Woods (though see next note)



order[s],” but reason only interacts with virtuous character because virtuous action (which is
as reason order[s]) produces virtuous character.”

I have paragraphed the passage to indicate this difference. The sentence beginning
with “In all cases” (at 1220b27-28) tells us about actions, in a continuation of what Aristotle
has been writing since 1220b21. The next sentence (in 1220b29) introduces a discussion of
states, which Aristotle continues through II.3 with the table of vices and virtues, all of them
states. The “In all cases” sentence, then, tells us that in everything that involves action, the
intermediate action (the referent of Tob7to', at 1220b28) is as knowledge and reason order.
And the “Also, in every case” sentence begins a new thought (notice the xai) with the idea
that the intermediate action (also the referent of Tobt0% at 1220b29) always produces the best
state of character. The first idea supports my argument in the second section of the fourth
chapter; the second idea should be familiar from Chapter 2.

The philosophical considerations presented in those two chapters help to show that
t0070' and T00T0* most likely both refer to the intermediate action, as I have just said. But
there are also good contextual grounds to take these two pronouns in this way. I now discuss
their referents at some length, as they have sparked some debate in the literature on this
passage.

Context suggests that todto' might refer to (1) the intermediate action or (2) the
best,” and todto® to (i) the intermediate action, (ii) the best, or (iii) the orders of knowledge

and reason. I have adopted (1) and (i), though some more general referent of todto® is

76 Woods makes a suggestion in the direction of what I propose here, namely that separating the
sentences at 1220b28 and 1220b29 can help to settle the “pervasive uncertainty” of whether
Aristotle is discussing choices or actions on the one hand or states on the other (104). I do not see
why mpoatpéoetg should enter the picture here, but otherwise, the point is a useful one.

77 The latter suggested by Dirlmeier: “Wenn das Mittlere verwirklicht ist, hat man die beste dté&featg,
d.h. nach 18b38 die Tugend” (245).



possible, for example (iv) the intermediate action as best and ordered by knowledge and
reason (partly following Simpson, 250).

Other proposals for the referents of the two instances of Tobto seem to fit poorly
with the topical context of the two sentences. Simpson settles for both the intermediate (1)
and the best (2) for Tobto' in order to have Aristotle making an explicit argument that “the
intermediate relative to us is best” (249-250).” But surely, especially in the Eudemian Ethics,
we do not need to see every step of Aristotle’s arguments spelled out. Simpson then explains
T00T0” as “the mean as best and commanded by science and reason” (250). My objection
here is that Aristotle has just explicitly generalized his examples to the sphere of action in
particular. Yet Simpson reads év maot in 1220b27 to refer to not just actions, but also
affections and states.”

Woods, unlike Simpson, distinguishes between the intermediate as action and the
intermediate as state. But Woods then takes to07t0” to refer to the intermediate state, which
Aristotle has not yet mentioned.* Perhaps these commentators feel that more argument

would be needed in order for both pronouns to refer to “the intermediate action.” Likewise,

78 1If Tobto' refers more narrowly to the intermediate, we will indeed need to assume something along
the lines of “the best is as knowledge and reason order” to make the argument go through (as
Woods notes).

79 Since he sees €v maoL quite generally, Simpson does not recognize any specification of the
intermediate here or elsewhere, that is, as intermediate action, intermediate affection, or
intermediate state. When explaining the conclusion at 1220b34-35, Simpson makes use of this
generality of interpretation, since Aristotle has then already told us that in actions, affections, and
states, the intermediate is best. I argue below (two notes hence) that we do not need to rely on
such a general point in the first half of the passage in order to see the conclusion at 1220b34-35.

80 Woods makes two suggestions for to0t0’; this is the second (105). Woods treats tobto' as “the
intermediate choice or action” and (in his first suggestion) writes that To0to” refers vaguely to “the
guidance of the rational part of the soul” (104). The first imports the idea of choice into the
passage, and with the second he seems to ignore the simpler possibility, that Todto® refers to the
intermediate relative to us, as I have suggested.



perhaps Woods translates motet at 1220b29 as simply “is” in order to free Aristotle from the
more substantial claim suggested by “produces.” In fact, the more natural renderings, of
Tov7o in both cases as “the intermediate action” and of motet as “produces,” make good sense
once we understand Aristotle’s Eudemian views on the development of virtue and its
relationship with reason (Chapters 2 and 4).

Finally, notice that all of Aristotle’s practical examples in the first part of this text
concern action.” This might come as a surprise. Why the shift immediately to action, instead
of including affections, or states? But when we arrive at EE 11.6, Aristotle makes it clear that
of all the animals only human beings can properly be said to act, in virtue of their use (for
such action) of their rational capacities. The connection between I1.3 and I1.6 thus serves to
support both the idea that Aristotle’s focus in II.3 rests on action (for action is uniquely
human) and the idea that the phrase “o¢ M émtotiun xeheder xol 6 AGyog” refers to the

determination of actions, and not to the development of states of character.

81 That is, that the intermediate action produces the best state. But this claim does make sense, if we
think back to II.2. From II.2, we know that repeated movement of a certain sort results in
corresponding character. Thus action that is in some respect intermediate results in character that
is in that respect also intermediate (at least where that type of action is concerned).

In short, I1.2 tells us that (1) intermediate action produces an intermediate state. The first part of
the passage here establishes that (2) intermediate action is always best. Aristotle now connects (1)
and (2) by telling us that the intermediate action, besides being best itself, also produces the best
state. To see the point, we need neither Simpson’s recourse — to thinking that év méot in 1220b27
refers to “actions, passions, [and] habits” (249) — or Woods’ importation of the idea of the
intermediate state via To0to® (104). From (1) and the fact that the best state is virtue, we can
conclude as Aristotle does here that “virtue must be concerned with certain intermediates and be
some intermediate.”

82 Dirlmeier translates “xoi év omotaody mpdEer” (I1.3, 1220b24-25) as “und in Tétigkeit beliebiger
Art” (23), but remarks that “Der Begriff mpa&Lg ist ja in diesem Abschnitt aufSerordentlich weit
gefafit. Darauf macht Walzer (55) mit Recht aufmerksam; daher die Illustrierung durch die vielen
Beispiele” (245). 11.6 uses mpd&eLg to mark off a specifically human sphere of activity, but then
seems to lump some xtvnoclg in with mpdEelg as the results of “controlling starting-points.”
Perhaps Aristotle uses mwpaELg here to mark a connection to rationality, which is at any rate the
main point in the first half of the passage.



IV EE 114, 1221b39-1222a1%

méong Yoo Puyfic® O olwy mépuxe yiveabor yetpwy xal BeAtiwv® mpog TadTo xod TTEEL

ToDTA €0TLy M al Ndovn

286

For the pleasure of every soul is related to and concerns those sorts of things by which it

naturally becomes worse or better.*’

83

84

85

86

87

We find a passage almost exactly parallel to EE 11.4.3, 1221b39-1222a1 in the context of Aristotle’s
discussion of the relationship between virtue and pleasure in the NE, at I1.3, 1104b3-28. This
parallel NE passage, however, does not suggest a solution to the problems in the EE manuscript:
the NE may be a copy of the EE, or L. may be a copy of the NE, the extra text perhaps having
been added back in to the EE. There is no way to tell.

The OCT has naoo yop Quyn with PCM*, and Rowe prints éoo yop Quydig, noting “méoa (?) yop
Puyfic L'.” Rowe also notes méiong yop puyfic L2

Rowe inserts €ELg after the phrase. Rowe’s interpretation, as well as Fritzsche’s méong yop Qoyig
<EEc> and Allan’s maoo yop Puyic <€ELc>, makes the assumption that Aristotle is talking about
the state of the soul. Comparison with the parallel NE passage no doubt prompts such
emendations. Bonitz creates the same problem by substituting €€Lg for ndovn at the end of the line
(and following PC here).

mépuxe yiveabor yelpwy xal BeAtiwy om. PCM*. The OCT and Rowe include the phrase, as does
the Teubner, presumably with reference to the NE, since the Teubner edition was compiled
without access to L, mépuxe yiveobar occurs elsewhere only at NE VIIIL.6, 1158a13 and X.4,
1175a3. The expression can always mean “is/becomes naturally,” as here.

Rassow, Rowe, and the OCT leave out 7 780v, which all the manuscripts have. Dirlmeier
substitutes {07 (only marginally better than omitting 7 #3ov7), Dodds replaces it with 73opévn
(clearly with the OCT’s combination of PC and L for the rest of the phrase), and Allan unhelpfully
writes ] @Uotg, thinking of the parallel NE passage. I have tried to make sense of its inclusion.

I have ended up following L* consistently in my text and translation of this sentence. A translation
of PCM*’s text might be: “Every soul is [what it is] concerning these things. Pleasure also concerns
those things and is about those things.” If this were the translation, would presumably refer to the
pleasures and pains just discussed. But the sense of the second sentence would be quite unclear.
Other translators mix the manuscripts together or rely on additions. For example, Inwood and
Woolf, following the OCT: “For every soul is related to and concerns those sorts of things that
naturally make it worse or better.” Rowe’s edition, on the contrary, makes the subject “each of the
soul’s character traits,” or something of the sort.

In the 5™ draft of his edition of EE II, Christopher Rowe writes the following about this sentence:
“N Ndovn is bracketed by Rassow. I surmise that the problems with this sentence started with the
omission of €ELg after maioa yop Puyng, perhaps because it looks as if the subject of the relative



V  EE 11.6. 1222b15-20

A&Ppey odY BANNY dpyNy Tig EmLobong oxéPew. ciol dY ool YEY al ODOLOL XOTH QOOLY
TvEC® dpyoud, SLd xol ExdoTn TTOAAL SUVATOL TOLODTO YEVWAY, 0lov &vBpwTog dvBpwmoug ol
Cdov [6v] BAwC® {do xod QUTOY PLTE. TEOg dE ToVTOLS 6 Y BVOPWTOC Xod TEAEEWMY TLVWY

EOTLY GOYN LOVOY TV {wY: TAY YOO GAAWY 0D0EY EITTOLULEY &Y TTOATTELY.

Let us then take another starting-point for the following investigation. All substances® are by
nature starting-points of some sort; this is why each being” can generate many others of the

same kind, just as a human can generate humans, a creature can usually” generate creatures,
and a plant can generate plants. But in addition to this, a human being is alone among the

animals a starting-point of some actions: we would not say that any of the other animals acts.

clause should be oy (it’s the soul that one would naturally think of as becoming worse or
better), which I think it still is, though it looks as if it’s &€Etg; with Quyhg then altered to Quyn, and
oo Puyn becoming acquired exclusively by the relative clause, as its subject, that then leaves the
main clause apparently without one (it can hardly be soul) — and pleasure, in the context, is a
natural if unhelpful choice by way of supplement to complete the sentence.”

88 Allan emends Tweg to xivfoewg, citing the discussion in EE VIIL.2, 1248a25 about the starting-
point of motion and change in the soul. More convincingly, we could just look later in the passage
at hand (EE 11.6), where Aristotle goes on to consider starting-points that do not bring about
movement. There is no need to emend, however, as 1222b20 sufficiently clarifies the contrast
between the two types of starting-points. Rowe also does not emend the text.

89 Casaubon suggests {dov op.oiwg; The OCT and Dirlmeier omit dv. The sense is clear; I prefer the
latter. Rowe does not emend, though I do not see how he can then translate here.

90 Dirlmeier provides references for Aristotle’s use of “substances” (ai odoiow) in the Eudemian Ethics:
M A.1 and A.8, DA 402a6, and DA 415b8-14.

91 With Dirlmeier: “Wesenheiten,” instead of Inwood and Woolf: “substance.”

92 LS] on 6Awg: Plato, sometimes, “on the whole.”



VI EE 11.11. 1227b34-38 and 1228a1-3

A pair of textual problems at 1227b38 affect our interpretation of a key question in

the first half of the text: how exactly does virtue relate to the mpoatpeicfor and the end? Five

possible readings of the text give different answers to this key question:

Readings of the text at I1.11, 1227b38 and translations of 1227b37-38:

1. 1@ mpoorpeiohor 00 Evexa Sel Rowe

2. 70 Tpootpelabot 0 Evexo Sel -- (only considered — and rejected — by Rowe)

3. 1® mpoorpeiobon 0d Evexa IW, Woods”

4. 70 mpoorpeiobor 0b Evexa Dirlmeier,” Simpson,” examined by Kenny (86n1)

93

94

95

IW: “Now that for the sake of which is the mean, and virtue is the cause of this, in that it decides
what we act for the sake of.” Woods: “The mean is the thing-for-the-sake-of-which, of which virtue
is the cause, by choosing with a view to that.”

“‘Das, worumwillen’ (man handelt) ist aber das Mittlere und davon ist Ursache die Tugend, das
Sich-entscheiden fiir das Worum-willen,” which I translate as “But ‘that for the sake of which’
([i.e., that for the sake of which] one acts) is the mean and the cause of it is virtue, the deciding for
that for the sake of which” (or possibly “. . . the decision process itself, [which is] for that for the
sake of which”).

Simpson translates the same text as Dirlmeier (as is clear from 285n3) but less literally: “What it is
for the sake of, then, is the mean (what virtue is cause of is choosing for the sake of which), . . .”

Simpson seems not to recognize a difference between interpretations (i) and (ii). My reading of
Simpson’s translation suggests (ii): virtue has a role in mwpoaipeotg itself and is not confined to a
relationship with the end. By making the remark about virtue parenthetical, Simpson separates
virtue from the mean and seems thereby to tie it closer to mpoaipeots. Indeed, Simpson
paraphrases his translation in ways that make (ii) seem likely: “virtue makes choice to be right
about what it is for the sake of but not about what it is of” (283); “what virtue is cause of is
choosing for the sake of which” (proposition 4 on 283); and “virtue gives choice its essential form
(because it gives it is [sic] end), and choice gives virtue its concrete expression (because it realizes it
in concrete actions)” (284).

However, Simpson’s commentary as a whole seems to tend instead toward (i). He concludes that
“virtue is cause of what the end is that choice is for the sake of,” (284) and yet again (supposedly
in a rephrasing of proposition 4) that “virtue determines what choice is for the sake of” (284). In
general, the argument seems to be that Aristotle here establishes a clear distinction between the role
of virtue and “some other power” in mpoalpeotc: virtue is only concerned with the end that
mpoaipeotg is for the sake of and not also of with what mpoaipeotg is of (283-284). Simpson does



5. 100 mpoorpeiabar 00 EvexoKenny”

Text (1): accepting Fritzsche’s emendation of 10 to t® and keeping the manuscripts’
det.” This is the text for the translation quoted above if we include the queried “through.”
Virtue “causes” the mean “through (t®) the mpoarpeioOor.” What could this mean — that is,
how do we answer the key question posed above? Perhaps (i) virtue sets the mean as an end,
and that end is later adopted as the “that for the sake of which” in mpoaipeoig. Or perhaps
there is a closer relationship between virtue and mpoaipeotg: (i) virtue might be responsible
for the fact that mpoaipeotig adopts the mean as the “that for the sake of which.”

Text (2): keeping t0 and d¢ei: This is the text for the translation quoted above if we
leave out the “through.” This text seems to identify virtue and the mpoatpeicOot, suggesting
that (iii) virtue at least partly consists in the mpootpeioat, which adopts the mean as its “that
for the sake of which.” We should take this possibility seriously because of its basis in the
text: T0 appears in all manuscripts, and 0 mpoapetobor could certainly be read appositively

to N QPETN.

not bring up the possibility that there might be a causal relationship between virtue and
mpoaipeotg itself.

96 In Aristotle’s Theory of the Will, Kenny translates, “It is the mean which is the wherefore which
virtue is the case [sic] of the purposive choice being for the sake of” (85), though he argues that
“[Aristotle] wants to say: ‘Virtue is the cause of the choice’s being for the sake of the mean’” (86).
In his 2011 translation, Kenny chooses to avoid the awkwardness of his 1979 translation while also
resolving the ambiguity of the Greek: “Now, it is the mean that is the purpose, and what virtue
does is to cause a choice to be made for the sake of the mean.”

97 Rowe notes that Susemihl omits 3¢t not only from his text but also from his apparatus criticus. The
OCT omits Jet in the text, noting that it appears in C and L. According to Rowe, all manuscripts
have it: P, C, and L, as well as B. In addition to the manuscript evidence for the det, 1227b14
attests to its place here, for Aristotle is directly answering the question posed at 1227b14. Rowe
suggests the following translation: “‘. . . through [a person’s] mpootpeicfor [for the sake of] what
[they] should [mtpoorpeiobor] for the sake of’; cf. 1227B13-14" (ad loc.).



Texts (3), (4), and (5) are unacceptable on textual grounds, since they omit the
ubiquitous 8¢t, which all of the manuscripts have. Nevertheless, commentary regarding these
texts helps to establish what is at issue in the choice between (1) and (2).

Kenny’s arguments in Aristotle’s Theory of the Will are particularly stimulating.
Kenny answers the key question posed above (“how exactly does virtue relate to the
rpoorpeiofar and the end?”), and his conclusions address the solutions that I have listed so
far (i, ii, and iii). According to Kenny, Aristotle’s point in the passage is that virtue “is the
cause of the mean’s being the goal of the choice, of the mean’s being the 00 &vexa of the
mpoaipeols” (1979, 86, Kenny’s italics). Thus Kenny argues for the answer I have labeled (ii)
above. Rather than interpret (ii) from text (1), though, Kenny presents a long argument for
text (5). I consider this extended argument in the next section.

Kenny also addresses (i), via his objections to Dirlmeier and von Fragstein. He
attributes to them the idea that “virtue is the cause of the mean, of the mean being realised in
action” (86). But in his commentary, Dirlmeier does not address the relationship between
virtue and mean. He focuses instead on the import of the to: “[i]m Zusammenhang des 11.
Kap. kann man ja &pety und mwpoaipeoig geradezu gleichsetzen. Wir haben also eine
Apposition vor uns. So wie etwa [Magna Moralia (MM) 11.5,] 1200b18 . . .”*® 1 believe

Dirlmeier alone suggests such an apposition here.”

98 Text (as printed in the Loeb): Gomep yop ol N xaxio i Onptdtng OEE Evbpwmoy éotiv, obtw *ol
7 &pet N dvtuxelpévy; translation (Armstrong): “For even as the vice of Bestiality is beyond
human measure, so is its opposing virtue” (586-587). Dirlmeier also cites Euthydemus 274e2 and
Eudemus fragment 127, 12 for similar instances of an appositive being used with virtue.

99 Kenny also considers this textual reading, but in his note explains that he takes the possibility to be
“a rather clumsy accusative and infinitive after aitio, with the infinitive eivow left understood”
(86n1). Kenny’s discussion of the text indicates that he might render this text as, “It is the mean
which is the wherefore of which virtue is the cause, [the cause] that the choice [is] for the sake of
[the mean].” But the ambiguity of o0 &vexa (discussed in the text) gives other possible meanings to
this option, and so we would need an argument for such an interpretation.



Three possible interpretations run as follows:
i. Virtue sets the mean as an end, and mwpoaipeoig adopts that end as the “that for the
sake of which.” (Simpson)
ii. Virtue is responsible for the fact that mwpoaipeoig adopts the mean as the “that for the
sake of which.” (Kenny, perhaps von Fragstein'®)
iii. Virtue at least partly consists in the mpoopetafar, which adopts the mean as its “that
for the sake of which.” (Dirlmeier)
At 1228a1-3, Aristotle repeats his point that virtue is the cause of the correctness of the end
of mpoaipeoic. A pair of textual problems here too are worth noting. First, beginning with
Fritzsche, every editor and most translators omit o0 in 1228al. Despite a variety of
conjectures, I do not think the thought can follow on 1227b34-38 if we keep 00."”" Second,

PCB omit aitia, but it is clearly required. Both textual problems are thus cleared up with

reference to 1227b34-38, since 1228a1-3 appear to repeat the ideas in those earlier lines.
A Against Kenny’s interpretation of this passage

At EE 11.11, 1227b38 (part of the passage considered above), Kenny reads tod

mpoorpeichor 00 Evexoa.'” He interprets his text to mean that “virtue is the cause of the

100 According to Kenny, von Fragstein argues that virtue is the cause of “the fact that the wpoaipeaotg
can really achieve the rightness of the end: the mwpoaipeoig can only do this if virtue stands behind
it.” Von Fragstein: “Die orthotes des Telos aber zu erweisen ist Sache der Proairesis, hinter der die
Arete stehen muss* (1974, 121, quoted with italics in Kenny 1979, 87n1).

101 Rowe suggests it was inserted by someone thinking that Aristotle meant to attribute the cause of
the correctness of the end to mpoaipeotg and not to virtue (ad loc). Dirlmeier points to the 00 aitio
at 1227b38 as a possible cause of the o0 appearing here (306). Dirlmeier and Kenny suggest
keeping the o0 and changing 1228a1’s toD to 10, but this seems (with Dirlmeier) to result in
mpoaipeotg being responsible for the téhog (306 and 1979: 87). Both Dirlmeier and Kenny settle
on omitting the o0 (44 and 2011 ad loc). Simpson appears to follow von Fragstein, who
reads1227b39-1228a2 as one extended thought in an attempt to keep the 00 (see Kenny 1979: 87).

1021In the list of textual variations I present in the previous sub-section, Kenny’s is text (5).



mean’s being the goal of the choice” (86)." In this section, I argue that we should adopt neither
Kenny’s text nor his interpretation of the meaning of the passage, even on the basis of some
other text.

Start with Kenny’s text. As mentioned above, text (5) ignores the dei. Until Rowe, the
only mention of the ¢t that I find is in the OCT, which notes it appearing in only C and L.
But (with Rowe), dei appears in all the manuscripts. We might thus emend Kenny’s text to
700 mpoorpeioBor 00 Evexo del. The dei would of course alter Kenny’s translation,'” but I do
not think that it would affect his arguments regarding the remainder of the text and its
interpretation.

Kenny’s change of the 16 to ToD is not so easily defended.'” There is no manuscript
support for any emendation of the 16, whether to to0 or to t®. Kenny attempts to provide us
with sufficient reason for his change by reconstructing the thinking by which Aristotle may
have arrived at text (5). Kenny presents two simpler potential precursors of the sentence as
he reads it, suggesting that the complexity of the sentence derives from progressive
rewordings (86-87). The difficulty of justifying the toD results in a complex argument, the
improbability of which, I think, should prompt Kenny to defend his interpretation using a
more natural reading of the text, namely (4).

I now consider Kenny’s argument itself. I will focus my criticism on the dialectic of the

passage: Kenny argues that Aristotle “wants to say” 1 &pet) €0ty aitio ToD Tpoatpeiohot

1031In the list of possible interpretations I present in the previous sub-section, this is interpretation (ii).

104 As noted above, in Aristotle’s Theory of the Will, Kenny translates, “It is the mean which is the
wherefore which virtue is the case [sic] of the purposive choice being for the sake of” (85). He
argues that “[Aristotle] wants to say: ‘Virtue is the cause of the choice’s being for the sake of the

999

mean’” (86). I am not sure how he would render the sentence with the addition of dei.

105Kenny considers t6 but does not adopt it (86n1).



oD péoou Evexa (“Virtue is the cause of the choice’s being for the sake of the mean.”), but
he “wishes to stress the importance of the mean, and so brings it forward” to produce t0
néoov €otiv, 00 aitio 7 ety T0d Tpootpeiobor 0b Evexo (“It is the mean that virtue is the
cause of the choice’s being for the sake of.”).

Why would Aristotle want to emphasize the mean in this hypothetical intermediate
rewording? In the context of Aristotle’s argument in the passage, the mean would come to
mind primarily in relation to the previous sentence. There, mpoaipeotg is of something and
for the sake of something. Thinking about what mpoaipeoig is for the sake of, we arrive at
the mean. In other words, in the dialectic of the passage, the idea of the mean arises directly
from mpoaipeatc.

Kenny claims, on the contrary, that Aristotle first had a new thought about virtue (that
virtue causes mpoaipeats to be for the sake of the mean), and then “brought it forward” in
the sentence. No doubt Aristotle should have separated his thoughts better here, but the flow
of argument comes upon the mean first in connection with the remark about mpoaipeotc.
Only when the mean has entered the picture via mpoaipeotg would it make sense to connect
it with virtue. Kenny’s argument has reversed these two steps.

Now turn to Kenny’s interpretation, supposing we dispense with his text. Kenny finds
in the text what I have labeled interpretation (ii): virtue is responsible for the fact that
mpoaipeotg adopts the mean as the “that for the sake of which.” Specifically, as mentioned
above, Kenny argues that Aristotle’s point in the passage is that virtue “is the cause of the
mean’s being the goal of the choice, of the mean’s being the 00 &vexa of the mwpoaipeots” (86,
Kenny’s italics). In Kenny’s reconstruction, Aristotle’s might have written simply 7 épeth

¢oty aitio 10D Tpoonpelabal tod péoov Evexa. Above, I suggested that such an



interpretation might follow from text (1). Suppose we adopt (1). Why not interpret the text as
Kenny does anyway?

We have already rejected Kenny’s argument that (ii) could have given rise to the text
that Kenny reads. And apart from Kenny’s proposed text, there does not seem to be any
evidence corroborating this particular connection of virtue and mwpoaipeoic. An exception may

be EE III.1, for which see my discussion earlier in this chapter.
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Appendix C: The Disputed Books

A brief overview
Throughout the dissertation, I take the EE to consist of five books, what we know as
EE I, 11, 111, VII, and VIIIL. I now address the question of how we ought to read NE V, VI,
and VII' — the disputed books — insofar as it is relevant to the dissertation. Several
considerations have convinced me to treat the three disputed books as non-Eudemian
material:

e Philosophical analyses disagree as to whether the disputed books belong with the EE,
with the NE, or with neither one nor the other. Dorothea Frede (2019) argues that
the treatments of a variety of subjects in the disputed books (akrasia and enkrateia,
justice, practical and theoretical reason) accord better with the NE than they do with
the EE’s undisputed books. Kenny presents philosophical and stylometric conclusions
to the contrary (TAE). Rowe writes that “AE B [is] wholly Nicomachean, whereas A
and C . . . have a Eudemian base” (Rowe 90-114, cited in Kenny 1978, 90n1). Perhaps
if the evidence points to any conclusion, it suggests that NE VI, at least, should not
enter the current discussion. Indeed, my own stylometric evidence supports the idea
that NVE VI stands out from the other disputed books; however it does not go further
than that. NE VI does exhibit stylometric differences from the other two disputed

books. These tie it closer to neither the EE nor the NE.?

1 1 shall call the disputed books NE V, VI, and VII, as they are best known, though others refer to
them as CB A, B, and C (e.g. Rowe), or AE A, B, and C (Kenny).

2 I will not here address the larger question of the relationship between the EE and the NE.
Commentators’ opinions run the gamut. Probably the prevailing opinion has it that the EE is
earlier, and that the two treatises represent progressive stages of Aristotle’s ethical thinking
(contrast Di Basilio 2018: 2)
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+ Stylometric® analyses of the disputed books show that their differences from the EE
special books significantly exceed the differences internal to the special books. Also,
contrary to Kenny’s stylometric conclusions, my own indicate that the disputed books
are just as stylistically foreign to the EE as to any of the other Nicomachean books.

* Manuscript evidence indicates that the end of EE III may fit less well with NE V than
is commonly assumed.* Of the four major manuscripts Rowe considers in his edition
of the text (P, C, L, and B), only L includes the final phrase adopted by recent
translations and editions: mepl 8& Sixawoobvng #dn AéEeton (in EE 111.7, 1234b14).°
Moreover, editors appear to have changed L’s AéEeton® to Aextéov without any basis
for the change in the manuscripts (Rowe, EE 111, note 386).” See also Primavesi on

the number of the books in various manuscripts (2007).

3 As Anthony Kenny did in his pioneering work (1978), I have run stylometric tests on the
Eudemian, Nicomachean, and “common” books. In part, these tests examine and compare
frequencies of particle and connective usage within each book. By “stylometric” evidence, I simply
mean the outcome of these and other tests commonly used in the digital humanities (though
almost entirely outside of philosophy) to establish authorship and the like.

4 Traditional interpretation of the NE has assumed this. For an argument, see Kenny, who holds that
similarities between the EE’s exposition and that of the first chapter of the first common book are
evidence that the common books belong in the EE (TAE 1978, 60-69; 2016, 277-9).

5 The OCT and Susemihl print this phrase; Dirlmeier, Inwood and Woolf, Kenny, and Simpson
translate it. Woods does not translate EE 1II.

6 Rowe writes that the presence of AéEetoun is reason enough to consider the phrase suspect: “AéEeton
would be a distinctly odd way for Aristotle to say ‘will be spoken about’, and an emendation to
Aextéov looks arbitrary by any measure, unless one has already decided that a discussion of justice
must have followed in the EE” (Rowe, EE III, note 386).

7 Indeed, the OCT prints eptl 8¢ Sixooovng 70N Aextéov, noting the omission of the phrase in PC
and the presence of AéEeta in L. Susemihl prints the same phrase, and his apparatus criticus only
indicates that P¢ omits mepl 8¢ duxaoodvng 710M Aextéov and that Ald. reads AéEeto instead of
Aextéov. Since Susemihl’s main manuscripts are P and C (labeled P’ and, here, C°), the implication
is that C° has the printed phrase, which, according to Rowe, it does not.
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¢ In addition to the previous point, Rowe suggests that EE III was — at least in one
manuscript — connected directly with EE VII. The manuscript “B” (considered by
Rowe in addition to P, C, and L) labels what we know as EE VII and VIII as & and
e’, and starts book & with mepl 8¢ @LAlag, thereby transitioning from EE III to EE
VII. PCL do not start EE VII with wepl 3¢ @uAiog but pick up with B thereafter.

* An additional consideration: to the extent that my arguments in this dissertation are
successful, the special books of the EE constitute a complete treatise on the topics 1
address. I am treating them as such, and were this the wrong approach, one would
expect the resultant lacunae (especially to the tune of three entire books) to be
painfully obvious.

Recent years have seen a flurry of arguments that run contrary to the evidence just presented.
While none of these arguments considers all of the points assembled here (and doubtless 1
have missed some important ones), there are indeed reasons to consider the disputed books
as Eudemian. I believe that the balance of the evidence points instead toward the conclusion
I have adopted. At the very least, when we cannot be reasonably sure as to whether the

disputed books as we have them belong in the EE, it is safest to treat them separately.®

8 The recent and novel attempts to “put the EE back together” disrupt a long interpretive tradition
that includes the “common books” with the Nicomachean Ethics. Even if we exclude the “common
books” from the EE, I believe much more extensive argument would be required before they could
be treated as part of the NE.
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