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REFUTING FORTENBAUGH:
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
HOIKH APETH AND ®PONHXIX IN ARISTOTLE

In Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle describes the human soul as
being composed of two elements: «olov 6 uév droyov adric siva, 6 b Abyov
£yov» («one element in the soul is irrational and one has a rational principle»)'.
The &loyov (irrational) part of the soul is itself divided into two parts, to Ooe-
mrieov (nutritive) and to émbupntixov (desiring). To Goerrexov is found in all
living things; it is of a vegetative nature and concerned with nutrition and
growth. For Aristotle, this nature and function prevents it from having a role in
avlowmivny apetr) (human virtue)?. On the other hand, 7o émduunrixov, though
irrational, «peTeyovoa pévror my Adyous («shares inlogos»)3. In éyxpatic (the
content person), to émbupntixeoy or dpextixoy «melapyel YoUv T@ Adyw»
(«obeys logos») and, in particular, in the case of owgpovas (the temperate) and
avépetog (the brave man), «opopwvel T Aoyw» («it is in accordance with
logos»)*. While it is the rational part of the soul that has Adyog «xupits xai €v
aut@» («in the strict sense and in itself»), the other part obeys Adyoc in the
same way as a child obeys its father’. However, there is also another non-
rational element in értOupnTixov which opposes and runs counter to Agyog.

"Apet) is also divided into two parts which conform to the division of the soul
into a rational and an irrational part. Zogix (philosophic wisdom), ouveatc
(understanding) and gpovnow (practical wisdom) are Savontixes dapetec
(intellectuat virtues); éAevfepiotnTa (liberality) and cwepposuvy (temperance)
are $ucec apeteg (moral virtues). While Stavontixy apetr is acquired by Sida-
oxaliz (teaching) and, therefore, involves éumeipia (experience) and ypovog
(time), 70y apetn is not conferred upon us by nature, but through human
action: «tag & apetag Aapbavopsy évepyroavres mpoTepovyS. It is through

1. ARISTOTLE, Nichomachean Ethics, I, 1102a29-30.

2.Cf. 1, 1102b12.

3.1,1102b14.

4.1,1102b26-9.

5. Cf. I, 1103al-3. As David Ross indicates in a footnote to his English translation of
Nicomachean Ethics, when Aristotle states that the irrational part of the soul dealing with desire is
UETEXELV» Or «EXELV AGYO», he means that it can obey a A6yog presented to it by the rational part of
the soul. He does not mean that To émBupntivéy can be the origin of a Adyos. Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics, tr. D. Ross, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980, p. 27.

6.11,1103a31-2.
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npattovres (doing) that a particular human action is gndertgken, and_ an
ir;dividual can be judged by the character and effect of this pamcula}r action.
Hence, nuen doey is concerned with npd?’azg (acts). But since moqfag are,
according to Aristotle, associated with r}é‘ovzy (pl‘easure)/and Aum’),(pa{n), then,
#0ixn doety must be also concerned with n(é‘ovr)/and Awgr). Kaxza. (vice) also
has the same object as ¥0uen apetn (i.e. ndovy) and Aum').). Acting \yell is,
therefore, associated with the experience of pleasure and gctmg badly with that
of pain. For Aristotle, the correct comportment in, relation to human action
entails the avoidance of umepboly (excess) and éﬂ‘k;‘e(#zg\ Fdefect), and t.he
pursuit of the 7o uéoov (the intermediate). While nfuxn apeTn) is concerned with
mpakeic, human action is not in itself sufficient to determine whether a person

possesses nuen apey or not. For Aristotle:

«The agent also must be in a certain condition when he does them; in the first place
he must have knowledge, secondly he must choose the acts, and choose them for
their own sakes, and thirdly his action must proceed from a firm and unchangeable

character».’

A person, then, possesses 90un apetr) when s/he acts not merely well, })ut in
the manner in which a person who possesses r0uxz) dpetn wogld act. Aristotle
ultimately defines nfuxn doetn as &g (state of character) which is con/cernesd
with meoaipeatg (choice), which is itself informed both by Adyog and goovipog”.
Aristotle insists that we must choose the acts we do, and choose them for their
own sake?. [Tpoaipeoic is manifestly a voluntary act, but not all voluntary acts are
the result of mpoaipesic (e.g. children and animals are capable of vol,untary
action, but not of choice). Ipoaipears is also to be distinguished from 50uﬂ&;azg
(a wish), as, unlike 6ouAyoic, it can only be related to the realm of possible
human actions. Outside this realm of possible human actions hes. the sphere
encompassed by bouAdacic which is directed toward;s thmg{s V}/h1ch are not
possible to be brought about by one’s own efforts (e.g. afxvaoiaz (immortality)).
For Aristotle, 6ouAyai «tou tedous éoti paddovs («relates tc()) the end»),
whereas mpoaipestc is related «Twy meog 70 TéAoc» («to the mf.cans)l ) .

Hpoatpeaic presupposes Acyov and Siavowav (intellect). I.t involves choos.mg
from arange of different possibilities and, therefore, it requires one to selec{t ina
reasonable way which of them might be the best choice.. Hence, mpoaipeoic
requires ovAevac (deliberation). Deliberation, however, is confined to those

7.1, 1105a31-4.

8. Cf. 11, 1106b36-1107a2.
9.Cf. 1, 1105a31-4.

10. 11, 1111826-7.
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things which can be brought about only by one’s own efforts. Bovlcuorc is not
concerned with ends in themselves, but with what is directed towards ends:
«Bovhevouela 8 ol mepl TAV TeA@y GMd meol Ty mpds ta Tl («we
deliberate not about ends but about means)!!. We start by setting up the end,
and then we consider how and by what means it is to be attained. The end,
namely, the good or apparent good is the object of the true fovAeugic of the
good person. Accordingly, the object of mpoaipeaic is one of the things in our
power which is desired as a result of Sovdevoc. Tooaipesic can also be termed
Govdsutien) doskic (desire after deliberation), because when a judgment has
been reached as a result of EovAsuaic, we o’psyo’;,w@a (desire) in accordance with
our 6oudeuaic!?. Hence, the exercise of 70uxr) dpen) is relevant to «tay mpde 70
7€A0c» and it is also, in accordance with oelos Adyoc (correct reasoning).

At the beginning of book VI, Aristotle repeats that through our possession of
1n0ixn) dpetn we choose the uéoov, not the vnepboAn nor the EMeuic, and that
the pegoy is determined by the dictates of oplioc Asyos. "Oplog Adyoc is the Ao~
Y05 possessed by goovinos. Podvyuog is the person who has gpovnoie. Ppovnaic
is a diavonTuen) dpetr), and is found in the part of the soul which possesses A~
vos. However, Aristotle distinguishes two different elements within that part of
the soul which possesses Ayoc. The first deals with things whose gpya: (first
principles) are invariable, and the other with things whose gpyai are variable.
The former is called 76 éniornuovixdy (scientific knowledge), the latter is
called 76 Aoytotixov (calculative). The émaTnuovxdy is engaged in EmoTHUY
(science) which includes grAosogiz (philosophy) and pabnuatixa (mathema-
tics). The role of the Aoyiotixoy is to deliberate upon how to change things.
Bovleusic belongs to the Aoyioixoy because we never deliberate about the
invariable.

The operation of these two parts of the soul is judged in accordance with their
goyov (work). The &xyoy common to both parts of the intellect is that of ¢GAxfeix
(truth). However, these two parts are directed towards truth in a different way.
To émornuovixdy (scientific knowledge) is concerned exclusively with truth,
while 70 AoyioTixdy concentrates upon «aknlew opordyws éyousa ©p Gpéte
9 dp0» («truth in agreement with right desire»)!3. Hence, the judgment of 74
Aoyiorixoy presupposes that the dpebic must be 6o07), the Adyoc must be arnbrne
and the goefic must aim at what the Adyos commands; this is a necessary
presupposition if mpoaipeoic is to be good. The person who deliberates well is
held to possess Gpfio; Adyoc, and is called gpovnuos. Ppdwipoc is, therefore, the
person who has the ability to deliberate well about what is good and

1100, 1112,12-3,
12.Cf. 11, 1113a10-4.
13. VI, 1139a31.
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advantageous for him/herself, not in some parti.cular respect bu_t in relation to
«roia Teoe T0 eu (v oAwe» («what sorts of tllmgs flre/conducwe to‘the g(‘)od\
life in general)!4. Poovnore then, is «EErv GAn0n) preTa AoYou TEGXTIXT]Y TEDL T
avlpermiey dyala xal xaxax («itis a true and reasoned state of a capacity to act
with regard to the things that are good or bad for man»)>. .

For Aristotle, émomjuy is concerned with things thaF are universal and
necessary. Any episteme is derived from &p{xaz‘ (first I?rmc1ples). Ho/weve.r,
these @y can be grasped neither by e’mo’my? nor gpoviats nor o—o.qoca..lt is
only voig (intuitive reason) that grasps the apy . @povnng, w_h1ch is to
deliberate well, cannot place the dgyad within this field of deliberation as they
are invariable and, hence, are not subject to deliberation. As Aristotle states:

«From what has been said it is plain, then, that copiz is émarruy, combined with
voUe, of the things that are highest by nature. This is why we say Ana).(agoras,
Thales, and men like them have gopia but not ppovnatg, when we see th.em ignorant
of what is to their own advantage, and why we say that they know Fh.mgs that are
remarkable, admirable, difficult, and divine, but useless; viz. because it is not human
goods that they seek»16.

Hence, gpdvnots is useful because it is concerned with the .human good.
Without it, we are not in a position to determine and secure ‘what is good for the
soul. Tt is the godvruoc who embodies doflc AGyoS, and)w1tk‘10,ut a fe%ference to
8006 Adyos we are unable to provide an account what 770.007 dpetn is. In book
111, 5007} dper is defined as the good state of the .1rrat10na1 part /of the soul
which is a matter of choosing in each particular situation what the peoov is. The
péaov is determined by Adyog and, HOuen) dpeT) is,/ thereby, closely relztted to
Goboc Mbyos. ‘Opidc Adyoc was designated as the Adyos possessed by ppovioc,
namely, the person who possesses qopévno—zg. Thl/ls, on the basis of bopk 111, the
account of 70} deet) is firmly linked to gpovnats. However, this account
seems to be placed into question, by Aristotle,. in bgok V1, where the% function of
wpovnuoc is held to be to deliberate well'?. Since, in accorda.lncg with book 111,
the end cannot be the subject of deliberation, but only what is directed towards
the end!8. The divergence between book III and book IV]is heightenc?d further
when Aristotle states that virtue makes us aim at the right o-/xmr?g (r{lark)

(«dipei) Tov axomov motet deliov») and GDPéVUO"i makes us take «Té 7p0¢ TOUTOV
(«the right means»)'® or «7] uev yap to TEA0S 1 8¢ e PO TO TEAOG TIOLEL TLPAT™

14. V1, 1140a26-8.
15. VI, 1140b6-7.

16. VI, 1141b1-7.

17. Cf. V1, 1141b10.
18. Cf. 111, 1112b15-6.
19. VI, 1144a6-9.
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tetv» («the one [ethike arete] determines the end and the other [phronesis]
makes us do the things that lead to the end»)?. ,

Hence, with the passage from book III to book IVI one appears to be
presented with a new different orientation which is founded upon the basis that
the good end is given by £¥i, namely, the state of character concerned with
mooaipeats. This confines gpovnoic to an operation which merely entails
working out the best ways to attain this good end. For, if within the irrational
part of the soul, 707 apet), as €€ic concerned with mpoaspestc, is sufficient to
determine the goals by itself, then the rational part of the soul in general, and
more specifically goovnoig, seem to contribute nothing to the choice of goals.

It is this new orientation that forms the basis for W. Fortenbaugh’s position in
Aristotle on Emotion. His claim is that the good goal is given by one’s €4, and
all that gpovnoic does is to work out the best way to achieve that goal. In order to
reinforce the persuasiveness of this interpretation, Fortenbaugh turns to another
of Aristotle’s works the Rhetoric. In particular, Fortenbaugh concentrates upon
those sections of the Rhetoric in which Aristotle, through a description of the
nature of people’s character according to their emotions, habits, ages and
fortunes, identifies the characters typical of young, mature and old people. In
the Rhetoric, young people are held to live more by 7flog (character) than by
calculations of Aoyouoc?l. However, their failure to live by Aoyiouoc does not
prevent them from acting with a view to what is 7o xalov (noble). For Aristotle:
«In their actions, they prefer @ xaha (the noble) to the useful; their life is
guided by their #0oc (character) rather than by Aoywuog (calculation), for the
latter aims at the useful, @pet at 7o xalov (the noble)»?? However, in the
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle claims that young people do not have n0:ixn
apety) in the strict sense, since apety) is always found together with dplog Adyoc,
namely, geovnag:

«For all men think that each type of character belongs to its possessors in some sense
by nature; for from the very moment of birth we are just or fitted for self-control or
brave or have the other moral qualities; but yet we seek something else as that which
is good in the strict sense. We seek for the presence of such qualities in another way.
For both children and brutes have the natural disposition to these qualities, but
without reason these are really hurtful...»?3,

Nevertheless, this does not prevent Fortenbaugh from saying that according to

20. VI, 1145a4-6.

21. ARISTOTLE, Rhetoric, 1389a33-4.

22. IDEM, Rhetoric, 1389a33-4.

23.1DEM, Nicomachean Ethics, V1, 1144b24-8,



g G. KAKOLIRIS
18

Aristotle «their good behaviour is a matter of moral virtue and not of practical

wisdom»?4.

On the basis of these passages from the Rhetoric, Fortenbaugh thep proceeds to
argue that %0y apetn has the capacity and competence to provide a corredct
assessment of a particular situation, and to offer laudqble gqals. Th1.s is made
possible through a process of moral training in which Anstot]cj, is held to
associate the emergence of virtue with the moral training of yogth. V.II‘[UCS do th
arise directly from nature, but are the product of adaptatlon in which nature is
perfected through habituation. In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle stresses that

«by doing the acts that we do in our transactions with other men we becomejust. or
unjust, and by doing the acts that we do in the presence of dangerZ,Sand by being
habituated to feel fear or confidence, we become brave or cowardly»*>.

According to Fortenbaugh, it is through moral training and habituation, and
not necessarily through Adyos, that the irrational part of .our soul becomes
capable of judgment and the choice of a particular action for its own sake. Thus,
he claims that we can state «without qualification that moral vmug mgkes
correct the goal, because the moral virtues man has learned are moral principles
which determine the goals of his particular actions»29, .

In what follows, I offer an alternative interpretation, which cha.llengc.‘,s
Fortenbaugh’s position, by focusing upon Aristotle’s account of the relaUOpshlp
between nlixn apery and gooviors. In the passage taken from the I}hetc\m’c, on
which Fortenbaugh’s position relies, Aristotle appears to sFaFe that n@zm apety)
is acquired before duavontixn aoety, as aresult of moral training and habituation
during the period prior to adulthood. It is through morgl t.rammg and habltuatlc;n,
and not by calculation, that the young possessors of th1s incomplete virtue prefer
70 xaAov to the useful. It is virtue, according to Aristotle, and not calculation,
which aims at 760 xaAov; calculation aims at the useful. In book VII of the
Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle defines the role of virtue as follows:

«For apety and poyOnpia (vice) respectively preserve and destroy the o?pl)y’,. and in
actions the final cause is the @py7, as the hypotheses are in mathemat1c§; nellth.er in
that case is it Aoyos (argument) that teaches the Goy7), nor is it s0 here - dpe?) eithe.{
natural or produced by habituation is that what teaches rlght opinion about the o'cloxr;
(ol0bokeiv mepi T1v doynv). Such a man as this, then, is owgpov (temperate); the
contrary type is axdAaatog (self-indulgent)»27,

24.'W. FORTENBAUGH, Aristotle on Emotion, London, Duckworth, 1975, p. 71.
25. ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, 11, 1103b15-17.

26. W. FORTENBAUGH, Aristotle on Emotion, op. cit., p.79ff.

27. ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, VII, 1151a16-19.

REFUTING FORTENBAUGH ON ARISTOTLE 189

Or, in a passage from the Eudemian Ethics Aristotle also says:

«Therefore whereas the cowardly and the daring are mistaken owing to their
characters, since the coward thinks things not formidable formidable, and things
slightly formidable extremely formidable, and the daring man on the contrary thinks
formidable things perfectly safe and extremely formidable things only slightly
formidable, to the brave man on the other hand things seem exactly what they are»28,
(italics added)

So, it is virtue as a general motivation, as a modified desire, and not Ao’yoq,
that directs the choice of 6 xaAdv. To xaAdv is the doy), the ultimate end. We
reach the zoy non-deliberatively, namely, simply through a process of moral
training and habituation. We do not deliberate about the ultimate end as we do
not deliberate about the hypotheses of a science. In both cases, we take those
apyai for granted, as an a priori fact. This is exactly what Aristotle means when
he says «7o wédo¢ cannot be a subject of deliberation, but only 74 TPOg TO TE-~
Aoc»?29.

Hence, it is virtue that preserves the apy7; it preserves what is laudable. It
preserves our conception of 76 xaAov while vice destroys that conception. This
capacity of virtue to preserve the goal of 76 xaAdv is the result of virtue being a
non-deliberative desire acquired through habituation. Virtue, therefore,
includes both a conception of 75 xaAdv and a desire foritas co-originary.

Yet, in the Eudemean Ethics, Aristotle also maintains that non-intellectual
virtue is incomplete without Adyoc -

«but because every virtue is a matter of choice (Z))’ Enedn] ndoa doety mpompei-
%7) (and we said before what we mean by this, namely, that makes a man choose
everything for the sake of some object, and that object is what is fine), it is clear that
courage being a form of virtue will make a man face formidable things for some
object, so that he does not do it through ignorance (for it makes him judge correctly)
(Bo0cc yap uaddov notet xpivery), nor yet for pleasure, but because it is fine, since in
a case where it is not fine but insane he will not face them, for then it would be base
to do s0»39 (italics added).

However, mooaioears (choice) requires £ouAsuoic (deliberation) and £o)er-
016 requires Adyog, therefore, since mpoaipeats is a rational thing, complete H0;-
%7 dpetr necessarily requires 26yo¢ t0o. A virtuous man chooses everything on
the basis of some rational desires tied to deliberation about what is conducive to
what is laudable (7o xaAdv). Our wish, for example, to be brave, courageous or

28. IDEM, Fudemean Ethics, 111, 1229b23-26.
29. IDEM, Nicomachean Ethics, 111, 1112b15-6.
30. Ipem, Eudemean Ethics, 111, 1230a28-31.
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temperate depends on some previous SouAevois (deliberation) about what
contributes to what is 7o xaAov. This deliberation is always preceded by a non-
deliberative desire for what is laudable, which is acquired through a process of
habituation.

A possible objection to this interpretation could be raised that, according to
Aristotle, we do not deliberate about ends, but only about things towards ends.
This would be to ignore that by 7ékog, or aeyn, Aristotle means the ultimate
end, which is what is laudable (70 xaldv), and to contest this interpretation by
saying that for a person to be noble, courageous or temperate is not a means but
anend. However, as Aristotle says in the Eudemean Ethics:

«For courage is following reason, and reason bids us choose what is fine (16 xaAdv).
Hence he who endures formidable things not on account of reason is either out of his
mind or daring, but only he who does so from motives of honor is fearless and
brave»3!.

In this passage, Aristotle clearly treats courage not as an end in itself but as
something which is directed towards the end. He does not seem to hold a
restricted notion of some sort of technical deliberation whose applicability is
fimited to instrumental means attached to non-deliberatively chosen ends. He
commences his description of human action by initially introducing a vague
non-deliberative notion of desire acquired by habituation and directed to «what
is laudable». This is not the sole thing we desire. We also desire to know what
sort of life will lead us towards what is laudable, or desire to know, in a
determinate context, which of several possible courses of action displays the
greatest degree of conformity to it. This is deliberative desire which is not a
strict, technical deliberation about instrumental means, but concerns the
constituents of what is laudable.

According to David Wiggins, the Aristotelian expression «ta pros to telos»
can be formulated in two distinct, non-contradictory, compatible relations: (A)
the relation x bears to telos y when x will bring about p, and (B) the relation x
bears to p when the existence of x will itself help to constitute p. The first
relation refers to the necessary means to bring about the end, and the second
refers to things whose «existence counts in itself as the partial or total
realization of the end»32. Both relations fall into «what is towards the end» in a
non contradictory, compatible manner. Hence, there is nothing obscure or
objectionable when we argue that our deliberative desire to be noble,
courageous or temperate does not constitute the telos of human action but &

31.IDEM, Eudemean Ethics, 11, 1229al-5.
32. David WicGIns, Deliberation and Practical Reason in Amélie OKSENBERG RORTY (ed.),
Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1980, p. 224.
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meog 1o 7edoc. The person chooses to do the virtuous act for its own sake, as
demanded by 7o xaAdv, and not for the sake of a particular virtue, such as
courage. As T. H. Irwing explains:

«A rational action is explained, on his (Aristotle’s] view, by showing that it achieves
some eer sought by desire. But we do not explain an action in a way that shows its
rationality simply by referring to some single goal or desire; we must also
understand why the agent has that goal; we will understand that, on Aristotle’s view
when w§ understand how that end contributes to some overall good, some;
Systematic structure of ends that the agent pursues»33,

Yet, we have to establish the manner in which @oovnats operates. For
Aristotle, goovnot enables us, on the basis of our apprehension of what is
%auc‘iable (76 xa)dv), to perceive which virtues (e.g. courage, temperance or
Justice), or even 76 xaAdv itself, requires in any particular case, and commands
us to act accordingly. The young person who does not possess goovnai, but
only a mere preference for the noble in comparison to the useful,lis unab’le to
det.ermj.ne what nobility requires of him in particular cases. For, it is podvnoic
which is concerned with particulars, and determines where the uéalov lies
between excess and defect in any individual instance. ‘ |

In thg Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle invokes aiclnorng (perception) to
deterrmpe at which point one’s action would become blameworthy34.
Percepuon seems to stem from experience. Referring to the opinions of
.experlenced, elderly people and people of practical wisdom, Aristotle says that
It 1s experience that «has given them an eye for things, and so they see
correctly»33. Experience is exactly what a young person lacks and, therefore. he
does not possess podviauc. As Aristotle insists: ’ o

«Th.e cause is Fhat such wisdom is concerned not only with universals but with
panlcplars, wh{cf} become familiar from experience, but a young man has no
experience, for it is length of time that gives experience; indeed one might ask this

quesggn too, why a boy may become a mathematician, but not a philosopher or a
physicist»36,

Ygt, peovnag is' DOt mere experience since it assists us to find what to do in a
gart}cu.lar case with the view to something which is more universal. In the
eginning of Book V1, we are told that there is a standard which determines the

33. T.H. rwin, Aﬁstotle on Reason, Desire and Virtue, The Journal of Philosophy, 1975 p.575
4. ARISTOTLE, Nicomachean Ethics, 11, 1 109020, IV 1126b2 , o .

35. VI, 1143b11-14, 4

36. VI, 1142a14-17.
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modes of observing the mean between excess and defect, and this standard is a
certain oxomoc (mark) at which we aim37. The oxomog is presumably what
Aristotle calls the Zewrov which is attainable by gobvipos through calculation.
The dptotov is also, the place from where the reasoning of @odviuog seems Lo
commence. For, particular cases require us to know what the aptorov (which 18
the superlative of 70 xadv) demands. It is by looking at the ultimate end that, as
Aristotle says, we heighten or relax our activity accordingly?®.

Hence, gpdvyots in Aristotle is practical rationality in virtue of which one
knows what the ultimate end of human action requires us to do, or, in other
words, how to pursue this ultimate end. In this sense, gpovnois is concerned
both with the universal and particulars: «oud’ 2oTiv 1) eovNTlG TWV xaborou
(ovo, 2 St xal ta xal’ éxacta yvweilety» («Nor is practical wisdom
concerned with universals only — it must also recognize the paﬁiculars»)”.
Doovnos is concerned with how to pursue the ultimate end in particular cases.
We first start with a general conception of what a good life requires us to do,
namely, whether, for example, justice, courage or temperance are good or notin
the sense of whether they contribute towards =6 xa)gy or not. This is the oy
of action and a sort of major premise??. Then, we establish what, for example,
courage or justice require of us to do, since not any and every means would be
compatible with, for example courage or justice or even 70 xaAov in general.
Hence, we have determined, through deliberation, the means which would be in
accordance with courage or justice, and this is a minor premise*!. When we act,
we combine these two premises together, and this is the final stage, which is
termed éoyarov. It is the final stage in the course of our deliberation about a
particular action which is immediately applicable. "Eoyatovis what comes last
and, therefore, it is particular.

Yet, Aristotle says, that «oe T xal)’ Exaota yop @ waBbhou» («aniversals
are reached from particulars»)“, namely, that judgments of particulars allow
us, through induction, to grasp the universal. The process of induction is
heavily dependent on voug. It is voUc, as Aristotle says, that «is concerned with
the ultimate in both directions; for both the first terms and the last are objects of
voUc and not of argument»*.

«[TThe nous which is presupposed by demonstration grasps the unchangeable and the
ficst terms, while the nous involved in practical reasoning grasps the last and variable

37.Cf. VI, 1138b21-24.
38. Cf. V1, 1138b23
39.VI], 1141b15-7.
40.Cf. VI, 1144232,
41.Cf, V1, 1143b3.
42.VI, 1143b4-5
43,V], 1143a35-bl.
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fact, i.e. tbe minor premise. For these variable facts are the starting-points for the
apprehension of the end, since the universals are reached from the particulars»**,

‘ Hence, we start from the particulars or minor premises (e.g. this act will be
Just. or courageous), and it is from that that we get a grasp of the end, i.e. the
major premise that, for example, justice or courage is good. Th,er.efore
Armtgtehan @oovnoig is not a matter of determining how an action wi]i
contqbgte to an independently specifiable end, but it is rather a matter of
perceiving that end in the action. The process of thinking about a particular
action itself is primary, and it is only through concentration upon this particular

ac?on that the question can arise as to whether one can perceive an end in this
action.

) Thils.article has sought to challenge Fortenbaugh’s argument that »n0uer
apeTy is sufficient to enable a choice of action to be made in particular c/eige;sq
Qn the alternative interpretation offered here, the only thing that ¥fuer @oe
Jsolatgd from qa‘/oo'v*/]mq, is capable of achieving is to direct one’s deOSi‘reL: {O\;v;erOs
what is 70 xakolv. In other words, 70:x7 zpet7 is engaged in the preservation of
what is 70 xahov. "HOwxn apety) provides a type of understanding that enables
the rejecFlon of a choice of action which is, for example, pleasant simpl

because it is pleasant; and the preference for the noble ir)lstead of whatp i)s/
pleasant. However, this is all that 50u¢7 zpet) is able to achieve without goévr-
ot;. The capacity to dissociate oneself from the constant satisfaction of ‘oneq‘

own.plea.sure is an insufficient basis upon which to determine the type of actiorsx
req/mred ina particular situation. For Aristotle, 7#0¢7 dpet7 without Aéyog or
@povnoig is comparable to a «strong body which moves v:/ithout sight»%3, I}r,lence

«it ]S'.HOt pos.s1ble. to be good in the strict sense without practical wisdom, or
practically wise without moral virtue»*6:47, | ’

Gerasimos KAKOLIRIS
(Athens)

44. V1, 1143b1-3.
45. VI, 1144b1 1.
46. V1, 1145a2-4.

47.1 would like to thank Dr. Peter Langford for his invaluable help.



